TOWN OF WINTER PARK
BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 8:00AM
Online and In-Person Meeting (instructions below)
AGENDA
I.
II.

Meeting Call to Order.
Roll Call of BOA Members

III.

Minutes – May 11, 2021

IV.

Conflicts of Interest

V.

Action Items:
A.
B.

Resolution 5, Series 2021
Public Hearing – Continuance – Lot 3, Silverado Condominiums II and a Metes
and Bounds Parcel – Building Coverage

Online Meeting Log-In Instructions – See next page

Computer Log-In Instructions
Please click the link below to join the webinar:
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/85723122052?pwd=WXd6Z2tlRnpwb1haTDU4SDJxOVhqZz09
Passcode: 742862
Phone Log-In Instructions
Dial In Numbers
US: +1 669 900 6833 or +1 253 215 8782 or +1 346 248 7799 or +1 929 436 2866 or +1 301 715 8592 or +1
312 626 6799
Webinar ID: 857 2312 2052
Passcode: 742862

You can log into the Zoom meeting through the link above to view what is projected on the screen. You
can use either your computer audio or the number above. Everyone will be muted upon entry into the
meeting to ensure that we have manageable background noise and limited interruptions.
Public Hearing Process
If you would like to participate in the public hearing, please follow these instructions so we can make sure
everyone that wants to speak has the opportunity. When you log into Zoom you will be automatically
muted to limit background noise. When the public hearing is opened for public comment, please use the
“raise your hand” feature and staff will unmute citizens in the order they were received. To enable “raise
your hand” feature, click on the “Participants” button the bottom of the screen.

TOWN OF WINTER PARK
BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT
Tuesday, May 11, 2021 8:00AM
following the Planning Commission
MINUTE
I.

Roll Call of Commission Members at 8:05 am. Roll Call indicated present Chairman
Brad Holzwarth, BOA Members Angela Sandstrom, George Stevens and Jonathan
Larson. Community Development Director James Shockey and Town Planner Hugh Bell
are also present. BOA Members Dave Barker, Roger Kish and Doug Robbins are absent
today. The Town Attorney Hilary Graham is present as well.

II.

Minutes for Review: April 13, 2021. BOA Member Larson makes a motion to approve
the minute. BOA Member Stevens seconds. The BOA minute is approved 4, 0. There
was typo on one of the last names. Director Shockey indicates this will be corrected.

III.

Conflicts of Interest. No one comes forward.

IV.

Action Items:
A.

Resolution 3 & 4, Series 2021

Director Shockey begins his presentation. He indicates that these Resolutions ratify the decision made about
denying the height variance for Fireside Creek Apartments on April 13th, 2021.
BOA Member Stevens makes a motion to approve. BOA Member Larson seconds. The motion is approved
4, 0.
B.

Lot 3, Silverado Condominiums II and a Metes and Bounds Parcel –
Building Coverage

Chairman Holzwarth explains how the meeting will take place. The comments from the public are limited
to 3 minutes per person.
Director Shockey begins his presentation. The Town of Winter Park has sent a request to increase building
coverage for the site from 40% as required in the R-2 Zone District to 56%. Director Shockey indicates that
the electronic packet sent to the BOA Members contains the applicant’s arguments in favor to be granted
this request. It is also mentioned how the building coverage cannot exceed 40% without a variance and the
three criteria that must be met in order to grant this variance.
Then, Director Shockey mentions the proper notification that was sent to the public, neighbors within 300
ft. and published on the local newspapers. The Staff received 12 comments and 1 petition along with
signatures and letters that were sent to the BOA Members as a table setting.
Director Shockey reads from the Staff report that the applicant is requesting this variance for additional
parking which is desirable for the upcoming project and the surrounding neighborhood (up to 14 additional
parking spaces). Director Shockey mentions a correction that was made to the site plan regarding the real

coverage and number of parking spaces requested. Once this was noticed, the Staff made a recommendation
to the BOA to postpone its decision to allow Staff to review this one more time and send the public notice.
This correction will be sent and made public to people can see that it has been proposed in an accurate way.
However, the BOA would like to receive comments from the public today and continue the meeting until
June 1st, 2021 when proper notification has been put out. Director Shockey mentions some comments the
Staff made and why the variance might be needed. Neighbor noted that additional parking is needed beyond
from what the Code requires. The Applicant has taken this into consideration. And seeks to increase the
parking. Finally, Director Shockey says that the Staff does not provide recommendations to the BOA
regarding variances.
BOA Member Larson asks about the date to continue this item on the agenda. BOA Member Stevens asks
about the discrepancy on the site plan. Director Shockey shows on the screen the discrepancy and what it
is actually being proposed. BOA Member also asks about the layout requested for landscaping. Director
Shockey replies that that will be analyzed during the design review.
BOA Member Stevens asks if this request is a product of the Staff research for AHF projects in other
jurisdictions or if this is a reaction to a neighborhood request. Chairman Holzwarth tells BOA Member
Stevens that many people made the effort today to attend this meeting in order to make a comment. The
Town’s Legal Counsel, Hilary Graham, is also present. Ms. Graham asks to please show the corrected site
plan. All comments are welcome today and June 1st.
Director Shockey says he will show the corrected site plan during this meeting. There is a discussion about
this and how this will be sent to the public on Thursday May 13th, 2021.
The applicant, Town Manager Keith Riesberg, comes forward. Mr. Riesberg comes on behalf of the TOWP
as the owner of this property since 2010. The TOWP will remain partial owner of the property through the
Affordable Housing Authority. Then, Mr. Riesberg gives a background of the project. In 2019 the TOWP
conducted a public process to develop this property. This public/private partnership allowed the
development of critical affordable housing with limited funding. The goal has been to find the balance
between the critical need for affordable housing for the workforce while preserving the character of the
community. The physical constrains and the utility easements of this site have made this process challenging.
This is directly related to the number of units proposed while preserving the character of the community.
The rent for the units cannot exceed 120% AMI. The rent cannot be raised in order to cover unexpected
expenses. As the applicant has been working with its partners, they believe this project has the same
characteristics as other projects in the area such as Wolf Park Townhomes (the density for this project was
increased as a trade-off) and Silverado II (lot coverage is similar to the one proposed for Fireside
Apartments). Mr. Riesberg continues by saying that the development for this site anticipates a larger number
of one-bedroom units as opposed to two-bedroom units in order to address the needs of the community.
While density is important to the feasibility of the project, the applicant has made adjustments and they are
requesting for an increase in lot coverage and additional parking surface to make sure the surrounding
properties are not affected in a negative way. The applicant recognizes the challenge the BOA is facing and
they are respectfully asking for the variance to be granted as they believe this will allow to the project to
move forward and provide the critical need for affordable housing while preserving the Town’s character.
Chairman Holzwarth asks if this apartment complex will be deed restricted. Mr. Riesberg replies
affirmatively. Chairman Holzwarth also asks about parking issues in similar developments. Mr. Riesberg
answers that in Hideaway Junction the garages are the inside units and each unit has a visitor’s parking
outside the garage. In Hideaway Place there are an adjacent parking lot (surface level) and a ground level
parking garage that actually provides a surplus of parking spaces not only to the Hideaway Place units but
also to the market and adjacent dwellings. He does not have any reports of complaints about parking in any

of these developments.
BOA Member Stevens asks the applicant if they have looked into options to site planning the easement, it
seems there could be options according to him. Mr. Riesberg replies that this is a question for the
development team. However, Mr. Riesberg answers yes, they have looked into several options to make this
project economically viable while complying with the Town Code.
Mr. Jake Mooney comes forward. He is part of the development team, Winter Park Partners. Mr. Mooney
mentions some aspects like neighbors’ concerns about the design, parking and density and the challenges
of the project. Mr. Mooney says that the goal is to provide the urgently needed affordable housing for the
Town. He also mentions that they have reduced the number of units from 66 to 50 and how they now
comply with the height requirement. Due to the neighbors’ concerns about parking, the applicant needs to
apply for a variance. As mentioned in the previous BOA Meeting, underground or pedestal parking would
be too expensive to make this project affordable and increase the height so, they have come up with this
plan that they believe satisfies both parties.
Mr. Jim Potter, from Winter Park Partners, comes forward. Mr. Potter mentions how they have submitted
a new design as a product of the last BOA Meeting. Mr. Potter then talks about the easement and the
topography. Then, he explains the current site plan. The project has been reduced to three stories with two
buildings in total. Each pod will have an entrance on the north and on the south. Later, Mr. Potter shows
and explains the revised renderings. The applicant affirms that they did look into alternative building layouts.
Mr. Potter explains why is less expensive to build surface parking as opposed structured parking (6 times as
much), the cost of the rent (targeted to 120% AMI to maintain lower rents for workforce tenants) and how
having an underground or podium type parking would actually increase the height which is what the
neighbors are opposed to.
Mr. Potter shows on the screen the applicant’s arguments to request this variance. He points out the project
remedies for each unusual condition. He also mentions how 50 units is the minimum they can build and
still be in compliance with the Code. Mr. Potter mentions that the today’s request is to address the coverage
factor. Then, he talks about how reducing the density affects the per-unit cost of construction: Less
density=higher cost. Mr. Potter makes the density comparison to Silverado II at 54%-56% and Wolf Park
50%. Mr. Potter points out that the parking meets and exceeds the Code requirements but increased parking
has been requested per neighbors feedback. Mr. Potter finally notes that the project is deed restricted which
limits the number of tenants. For every criterion, the applicant shows a response on the screen so everyone
can read them.
BOA Member Stevens goes over the site plan and talks about the entries and the sidewalk. Mr. Potter replies
that they anticipate the north entrance will be secondary. The primary entries are on the south. The applicant
must provide a secondary mean of egress per Code. There will be no amenities nor patios.
BOA Member Larson asks if those entries on the north side could be designated as exit only. Mr. Potter
replies that they can investigate that and that sounds like a good suggestion. The applicant will consult with
the Town Staff about this. BOA Member Stevens says that this is getting away from the variance request.
This is more related to design review in his opinion.
BOA Member Sandstrom asks about the number of one and two-bedrooms units. Director Shockey replies
that there are 40 one-bedroom units and 10 two-bedroom units. Regarding parking spaces, the one-bedroom
units will have one parking space and the two-bedroom units will have two per Town Code. There units are
intended for full-time residents. There will be occupancy limits. Mr. Mooney adds that they would certainly

include more paring but this would require a variance. He says that, again, they are trying to find the balance
between the building coverage and the neighbors’ concerns. The applicant will look into options to increase
the parking if the BOA considers that necessary but everybody must keep in mind the funding and
topographic limitations.
Chairman Holzwarth asks about emergency access and the role of the Fire Department. Director Shockey
replies that they do have a turnaround proposed at the end for the fire truck. Chairman Holzwarth also asks
about the size of the parking stalls. Mr. Peyton Harry, from Winter Park Partners, comes forward. He says
that the parking spaces are standard size (10’ x 20’) and not the compact type. Mr. Perry wants to point out
the description of building coverage and it is included in it.
Chairman Holzwarth opens the public comment period. Each participant has three minutes to speak.
Ms. Megan Ledin comes forward. She is the Executive Director for Grand Foundation. Ms. Ledin says that
she and Grand Foundation are in full support for this development. Grand Foundation has been a strong
advocate to promote affordable housing to the community for the last five years along with the TOWP and
Winter Park Resort. To create the Winter Park Assistance Fund. This fund was created due to a study that
showed the disparity of local workforce living in the Winter Park-Fraser valley and more importantly, not
being able to afford rent. Since 2017, Grand Foundation has seen 1,500 applications. By assisting the
applicant 248 business have been able to keep their employees here. Ms. Ledin talks about the urgency to
close the gap since what people earn per hour v. the cost of rent is disproportional. Ms. Ledin tells the Boa
and the public that she is supporting her arguments with statistics which she will provide to anyone
interested. Also, Ms. Ledin makes reference to the October 21 Troublesome Fire and how this disaster
made an impact taking about 20% of the available housing. Finally, Ms. Ledin, on behalf of Grand
Foundation, reassures that she is in full support of this development.
The Town Counsel, Hilary Graham asks Chairman Holzwarth about the time limit for the member of the
public to make their comments. Chairman Holzwarth replies that he will make sure people make their
comment within three minutes.
Mr. David Tress comes forward. He owns the Best Western Alpenglo. He is speaking in support of the
variance. Mr. Tress is aware of the challenges in terms of cost and design and appreciates the work the
applicant is doing to move forward with this project. Mr. Tress mentions that he is fortunate enough to
provide some employee housing to his own employees but he points out that, if he were not able to do so,
he could not have even half of his current staff. He believes that these kinds of projects take a look of
consideration from all parties involved. In conclusion, he is in full support of this project.
Ms. Amy Jardee comes forward. She lives in 200 Baker Drive. She is a full-time resident in Winter Park and
she states that she is in full support of this affordable housing project. Ms. Jardee talks about how many
people like her have moved to the town hoping to be able to, not only make a living but also enjoy what the
Town has to offer. For many people, this development is their only option to achieve that goal.
Mr. Cody … comes forward. He is one of the owners of Wake ‘N Bacon. He says that, during the 8 years
he has been a business owner, he has faced many difficulties trying to keep his staff due to the high cost of
rent for potential candidates for employment. Mr. … is in support of this variance and this project. This
situation has made that some if his employees to go back to the original states they came from. Finally, Mr.
…says that he has many projects and businesses he would like to pursue but they cannot take off and bring
revenue to the Town if there are not employees. In his opinion, this is killing many people’s entrepreneurial
spirit.

Ms. Carmen … comes forward. She is the Associate Manager at the Randy’s Irish Pub in Winter Park. Ms.
… also mentions how she has lost several good employees due to the lack of affordable housing. Some of
them have had to move to Granby or even further and that is not a practical solution for them. Ms. ... hopes
to see the community to keep growing. She is in full support of this variance and the project as well.
Kacey Fitzpatrick comes forward. She is the current General Manager at Idlewild Spirits in Winter Park.
Ms. Fitzpatrick mentions how she has not been able to go back to school since she has not been able to
find replacement not for the lack of candidates but for the lack of affordable places for her prospective
replacement to live. She talks about the help wanted signs that are on display all over the town. She has
talked with other business owners and how desperate they are to find employees. While she has listened to
what the neighbors of this project have said, she argues that losing 16 units is very significant. Ms. Fitzpatrick
adds that granting this variance will do less harm since people will not be forced to park on the streets
causing an uproar among the neighbors. Since the idea is to improve the visitors and the residents’
experience, if businesses are financially hurt due to the lack of employees, this will snowball and the result
will be that people will stop coming to the town. Finally, she says that there are not right or wrong answers
but they need to analyze which alternative will cause less harm to the whole community and not only to the
adjacent neighbors.
Ms. Rebecca Kaufmann comes forward. Ms. Kaufmann says that she fully supports this development. She
says that she appreciates the work of the Planning Commission and the BOA. Ms. Kaufmann adheres to
the comments the previous participants have made before her and makes reference to the Imagine Winter
Park document from January 8th, 2019. In there, it is mentioned the need for affordable housing. Fireside is
listed in the Master Plan. Ms. Kaufmann mentions the parking and density situation in several properties
near Fireside such as Silverado II which has 72 residential units, a swimming pool, event center, fitness
facility, sauna and a laundry facility. Other place she mentions is Wolf Park Townhomes. To Ms. Kaufmann,
these create more impact and density than Fireside Creek would create since the latter will not have such
amenities. Ms. Kaufmann argues that they need to do a better job when it comes to define the word unit
when talking about density. Even though affordable housing is exempt from the density concept. She is
making the comparison between a four-bedroom townhome and a one-bedroom condo and which one
creates more density. In conclusion, Ms. Kaufmann states that the workforce and the local businesses cannot
afford to lose this project all because of additional parking spaces when the project has already lost 16 units
that could have been used by the workforce.
Mr. Tim Hubbard comes forward. He is a local business owner in Winter Park (Rudi’s Deli which has been
operating for 16 years and Vertical Bistro). Mr. Hubbard mentions that this is the first time they had to close
some of his business this winter due to the lack of staff which is a direct result of the lack of employee
housing. He also mentions the help wanted signs all over town. His main point is to discuss what would be
worse not only in the mid term but also in the long term for the Town: increase the lot coverage or having
help wanted signs all over town that will affect the business operations in the valley. Mr. Hubbard adds that
they need to keep the businesses open and a big part of the culture: Mr. Hubbard talks about his own
experience coming to the town 20 years ago when he arrived for the first time to work and live here during
the ski season and now, he is a business owner.
Mr. Jesse Dickinson. He has been a resident at 510 Kings Crossing for 10 years. He is also a Restaurant
Manager at Fraser Valley Recreation District Bistro 28. Mr. Dickinson is in full support of the expansion of
the parking space and the affordable housing project. He considers that this project is a great asset for the
community in general. Talking about his particular situation, Mr. Dickinson says that, right now, his
restaurant is short 5 cooks right now which imposes a challenge since he needs to keep the restaurant open
anyway. If his staff cannot find affordable housing, they might have to reduce the operation ours during the
summer and that is very difficult since they must keep the restaurant open for the golf course as an amenity.

He hopes this variance passes noting that not only a restaurant manager for the County but he is also a
direct neighbor of Fireside.
Mr. John Keck comes forward, He lives at 110 Arapahoe Road. He is a restauranteur and a 30 year resident.
Mr. Heck argues that working all the time not the lifestyle people want to have. People have been forced to
work several jobs in order to afford housing and he thinks things can be done better. He believes that
projects like this are extremely important. When the businesses are forced to reduce their operating hours
simply because they do not have enough people to work because people cannot find a place to live. When
you get good applicants yet they cannot work here due to the lack of affordable housing, it is discouraging.
Finally, Mr. Keck is in full support of this variance and projects like this and adds that he has never heard
of anyone complaining about having too much parking.
Mr. Scotty Smith comes forward. He is the owner of The Ditch On 40. Mr. Smith is here present in full
support of this project in order to maintain the sustainability of the community. This is definitely necessary
and the town needs more projects like this.
Ms. Jade Selby comes forward. She lives in Tabernash. She is here in full support of this project. She has
lived in the area for almost 9 years. She states that she spent some time homeless since there is not enough
affordable housing. She has been told by her business advisor that her idea for a new business is feasible
but she needs to reconsider it since she will not be able to hire anyone due to this issue.
Mr. Mike Davlin comes forward. Mr. Davlin lives at 2013 Lakota Trail. He affirms that he is in favor of this
variance. Mr. Davlin makes reference to the last Town Council meeting in May 2020 in which it was
discussed that workforce housing is, beyond doubt, our top priority. The COVID-19 pandemic only made
this issue more obvious. Mr. Davlin points out that second homeowners have moved in the last year due
to the pandemic and now they are the primary clientele of the local businesses yet the workforce is not
raising at the same rate. Mr. Davlin thinks it is imperative we move forward with this project and he would
like to highlight the presentation the applicant has made supporting his arguments in favor of granting the
variance in a succinct way.
Mr. John Thompson lives at 214 Wolf Park Lane. He recognizes the speakers that spoke before him. Mr.
Thompson says that independently of being in favor or not for this variance, it is obvious the need for
workforce housing. However, Mr. Thompson says he is opposed to the variance since it would take place
in a severely constrained site. He adds that the neighbors and the Town are requiring more parking. The
applicant is seeking in increasing the parking requirements. Mr. Thompson says that this is incorrect. He
and other residents who are opposed, specifically did not ask for additional parking. He and some of his
neighbors argue that overdeveloping this site is not good for anybody. They would like the project to be
even smaller since they consider the lot is small. He affirms that he has done some research and the lot is
1.9 acres and not 3.0 acres and he does not know if the applicant or the neighbors are looking at the wrong
numbers but, his research says the lot is 1.9 acres and it can only hold 36 units. In conclusion, he is opposed
to the variance and adds that this would alter the character of the locality.
Mr. Erik Boyle, who lives at 212 Wolf Park Lane, comes forward. Mr. Boyle says he has been a real estate
broker in Boulder for 20 years and has worked in other developments. He is comparing the affordable
situation in Boulder with the one In Town if Winter Park. He believes that Fireside could be a good project
if it is done properly in terms of zoning guidelines and ordinances. He argues that Fireside will not solve the
lack of workforce affordable housing issue. He continues by saying that this project will alter the character
of the neighborhood, parking issues during the winter season and snow management. In conclusion, Mr.
Boyle is opposed to the variance.

Mr. Roger Hankey lives at 490 Kings Crossing Road. He thanks the BOA for denying the height variance.
He says that the Town should be following its own rules. He agrees with Mr. Thompson and he affirms that
they did not asked for more parking space. Mr. Hankey mentions again the right-of-way access, snow
removal and overall design. He asks the BOA and the Planning Commission to consider these items and he
adds that project needs to be safe and attractive as a model for future developments. He finishes by saying
he is opposed to the variance.
Mr. Ned Wallace, who lives at 490 Kings Crossing Road, comes forward. He mentions the existence of a
drive aisle already paved and has not been included in the building coverage. He argues this is a technical
objection.
Ms. Nikki Boye (212 Wolf Park Lane) comes forward. Ms. Boye says that she has been a part-time resident
for two decades. She agrees that the TOWP is in dire need for affordable housing. However, talking about
this variance, she says that the neighborhood and other surrounding developments have followed the
Town’s zoning requirements. She does not agree with the Town’s intention to squeeze this development in
this site. She thinks a parking lot this area will be an eyesore. She would like to have an underground parking
or garages like other surrounding properties. She objects to grant the variance since it will alter the character
of the neighborhood. She wants the affordable housing to be spread out in the town.
Mr. John Reddan (4235 Bear Trail) He agrees that affordable housing is needed but development this site
would create a lot of pollution affecting the nearby creek and the Fraser River. He explains how this might
potentially happen and how the paved surface will not allow the ground to absorb water. He would like to
the number of units to be reduced even more to reduce the density.
Mr. Timothy Kovac (104 Wolf Park Lane) comes forward. He opposes the granting of the variance based
on his arguments about the wildlife corridor being potentially affected. He says the Town should follow its
own rules. He adds the kind having space to play and walk. He thinks this project will be an eyesore and he
does not like the idea of having a lot of traffic where he lives.
Ms. Judith Hardardt (2 Alpine Lane) comes forward. She asks if a shuttle service can be provided so the
parking space is not that big. She thinks the residents can park down the hill or in a parking garage and use
the shuttle to get to their homes.
Ms. Nanda Usseglio comes forward. She is the owner of the Pepe Osaka’s restaurant. While she has listened
the homeowners and acknowledges that they have valid points, the idea is not to put the homeowners
against the business owners and vice versa. Ms. Usseglio tells the BOA how her business has been negatively
affected by the lack of affordable housing for his employees. She has lost some very promising employees
due to the lack of places for them to live that they can actually afford. She fully supports the variance request.
By providing affordable housing to the workforce she, and other business owners, can elevate the quality
of the service provided to the community. Ms. Usseglio believes this project is a step on the right direction
to tackle the lack of affordable housing issue.
Mr. Ryan Barwick. Mr. Barwick would like to highlight some of the comments he sent previously to the
BOA. He points out that everybody seems to agree acknowledging the problem but not the solution to the
problem. As solutions come forward, various interests always try to water down projects like this according
to their own interests. This has happened with the Byers Peak project and it will continue to happen with
this one. Mr. Barwick says that it is very easy to adopt “not in my backyard” mentality which is natural but
this should be secondary to the need of the majority of the community. Mr. Barwick argues that the
workforce does contributes to the community and live and play here as well. He argues that this is more
important than protecting the personal interests of secondary homeowners. Mr. Barwick talks about the

cost of real estate and how not providing for affordable housing to the workforce, the community in general
will be negatively affected. He continues by adding that businesses are already understaffed and they have
reduced their hours and the number of days they can operate. The solution to the affordable housing crisis
takes several steps but this one is an important one. Reducing units and increasing costs is exactly the
opposite of what the community needs. Housing is not a question of want, it is a question of need. Mr.
Barwick is asking the BOA to make a decision in the terms of need to the locals who serve your food, tune
in your skis and care for your children.
Lee and Elizabeth Tingley (325 Wolf Park Lane) come forward. They affirm that they have lived in the area
for 13 years and are small business owners but in another mountain town. They state that they are involved
directly with the plans to create affordable housing in that other town. They believe that building and zoning
codes exist for a reason. As the other people in the audience who oppose the variance, they say this will
alter the essential character of the neighborhood and they want to hear another option.
Ms. Heidi Halus (104 Wolf Park Lane) comes forward. She is asking to BOA to deny the variance. She
adheres to the arguments Mr. Thompson exposed before. She mentions the environmental impact and she
thinks this area should have a lower density compared to Silverado because that development has
underground parking. She also talks about the potential number of cars per unit. She is asking to BOA to
deny the variance since the next developments might get bigger.
Ms. Catherine Ross comes forward. Ms. Ross is the Executive Director of the Winter Park and Fraser
Chamber. She recaps the affordable housing crisis. Ms. Ross is speaking on behalf of the Chamber Support
this project. She would like to encourage the BOA to support this project. Ms. Ross continues by saying she
agrees with the business owners and Grand Foundation. She mentions surveys that they have conducted
with business in the County about this problem and the conclusion is that they are in favor of this project.
The business owners are not able to recruit the qualified staff they need to function and grow. This is an
issued not exclusive to TOWP but to the country in general: the ability to recruit and retain employees. To
create a sustainable community we need to have a vibrant community along with full-time and part-time
residents. Ms. Ross is encouraging the BOA to look at this project as one of the tools in a toolbox that
diversifies our residents and allows to have a healthy community. Ms. Ross hopes that this does not become
a group of people against each other but being part of the vision that has a balance approach.
Mr. Finn Haug (490 Kings Crossing Road) comes forward. Mr. Haug says that he has been coming to this
area since 1979. He would like to stress that he supports affordable housing but the building site has major
challenges that the Town has been aware of for years. Mr. Haug says that he has been in contact with the
Staff about this. He makes reference to some documents from the Town Council. He mentions some
guidelines the Town has established about garages. Mr. Haug affirms that the applicant has developed similar
projects in mountain towns that follow these guidelines. He adds that the site for this development is too
small. Mr. Haug finishes but talking about the logistics of parking and snow removal.
Chairman Holzwarth closes the public comment period.
Director Shockey is asking this discussion to be continued on June 1st, 2021 so the proper site plan can be
sent to the adjacent neighbors and published on the Town’s website. Director Shockey would like to clarify
that parking space size is coded as 10’ x 20’. There is a possibility to be reduced to 9’ x 20’ which is consistent
with other developments in town. This reduction would go through an administrative review and not the
BOA.
BOA Member Larson asks the applicant if they considered appealing the decision of the BOA regarding it
is in the best height variance. Mr. Mooney mentions that they did consider it but it was discussed that the

height variance would have needed a lot coverage variance as well. They believe they have a solid financial
plan with what it is being proposed today. Additionally, keeping in mind the time and in the best interest of
the community, it is best to not appeal. The applicant says that if this variance is not approved, they do not
know if they will have any interest in doing something more about this project.
The BOA is going to have a vote on the continuance of this variance on June 1st, 2021. Ms. Graham, of
Legal Counsel, clarifies that there is no need to vote if there is a continuance.
Upon a previously adopted motion, the BOA is adjourned 10:01 am.

Upon a previously adopted motion, the BOA Meeting is adjourned at 10:07 am.

TO

Board of Adjustment

FROM

Hugh Bell, Planner

THROUGH James Shockey, Community Development Director
DATE

June 1, 2021

RE

Adoption of Resolution No. 5, Series 2021 to repeal Resolution No. 2, Series
2021 – Lot 1B, Jane Creek Subdivision, and approve the height variance

Applicant: Unicume Colorado, LLC
Staff Comments:
Staff is presenting to the Board Resolution No. 5, a resolution repealing Resolution No. 2, Series 2021
and approving a variance to increase maximum building height for Lot 1B, Jane Creek Subdivision (the
"Variance"). There is erroneous language in Resolution No. 2. Section 2(a), which states that if the
building (i.e., Building 1) is destroyed or removed, the replacement building would be subject to the
Code’s building height requirement of 55’ for the D-C Zone District.
Upon further review, use of that condition was a drafting error, as it does not reflect the intent of the Board
in approving the Variance, nor would it allow the project to proceed as intended.
Staff Recommendation:
Adopt Resolution No. 5, Series 2021, to repeal the incorrect Resolution No. 2, and to reflect approval of
the Variance as intended. Resolution No. 5, Series 2021, includes language making it effective as of
April 13, 2021, the date of the original approval.

TOWN OF WINTER PARK
BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT
RESOLUTION NO. 5
SERIES OF 2021
A RESOLUTION REPEALING RESOLUTION NO. 2, SERIES OF 2021, AND APPROVING
A VARIANCE TO INCREASE THE MAXIMUM BUILDING HEIGHT FOR LOT 1B, JANE
CREEK SUBDIVISION WITH NEW FINDINGS,
WHEREAS, on April 13, 2021, the Board of Adjustment adopted Resolution No. 2, Series of
2021, a copy of which is attached hereto and incorporated herein, approving a height variance for
Unicume Colorado, LLC (the “Applicant”) as the owner of the real property described as Lot 1B, Jane
Creek Subdivision (the “Property”), allowing a new structure to exceed the 55’ maximum height limit
by 14’-6” (the “Application”);
WHEREAS, it has come to the Board's attention that through administrative error, Resolution
No. 2, Series 2021, imposed an unintended condition on the approved variance; and
WHEREAS, for clarity and to accomplish the intent of the Board of Adjustment following its
original March 23, 2021, hearing and decision, the Board wishes to repeal Resolution No. 2, Series of
2021, and to enter new findings and decision on the Application.
NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Adjustment as follows:
1.
Findings. The Board of Adjustment hereby finds and determines that the Application
meets all applicable criteria set forth in Title 7 of the Winter Park Town Code, in that:
a.
The variance, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the Town or the
neighborhood in which the Property is located.
b.
The difficulty or hardship alleged in the Application has not been created by any
person presently having an interest in the Property.
c.
The granting of the variance would not be detrimental to the public welfare or
injurious to other property or improvements in the neighborhood in which the Property is
located.
2.
Decision. Based on the foregoing findings, the Board of Adjustment hereby approves
a variance to allow new structures to exceed the 55’ maximum height limit by 10’-0”, subject to the
following conditions:
a.
A building permit for construction of the structures described in the Application shall
commence on or before March 23, 2024. If a building permit is not issued within such time,
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the variance granted herein shall automatically terminate without further action of the Board
of Adjustment.
b.
Neither this Resolution nor the variance granted herein creates any vested rights under
statute or common law.
c.
This Resolution shall be recorded in the records of the Grand County Clerk and
Recorder within 30 days of approval.
PASSED, ADOPTED, AND APPROVED this 1st day of June 2021, NUNC PRO TUNC
April 13, 2021.
BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT
______________________________
Brad Holzwarth, Chair

ATTEST:
____________________________
Danielle Jardee, Town Clerk
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TO

Board of Adjustment

FROM

James Shockey, Community Development Director

DATE

June 1, 2021

RE

Building Coverage Request – Fireside Creek Apartments - Lot 3, Silverado
Condominiums II and a Metes and Bounds Parcel

All changes to the staff report from May 11, 2021 are noted in red.
Applicant: Town of Winter Park
Description of Property:
The property is zoned “R-2 MULTIPLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL DISTRICTS” with the following
entitlements –
Zoning – R-2
Density – 20 units per acre
Setbacks – 25’ Front / 20’ Rear / 5’-11’ Side
Building Coverage – 40% maximum
Building Height – 35’midpoint / 42’ overall
Variance Request:
Request to increase building coverage for the site from 40% as required in the R2 Zone District to 56%.
Owner’s Reasons Why the Variance Should Be Granted:
The current development site plan reflects a total site building coverage of 56%, which is 16% over the
permitted 40% maximum. Building coverage is calculated to include all improvements on the property,
and in this case, the requested additional 16% building coverage variance is requested to allow
additional parking for the project. The site coverage for buildings themselves is only 19%; the remaining
37% of site building coverage is comprised of driveways and parking areas.
As a workforce housing development, Fireside Creek will be the primary home for critical members of
the local workforce. The current site design exceeds the Town's parking standards to ensure that as
much parking as possible is provided on-site. Currently 70 parking spaces are proposed. For this site,
surface parking is the only economically feasible form of parking, so more surface parking and therefore
more lot coverage is needed.
Part of the challenge of developing affordable housing is building enough density to enjoy economies of
scale in development costs. More density tends to bring down the per-unit cost; yet, the opportunity for
more density in this location is quite limited.
The slope of the site means the cost of providing covered or underground parking instead of surface
parking would be cost-prohibitive. Other site limitations include the central location of the utility
easement, which restricts possible locations for building, parking, and access. Ensuring adequate

positive drainage around the buildings on the site adds to the overall development costs and challenges
of developing this site as an attainable workforce housing development
See applicant’s full application for further details.
Applicable Town Code:
7-4B-4: BUILDING REQUIREMENTS:
A. Maximum Building Coverage: The maximum area of a lot which may be covered by buildings
(including roof overhangs), decks, patios, balconies, paths or walkways, parking areas and access
drives shall not exceed forty percent (40%) of the "lot area" as defined in section 7-2-3 of this title.
6-2-9: VARIANCES:
A. Intent of Variance Provision: Variance from the terms of this chapter shall be granted only when,
because of special circumstances applicable to the property, including size, shape, topography,
location or surroundings, the strict application of this chapter deprives such property privileges
enjoyed by other property in the vicinity, and under identical zoning classification and other
restrictions.
Criteria to Grant Variance (Town Code, Title 8, Chapter 7):
7-8-1B: No variance shall be granted unless the board of adjustment finds, based on evidence, that ALL
of the following criteria exist:
1.

The property in question cannot yield a reasonable return in use or service if permitted to be used
only under the conditions allowed by the regulations for the municipality.

2.

The plight of the owner is due to unusual circumstances.

3.

The variation, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the locality.

7-8-1C: For the purpose of implementing the above rules, the Board shall also, in making its determination
whether there are practical difficulties or particular hardships, take into consideration the extent to which
the following facts favorable to the applicant have been established by the evidence:
1.

The particular physical surroundings, shape or topographical condition of the specific property
involved would result in a particular hardship upon the owner as distinguished from a mere
inconvenience, if the strict letter of the regulations were carried out.

2.

The conditions upon which the petition for a variance is based would not be applicable, generally,
to the other property within the same zoning classification.

3.

The purpose of the variation is not based primarily upon a desire to make more money out of the
property.

4.

The alleged difficulty or hardship has not been created by any person presently having an interest
in the property.

5.

The granting of the variation would not be detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to other
property or improvements in the neighborhood in which the property is located.

6.

The proposed variation will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent property or
substantially increase the congestion in the public streets or increase the danger of fire or endanger
the public safety or substantially diminish or impair property values within the neighborhood.

Public Notification:
May 11, 2021
This variance request has had proper public notification pursuant to Section 7-8-3 of the Town Code. A
Public Notice was published in the Middle Park Times on April 22, 2021, providing notification of the
meeting and requesting comments. Mailings were sent to property owners within 300 feet of the property
on April 26, 2021 and the property was posted on April 26, 2021.
Twelve comments and one petition have been received as of May 7, 2021 and are attached.
June 1, 2021
This variance request has had proper public notification pursuant to Section 7-8-3 of the Town Code. A
Public Notice was published in the Middle Park Times on May 13, 2021, providing notification of the
meeting and requesting comments. Mailings were sent to property owners within 300 feet of the property
on May 17, 2021 and the property was posted on May 17, 2021.
Twenty-four comments and one petition have been received as of May 28, 2021 and are attached; of
these, three are comments that were received after the May 11, 2021 hearing.
Staff Comments:
The applicant is requesting to increase building coverage on the site from 40% to 56% to accommodate
additional surface parking for the proposed project. Because the site will be developed as a year-around
affordable housing apartment complex, additional parking for the residents is desired by the applicant
and the surrounding neighborhood. The project is required to provide 56 parking spaces per Town Code.
The applicant is requesting the variance to increase building coverage to allow for 14 additional parking
spaces, for a total of 70 parking spaces.
Note: the site plan and initial description included with this variance application erroneously showed 82
parking spaces with 56% lot coverage (which was actually 62% coverage) instead of 70 spaces with 56%
lot coverage. During its review, Town staff identified this error and is now requiring additional notice
showing the correct parking space information. As such, a hearing will be held today and continued to
June 1, 2021, to allow additional opportunity for public comment based on the site plan as corrected.
Additional public note including the correct number of parking spaces (70) will be published, posted,
mailed as of May 13, 2021…inviting public comment at the continued June 1, 2021 public hearing.
During a public open house in February 2021 and at subsequent public hearings since, parking has been
identified as a potential issue with this year-around apartment complex. Adjacent neighbors feel additional
parking is needed beyond what the Town Code required. The applicant has taken these concerns into
consideration and is seeking to exceed the Town's parking requirements. Yet, it can only do so at a
reasonable cost with surface parking, which causes the project to exceed the building coverage
maximum, necessitating this variance request. Staff concurs that adding parking without exceeding the
40% building coverage requirement (by using covered or underground parking) would be prohibitively
expensive.

The site’s topographic constraints and large utility easement limit the buildable area, making it difficult
to yield a reasonable return in use if additional parking is required without also allowing that parking to
be surface parking that exceeds the building coverage maximum. The location of the parking will be
minimized using topography and landscaping to shield the parking lot from surrounding neighbors.
Staff Recommendation:
Staff does not provide a recommendation for variance requests. To approve the request, the Board of
Adjustment must determine that a hardship exists and must establish findings of fact as related to the
particular difficulties of the site. The hardship must include ALL the following criteria:
1.

The property in question cannot yield a reasonable return in use or service if permitted to be
used only under the conditions allowed by the regulations for the municipality.

2.

The plight of the owner is due to unusual circumstances.

3.

The variation, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the locality.

Upon completion of the hearing and consideration of the evidence, the Board should discuss and
deliberate in public. When the Board determines its deliberation is complete, by motion and a majority
vote, the Board will instruct staff to prepare draft findings of fact either APPROVING or DENYING the
variance request. Based on this direction, Staff will prepare draft findings of fact for the Board's
consideration, and possible adoption, at the June 8, 2021, meeting.
After allowing all interested public to comment, the Board will CONTINUE this public hearing until June
1, 2021, at 8:00 a.m., to allow additional time for public comment on the site plan as corrected, showing
70 (not 82) parking spaces.

VARIANCE REQUEST GUIDE AND APPLICATION
Background: A variance is a deviation from the set of rules a municipality applies to land use and land
development. In the Town of Winter Park, this set of rules is Title 7 (Zoning) of the Winter Park Town Code.
The body that hears and decides any application for a variance is the Board of Adjustment as detailed in
Title 7, Chapter 8 of the Town Code.
Purpose: The Board of Adjustment has the ability to authorize variances from Title 7 of the Town Code so
as to relieve undue hardships that are caused by reason of unusual narrowness, shallowness or shape of a
specific piece of property, or by reason of unusual topographic conditions or other extraordinary and unusual
practical difficulties.
VARIANCE REQUIREMENTS:
In order to apply for a variance, the applicant must show that, owing to unusual and extraordinary
circumstances, strict enforcement of the provisions of the Town Code will result in undue hardship.
The Board of Adjustment cannot grant a variance unless it finds, based on evidence, that ALL the following
conditions exist:
1. The property in question cannot yield a reasonable return in use or service if permitted to be used
only under the conditions allowed by the regulations for the municipality.
2. The plight of the owner is due to unusual circumstances.
3. The variation, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the locality.

The Board shall also, in making its determination whether there are practical difficulties or particular
hardships, take into consideration the extent to which the following facts have been established by the
evidence:
1. The particular physical surroundings, shape or topographical condition of the specific property
involved would result in a particular hardship upon the owner as distinguished from a mere
inconvenience, if the strict letter of the regulations were carried out.
2. The conditions upon which the petition for a variance is based would not be applicable, generally, to
the other property within the same zoning classification.
3. The purpose of the variation is not based primarily upon a desire to make more money out of the
property.
4. The alleged difficulty or hardship has not been created by any person presently having an interest in
the property.
5. The granting of the variation would not be detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to other
property or improvements in the neighborhood in which the property is located.
6. The proposed variation will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent property or
substantially increase the congestion in the public streets or increase the danger of fire or endanger
the public safety or substantially diminish or impair property values within the neighborhood.

Updated 04/15/2021

VARIANCE PROCEDURE:
1. Staff will post notice at the affected property in not less than two (2) places at least 15 days before
the date set for the hearing. Posting shall be located within 300 feet (300’) of the exterior boundaries
of the affected land in conspicuous places at distances of not less than 200 feet (200’) apart.
2. Staff will publish notice at least one time in the official newspaper of the Town – the last publication
of the notice shall be at least 15 days before the date set for the hearing.
3. The notice of hearing, which is posted and published, should contain:
a. The time and place of hearing.
b. A brief description of the land which is the subject of the matter to be heard.
c. The purpose of the hearing and the variance request.
d. Any other information which the Board of Adjustment considers necessary or desirable in
the public interest.
4. Notification via the U.S. mail to property owners within three hundred feet (300') of the property a
minimum of 15 days prior to the hearing.
5. The decision of the Board of Adjustment shall be reported to the applicant after the hearing.
Board of Adjustment hearings are scheduled as needed at the Winter Park Town Hall. Hearing dates will
be determined at time of application based on the time needed to complete proper notification.

REQUIRED APPLICATION MATERIALS:
(electronically submitted to permits@wpgov.com unless otherwise indicated)

☐ Completed Variance Application Form (see next page).
☐ Variance Application Fee - $250 via check or credit card (fee of mailing and legal publication
will be invoiced after mailing and publication).

☐ Electronic certified list of the names and addresses of the surrounding property owners
within 300 feet (300’) of the extreme limits of the subject property to be printed on mailing
labels. **Contact the Grand County Assessor’s Office to obtain certified list and labels
co.grand.co.us**

☐ Electronic site survey of the subject property from a registered surveyor. **Refer to ILC/ISP
Survey and Certification Standards for required survey elements.**

☐ Electronic site plan of the subject property. The site plan should include any proposed
structure footprints.

☐ Additional information to support variance request. This may include drawings or
photographs, letters of support, or other information which may be of benefit.

☐ Additional information as required by the Town to clarify the variance request.

Updated 04/15/2021

VARIANCE APPLICATION FORM
Date: 04

26

2021

Applicant Name: Town of Winter Park
Mailing Address: 50 Vasquez Road PO Box 3327
Phone Number: 970-726-8081 x 209
Applicant is the:

☐ Property Owner

Email:

☐ Other:
✓

Street address of property for which variance is requested:
Legal description of property: see attached

ajanes@wpgov.com
representative / Town of Winter Park

N/A not yet addressed - see legal notice

Detailed description of the variance requested and an explanation of why the applicant believes the
variance should be granted (attach additional sheets if necessary):
See attached

Indicate which conditions listed below relate to the property for which variance is requested.
The Board of Adjustment cannot grant a variance unless it finds, based on evidence, that ALL the following
conditions exist.

✓ The property in question cannot yield a reasonable return in use or service if permitted to be used
☐
only under the conditions allowed by the regulations for the municipality*

✓ The plight of the owner is due to unusual circumstances*
☐
☐
✓ The variation, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the locality*
*For each condition checked above, applicant must provide adequate supporting evidence with this application.

Indicate which of the following facts favorable to your application apply to this request:
✓ The particular physical surroundings, shape or topographical condition of the specific property involved would
☐
result in a particular hardship upon the owner as distinguished from a mere inconvenience, if the strict letter of the
regulations were carried out*
✓ The conditions upon which the petition for a variance is based would not be applicable, generally, to the other
☐
property within the same zoning classification*
✓ The purpose of the variation is not based primarily upon a desire to make more money out of the property*
☐
✓ The alleged difficulty or hardship has not been created by any person presently having an interest in the property*
☐
✓ The granting of the variation would not be detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to other property or
☐
improvements in the neighborhood in which the property is located*
✓ The proposed variation will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent property or substantially
☐
increase the congestion in the public streets or increase the danger of fire or endanger the public safety or
substantially diminish or impair property values within the neighborhood*
*For each condition checked above, applicant must provide adequate supporting evidence with this application.

Applicant Signature:
Submit all materials electronically to permits@wpgov.com

Date Received:

$250 Fee Received:

Received By:

Updated 04/15/2021

PUBLIC NOTICE
PUBLIC NOTICE
TOWN OF WINTER PARK
BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT
ZONING VARIANCE REQUEST
Applicant / Owner: Town of Winter Park
Mailing Address: PO Box 3327, Winter Park, CO 80482
Street Address of Properties for Which the Variance Is Requested: N/A; not yet addressed
Legal Description of Properties for Which the Variance Is Requested: PARCEL A: THAT PORTION OF THE SOUTH
ONE HALF OF THE NORTHWEST ONE QUARTER OF SECTION 33, TOWNSHIP 1 SOUTH, RANGE 75 WEST OF THE
SIXTH PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN, TOWN OF WINTER PARK, COUNTY OF GRAND, STATE OF COLORADO; and
PARCEL B: LOT 3, SILVERADO CONDOMINIUMS II, ACCORDING TO THE MAP THEREOF FILED MARCH 2, 1981 AT
RECEPTION NO. 191577, AS AMENDED BY RESOLUTION RECORDED OCTOBER 30, 1995 AT RECEPTION NO.
95009470.
Owner’s Detailed Description of Request: “The current development site plan reflects a total site building coverage of 56%,
which is 16% over the permitted 40% maximum. Building coverage is calculated to include all improvements on the property,
and in this case, the requested additional 16% building coverage variance is requested to allow additional parking for the
project. The site coverage for buildings themselves is only 19%; the remaining 37% of site building coverage is comprised of
driveways and parking areas.
As a workforce housing development, Fireside Creek will be the primary home for critical members of the local workforce. The
current site design exceeds the Town's parking standards. Currently 70 parking spaces are proposed. For this site, surface
parking is the only economically feasible form of parking, so more surface parking and therefore more lot coverage is needed.
Should the variance request be denied, the site will still be pursued as an affordable housing development, but parking will be
reduced to meet the permitted building coverage, including a possible administrative variance for affordable housing to reduce
parking below the minimum number of spaces required (56 spaces) under the Town’s standards and specifications.”
Applicable Provisions of the Town Code:
§7-4B-4, BUILDING REQUIREMENTS:
A. Maximum Building Coverage: The maximum area of a lot which may be covered by buildings (including roof overhangs),
decks, patios, balconies, paths or walkways, parking areas and access drives shall not exceed forty percent (40%) of the "lot
area" as defined in section 7-2-3 of this title.
Due to this building coverage requirement, a building coverage of 56% is not permitted in the Town Code as seen in §7-4B-4
and consequently requires a zoning variance.
The Board of Adjustment will review this case and render a decision under Section 7-8-1 of the Town Code.
Property Posted On: May 17, 2021
Additional information is available at this link: https://wpgov.com/current-development-projects/
A Public Meeting at Winter Park Town Hall, 50 Vasquez Road and online via Zoom is scheduled for:
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 at 8:00 A.M.
Members of the public wishing to make comment regarding the variance request may do so at the scheduled meeting, or
write to James Shockey, Director, Town of Winter Park, P.O. Box 3327, Winter Park, CO 80482, or jshockey@wpgov.com.
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X

1BR/1BA
TYP. "A" UNIT

FFE 8853

TOF: 55.20

15

1BR/1BA
TYP. "A" UNIT

C

C

BUILDING #2 SQUARE FOOTAGE:
UNIT SQUARE FOOT
1BR/1BA TYP. "A"
2BR/2BA
TOTALS
(10) 1BR/1BA TYP. "A" UNITS
(10) 2BR/2BA UNITS

=
=

TOF: 58.20

PROPERTY LINE
(BOUNDARY)

PROTECTION NOTES:

EG:
52.90

EG:
56.92

TOF: 61.20

BUILDING #1 SQUARE FOOTAGE:
UNIT SQUARE FOOT
1BR/1BA TYP. "A"
1BR/1BA TYP. "B"
TOTALS
(25) 1BR/1BA TYP. "A" UNITS
(5) 1BR/1BA TYP. "B" UNITS

2BR/2BA
UNIT

POD E

2 BR/2BA
ACC UNIT

EG:
58.44

FFE 8856

EG: 56.00

FFE 8859' 8"

POD D
1BR/1BA
TYP. "A" UNIT

TG: 61.50

BUILDING # 2

MANAGER
OFFICE

POD C

TOF: 59.00

EG: 57.18

2BR/2BA
UNIT

1BR/1BA
TYP. "A" UNIT

TOF: 59.00

TG: 64.06

TG: 64.06

FFE 8862' 8"

BUILDING # 1

25' - 0"
SETBACK

TOF: 61.20

=
=

TG: 63.00

EG: 71.46

PERCENTAGE OF COVERAGE TO OPEN SPACE = 56%

BUILDING #1
TOTAL WITH OVERHANGS
TOTAL EXT. WALL PER FLOOR

TG: 66.88

TOF: 59.00

WINTER PARK, GRAND COUNTY, CO

23,406 SF
2678 SF
1777 SF
3552 SF
9775 SF

TOF: 62.OO

FIRESIDE CREEK

TOF: 71.00

TG: 69.44

TOF: 62.00

D

TG: 72

TOF: 65.0

UTILITY

11,400 SF
8,600 SF

T0F: 68.00

UTILITY

D

ASPHALT PARKING:
CONCRETE DRIVE AREA:
CONCRETE CRUB & GUTTER:
CONCRETE SIDEWALKS:
SNOWSTORAGE:

5

PROPERTY LINE
(BOUNDARY)
TOF: 71.00

BUILDING ONE (W/OVERHANGS):
BUILDING TWO (W/OVERHANGS):

4

11' - 0"
SETBACK

NOTES:
SETBACKS
FRONT- 25'-0"
SIDES- 5'-0'
REAR- 20'-0"
PARKING
70 STALLS (9'-0" x 20'-0")
2 ACC. STALLS
BUILDING COVERAGE RATIO
TOTAL ACERAGE: (SEE CIVILE SHEETS)

2

AREAS OF CONCRETE
SIDEWALK/SURFACE

SNOW STORAGE

PROTECTION NOTES:
NOTE 1: NO DISTURBANACE, GRADING, OR REMOVAL
OF SIGNIFICANT NATURAL FEATURES AND
VEGETATION WILL OCCUR BEYOND THE "LIMIT OF
DISTURBANCE" LINE, AS SHOWN ON THIS PLAN.

NOTE: INSTALL HANDRAILS @ ACCESSIBLE ROUTES
AND WHERE OTHERWISE NOTED EXCEEDING 5% BUT
LESS THAN 8.33%. 5'-0" LANDING REQUIRED AT TOP
AND BOTTOM OF RAMP.

NOTE 2: THE "LIMIT OF DISTURBANCE" LINE SHALL
BE DELINEATED PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION WITH
FLAGS, ROPING, FOUR (4') TALL ORANGE
CONSTRUCTION FENCING, OR OTHER ACCEPTABLE
MEANS.

NOTE: APARTMENT NUMBERS ARE TO BE FIELD
VERIFIED BY GENERAL CONTRACTOR. ARCHITECT TO
BE NOTIFIED OF ANY DISCREPANCY PRIOR TO FINAL
PRODUCTION/INSTALLATION.

CONTRACTOR TO TRY TO SAVE
TREES IN THIS LOCATION.
LIMIT OF DISTURBANCE AREA
BE DELINEATED PRIOR TO
CONSTRUCTION WITH FLAGS,
ROPING, (4') TALL ORANGE
CONSTRUCTION FENCING, OR
OTHER ACCEPTABLE MEANS.

SNOW STORAGE
(SEE CIVIL PLANS)
PROPERTY LINE
(BOUNDARY)

ACCESSIBILITY
NOTES

COPYRIGHT C 2021
1ST ISSUE
DD MMM YYYY
PROPERTY LINE
(BOUNDARY)

ISSUE/REVISIONS
REVIEW SET

A

0 05/11/2021

ARCHITECTURAL SITE PLAN
2

3

4

5

REVIEW SET

SHEET NO.

ARCHITECTURAL SITE PLAN

1
AS1.0 SCALE: 3/64" = 1'-0"

AS1.0
JOB NO.

4197

5/24/2021 3:52:34 PM

1

STORAGE FOR SOIL,
CONSTRUCTION
EQUIPMENT, AND
MATERIAL

WALLACE ARCHITECTS, LLC

1.

A

SIDEWALK ON THE ACCESSIBLE ROUTE SHALL
NOT EXCEED 5% (1'-0" IN 20'--0") RUNNING SLOPE
WITH A 2% (1'-0" IN 50'-0") CROSS-SLOPE AND
SHALL BE 4' WIDE MIN. EXCEPT AS NOTED ON SITE
PLAN. PROVIDE STAIRS, RAMPS, CURBS, ETC., AS
NOTED AND DETAILED.
2. PARKING AREAS AND ACCESSIBLE SPACES AND
ACCESS AISLES SHALL NOT EXCEED A 2% (1'-0" IN
50'-0" SLOPE IN EACH DIRECTION. OTHER
PORTIONS OF THE ACCESSIBLE ROUTE SHALL NOT
EXCEED A 5% (1'-0" IN 20'-0") LONGITUDINAL
SLOPE NOR A 2% (1'-0" IN 50'-0") CROSS-SLOPE.
3. POSITION RECREATIONAL EQUIPMENT FOR
WHEELCHAIR ACCESSIBILITY PER UFAS AND
ADAAG. 25% OF EQUIPMENT AND AT LEAST ONE
OF EACH TYPE OF EQUIPMENT MUST BE
ACCESSIBLE.

5' - 0"
SETBACK

5' - 0"
SETBACK

ACC. PARKING SIGN

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

John Thompson
James Shockey
Erik Boye; Roger Hankey; Steven Koon; Alisha Janes
Fireside Creek - BOA Zoning Variance Request, Maximum Building Coverage - June 1 Meeting
Thursday, May 27, 2021 1:29:55 PM

James –
Please include this email in the upcoming packet for the BOA meeting on June 1, 2021 (please
confirm receipt).   I made public comments regarding many of these points in the previous BOA
meeting regarding this variance.     
In light of the petition submitted to the BOA and those who have made public comment in support
of this variance to the BOA thus far, it is important to note that the support or opposition to these
variances should NOT be viewed as a referendum on workforce housing.   The two are unrelated. I
want to unequivocally state that those of us who have been opposed to these variances are in
complete agreement with regards to the critical need for workforce housing, and most if not all of us
fully support an appropriately sized and designed workforce housing development on this site.
However, we very much oppose the overcrowding and overdevelopment of this severely constrained
site.   Fireside Creek will not solve our workforce housing problem with one swift project – the need
is too great.   Attempting to increase the density significantly beyond what this site can reasonably
support – due to the urgency of the need, or in order to increase available units on this site because
of other recently failed (or slow to start) workforce housing projects – is very shortsighted and will
set the foundation for eventual failure.   Solving our workforce housing problem is best viewed as a
marathon, not a sprint.
A point of clarification: The Town has stated in this variance request, “Adjacent neighbor’s feel
additional parking is needed beyond what the Town Code requires. The applicant has taken these
concerns into consideration and is seeking to exceed the Town's parking requirements.”   This is
incorrect. Those of us opposed to the previous variance specifically did NOT ask for additional
parking. Rather, we raised the numerous issues regarding parking in order to draw focus to the fact
that overdevelopment and overbuilding of a site that simply cannot support the density desired by
the Town is not good for anybody – the future residents of the development, the neighbors
surrounding it, or the Developer and Town that has to manage it in perpetuity. To be clear, we
WERE NOT asking for more parking, we WERE asking that the project be scaled back to appropriately
fit the site while providing parking appropriate to that reduced density.
Also important for the Board to note: Our research into the size of the site has indicated that the
site is 1.9 acres, not the 3.0 acres that has been stated previously. Using 1.9 Acres and R2 Zoning,
the site would be limited to 38 units. The site can be adequately parked at 38 units and remain in
compliance with the coverage required by code. We maintain that this is exactly why we have zoning
requirements – to prevent overcrowding and overdevelopment, regardless of those who will call the
development home or the neighbors who live next door.
With that said, I oppose this variance request based upon paragraph 7-8-1B, item 3, of the Town
Code that states: The variation, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the locality:

This parking variance, if granted, will very much alter the essential character of this locality:  
The site coverage requested will exceed that allowed by almost half as much again. This
variance would grant a huge strip-style parking lot with almost no green space left to be
found anywhere: no play areas for kids, no amenities, no islands, nothing. Just one vast
paved parking lot (and a logistical nightmare for snow management). Significantly, we live in
a mountain town, not a strip mall – which is essentially the character of this development as
currently designed.   No other development in this neighborhood is surrounded or served by
a parking lot of this type and magnitude.        
The argument simply cannot be made that the proposed variance to over-pave the site will not alter
the essential character of this locality. It can be overlooked or even ignored, but there is no way to
credibly assert that the development as currently designed is in any way in keeping with the
essential character of this neighborhood.
I therefore ask that the Board DENY this variance.
Thank you,
John Thompson
President, Wolf Park Townhomes HOA

To:

James Shockey, Community Development Director

From:

Janet Rogers & Ned Wallace
P.O. Box 3074
Winter Park, CO 80482-3074

Date:

May 24, 2021

Subject: Maximum building coverage variance for Fireside Creek property
The Board of Adjustment should not proceed with the Fireside Creek variance request for maximum
building coverage until the Board is provided correct ― and preferably itemized ― coverage amounts.
Specifically, we contend the Owner’s Detailed Description in the Public Notice provided for the “Fireside
Creek – Variance Request,” updated May 17, 2021, (https://wpgov.com/current-development-projects/)
underestimates coverage by at least 3.5 percentage points and, as detailed below, coverage might be
underestimated by more than 5 percentage points.
For the purpose of estimating total lot coverage, we calculate conservative coverage amounts for each
category identified in Town Code 7-4B-4:A as follows:
 Buildings, including roof overhangs: The material included in the May 11, 2021, Fireside Creek
design review indicates that buildings, including roof overhangs, cover 20,000 square feet,
where Building 1 is shown to have a total area with overhangs of 11,400 square feet and
Building 2 is shown to have a total area with overhangs of 8,600 square feet.
 Decks, patios, balconies, paths or walkways: We estimate the amount of coverage for this
category using the Architectural Site Plan. The walkway in front of the building is approximately
325 feet long. If we assume that on average 5 feet of the walkway is outside the overhang of the
buildings, then the front walkway covers approximately 1,625 square feet. We estimate the
walkways along the sides of the buildings cover roughly 200 square feet outside the building
overhangs and we add no additional amounts for the entries on the north side of the buildings,
decks, patios or balconies. Thus, we estimate that concrete covers at least 1,800 square feet.
 Parking areas: Material presented at the April 13, 2021, Planning Commission meeting for the
re-plat of Lot 3, Silverado Condominium II and Metes & Bounds parcel indicated that the private
access easement (parking areas) was 33,145 square feet. The new proposal appears to reduce
this by approximately 4,600 square feet, leaving at least 28,500 square feet of coverage.
 Access drives: We estimate that the portion of the existing drive that falls on the Fireside Creek
property covers roughly 4,300 square feet.
The Fireside Creek property has a lot area of 88,800 square feet according to the material reported at
the April 13, 2021, Planning Commission meeting. Estimated lot coverage for the proposed Fireside
Creek development can thus be summarized as follows:
Buildings, including roof overhangs: 20,000 square feet or 22.5% of lot area (not 19%)
Concrete and asphalt:
34,600 square feet or 39.0% of lot area (not 37%)
Total lot coverage:
54,600 square feet or 61.5% of lot area (not 56%)
The developer can contest these estimates, but only by providing the corresponding actual coverage
amounts.

Remarks to the Board of Adjustment to be read by Roger Hankey on June 1, 2021
Good Morning, I’m Roger Hankey. I own and live in a unit at Silverado II that is my primary residence.
Thank you for your vote to deny the building height variance in April.
Your action on today’s variance request will be less consequential than the building height request
since the Town has stated that if this variance is denied, “the site will still be pursued as an affordable
housing development, but parking will be reduced to the minimum number of spaces required under
the Town’s standards and specifications.” (This would cut the currently planned parking from 65 to 55
spaces.)
The Town has publicly pledged that this development will “meet...all the Town’s standards”. Therefore,
it is completely appropriate and reasonable to hold them to their pledge by DENYING this variance.
Nothing can be gained by pitting local employers and employees against local property owners and
residents. The neighbors agree with the need for workforce housing, but insist that snow removal,
driveway access, safety, and density are challenges to this project and are as important as the other
challenges admitted by the Town.
Final approval of this plan must still be voted by the Planning Commission during Design Review. We
understand some of you will serve that in role. We ask you to carefully consider ALL the concerns and
challenges during the Design Review and do what you can to adjust the design to mitigate the
concerns as listed in our Neighborhood response to the Variance Request submitted to staff on May 7.
We have also reviewed the design twice and submitted those comments to staff.
Representatives of three neighboring home owners associations: Wolf Park Townhomes, Kings
Crossing Place Townhomes, and Silverado II condominiums are in ongoing talks with the Town and
Winter Park Partners to seek alternate building designs and parking configurations in an attempt to
find an arrangement better suited to the neighborhood. The challenges are both economic and
physical site restraints. While we are pleased to have a dialogue with the Town and developer, we are
pessimistic that a suitable 50 unit project with uncovered parking can be built on this 1.9 acre site.
This important project needs to be safe, attractive, user friendly, and durable to benefit new
occupants, neighbors, and be a model for future developments.
You can to help make that happen by voting to DENY this variance.
Thank you.

TO

Planning Commission

FROM

Hugh Bell, Planner

THROUGH James Shockey, Community Development Director
DATE

May 11, 2021

RE

Multi-Family Design Review – Lot 3, Silverado Condominium II Subdivision - Fireside
Creek Apartments

Applicant: Alisha Janes on behalf of the Town of Winter Park
Architect: Wallace Architects LLC
Zoning: R-2 (Multiple Family Residential)
Project Overview:
The Town of Winter Park is proposing a workforce housing apartment development comprised of two
buildings. The project comprises 50 units and 70 off-street parking spaces.
No administrative variance requests are included with the application.
Applicant is concurrently submitting a Board of Adjustment (BOA) variance request to exceed the building
coverage limit.
Construction Schedule:
Estimated submittal for final plan review: June 15, 2021
Estimated building permit issuance: August 1, 2021
Estimated construction start: August 1, 2021
Estimated construction completion: November 1, 2022
Title Commitment:
A title commitment dated from the past 6 months has been provided.
Homeowner’s Association Review:
There is no HOA associated with this property.
Material & Color:
Material color and textures are depicted but the material compositions are not indicated. Window color is
stated to be decided by ownership. Window types as depicted in the window schedule differ from those
depicted on elevations. Refer to the renderings and material board for details.




Material compositions shall be indicated for all materials.
Window color as chosen by the owners shall be indicated.
Applicant shall clarify which windows are proposed for the design.

Exterior Lighting:
Three exterior luminaires are proposed; all are IDA-certified. A photometric plan is present. Correlated Color
Temperature (CCT) is not indicated for the luminaires. Per the upcoming Unified Development Code (UDC),
CCT shall not exceed 3000K. BUG (backlight, uplight, and glare) ratings are not specified for each proposed
luminaire. Per the upcoming UDC, BUG ratings for multifamily developments shall not exceed B1 U0 G1.
Per the upcoming UDC, freestanding and structure-mounted luminaires for multifamily development parking
lots shall not exceed 14’. The ‘Z’ fixture is proposed to be 20’ tall. The footcandle maximum-to-minimum ratio
for walkways is 22:1, which does not comply with the R-C/D-C Design Guidelines permitted maximum of
15:1 footcandles. Per the upcoming UDC, individual luminaires shall be limited to 1,500 lumens; the ‘V’ and
‘W’ fixtures are each 3,000 lumens and the ‘Z’ fixture is 7,000 lumens.






Applicant shall indicate CCT for each exterior luminaire; if out of compliance with upcoming UDC,
applicant shall bring CCT into compliance with upcoming UDC provision of 3,000K maximum.
Applicant shall bring BUG ratings into compliance with upcoming UDC provision of BUG rating not
to exceed B1 U0 G1.
Applicant shall bring freestanding height for ‘Z’ fixture into compliance with the upcoming UDC
provision for 14’ maximum.
Applicant shall bring footcandle maximum-to-minimum ratio for walkways into compliance with 15:1
ratio as required in the R-C/D-C Design Guidelines.
Applicant shall bring luminaire lumen levels into compliance with the upcoming UDC for the 1,500lumen limit.

Site Plan and Building Elevations:
The existing and finished grades for each pod profile are missing on the elevations; because of this, staff is
unable to properly measure building heights. Top of foundation (TOF) elevations for each unit’s four main
corners is missing but finished floor elevations (FFE) are indicated. The two “protection notes” from the
Multifamily Design Review Checklist are missing. Storage areas for soil, construction equipment, and
material are not indicated.





Applicant shall revise elevation exhibits to include existing and proposed grades for each pod profile.
Applicant shall indicate top of foundation elevation for each unit’s four main corners on site plan.
Applicant shall add two “protection notes” from the Multifamily Design Review Checklist to a site
plan exhibit.
Applicant shall indicate storage areas for soil, construction equipment, and material.

Roofs – All roofs use asphalt shingles. Snow guards are proposed.
Windows – Most of the windows establish patterns and architectural expression on exterior walls, but the
windows above each entrance on the north and south elevations and on Building 1’s west elevation would
benefit from better composition and better human scale in accordance with Guidelines 3.7.1 and 3.7.4.


Staff recommends the Planning Commission require the applicant to bring the windows above the
entrances on the north and south elevations and on Building 1’s west elevation into greater
conformance with Guidelines 3.7.1 and 3.7.4 from the 2021 Update to Design Guidelines.

Decks, Balconies, and Patios – It is unclear if decks, balconies, or patios are proposed. The third levels of
the north and south elevations appear to include a Juliette balcony, but no doors are proposed for this
balcony.


Applicant shall clarify if Juliette balconies are proposed on the third levels of the buildings; the
Planning Commission should discuss if these should be revised.

Retaining Walls – Retaining wall materials are indicated as concrete and as boulders but no elevations are
provided.


Applicant shall indicate retaining wall material on elevations; said material should be in accordance
with Guidelines 2.6.3, 2.6.4, and 2.6.5 from the 2021 Update to Design Guidelines. Staff shall review
for conformance.

Wall Articulation – The building would benefit from greater wall articulation on Building 1’s west elevation,
as well as at the entrances on the south elevations in accordance with Guidelines 2.1.4, 3.3.8, and 3.7.2
from the 2021 Update to Design Guidelines.


Staff recommends the Planning Commission require the applicant to bring Building 1’s west
elevation and the entrances on the south elevations into greater conformance with Guidelines 2.1.4,
3.3.8, and 3.7.2 from the 2021 Update to Design Guidelines.

Building Entry – The entrances would benefit from elements to define said entrances, specifically deeper
roof overhangs and lower roofs to create better human-scaled design in accordance with Guideline 3.1.1.
The entrance on Building 1’s west elevation appears out of proportion with the size of the overhang and
columns and should be brought into better accordance with Guideline 3.1.2.



Staff recommends the Planning Commission require the applicant to bring all entrances into greater
conformance with Guideline 3.1.1.
Staff recommends the Planning Commission require the applicant to bring Building 1’s west
elevation entrance into greater conformance with Guideline 3.1.2.

Four-Sided Building Design – As similarly stated above Building 1’s west elevation would benefit from greater
wall articulation to add greater visual interest in accordance with Guideline 3.6.1 from the 2021 Update to
Design Guidelines.


Staff recommends the Planning Commission require the applicant to bring Building 1’s west
elevation into greater conformance with Guideline 3.6.1 from the 2021 Update to Design Guidelines.

Setbacks:
Staff is satisfied with setbacks. Since this lot is in R-2, the setbacks from property lines to buildings are: 25’
front setback, 5’ side setbacks (three feet (3') shall be added to each required side yard for each story above
the first story of any building) and 20’ rear setback. Applicant shall amend site plan to label setbacks.


Applicant shall label yard setbacks on site plan.

Building Coverage:

Building coverage comprises 56%, which does not comply with the 40% maximum for the R-2 district.
Applicant is concurrently submitting a Board of Adjustment (BOA) variance request to exceed the building
coverage limit.
Building Height:
Because existing and proposed grades are not shown on elevation drawings, staff is unable to determine
exact building heights. Per the applicant, maximum midpoint building height is 34’-3” and maximum overall
height is 41’-3½”. The R-2 district midpoint building height limit is 35’.


Applicant shall revise elevation exhibits to include existing and proposed grades for each building
profile; staff shall review for conformance.

Access and Parking:
Seventy (70) total parking spaces are anticipated to be provided, all of which are off-street. Parking space
dimensions are 10’x20’. All spaces are uncovered. 1 off-street parking space is required per 1-bedroom unit
and 1.5 off-street parking spaces are required per 2-bedroom unit; being there are forty (40) one-bedroom
units and ten (10) two-bedroom units, fifty-six (56) total off-street spaces are required, including one (1)
employee space.
Land Use Transition Zones (LTZs):
This property is subject to LTZs. For the property lines adjacent to Wolf Park, Wolf Park Townhomes,
Silverado Condominiums II, and Kings Crossing Road, the property is subject to a Type B LTZ; for the
property lines adjacent to the railroad ROW, the property is subject to a Type C LTZ. Existing trees proposed
to remain are noted on Sheet C4.0 but it is unclear how they will be protected. The limit of disturbance is the
perimeter of the property.



Staff requests clarification if any existing trees are proposed to remain.
If any trees are proposed to remain, staff also requests clarification how these trees will be protected.

Snow Storage:
Snow storage is not indicated on site plans or civil drawings. 3.11 of the Standards requires that a minimum
of 25% of all driving surfaces (including gravel shoulders), parking areas, and pedestrian walkways shall be
required to provide snow storage.


Applicant shall indicate snow storage on site plans; staff shall judge for conformance.

Erosion Control / Drainage Plan / Drainage Report / Grading / Engineer Review:
A Phase III Drainage Report, Drainage Plan, and Erosion Control Plan have been submitted by the Town
Engineer.


Approved drainage and erosion control shall be in place prior to site preparation, during construction,
and through successful revegetation.

Utility Review:
Because this is a Design Review application, request for agency comment was not required.
Trash Enclosure:

A trash enclosure is proposed, but no elevations were submitted, so materials of the enclosure are unclear.


Applicant shall provide elevation of proposed trash enclosure and shall indicate materials; staff shall
review for conformance with §7-3-6, Trash and Refuse; Storage and Collection in the Town Code.

Fences and Gates:
No fencing or gates are indicated on the site plan.
Signage:
Signage will be reviewed at a staff level per Town Code.
Forest Thinning and Fuels Management:
N/A
Wetlands:
No wetlands appear to be present on the site.
Development Improvements Agreement:
An EOPC (Engineers Opinion of Probable Cost) and DIA (Development Improvements Agreement) are not
included with the application.


Applicant shall provide EOPC and DIA.

Inspection:
Building Division Staff have not performed a Pre-Disturbance inspection of the property.


No site clearing shall be permitted until the Building Division has verified the Pre-Disturbance
Checklist has been implemented on the site.

Staff Recommendation:
Staff recommends the Planning Commission approve the Multi-Family Design Review application presented
for Lot 3, Silverado Condominium II Subdivision (Fireside Creek Apartments) with the following conditions:
1.
2.
3.
4.

5.
6.
7.
8.

Material compositions shall be indicated for all materials.
Window color as chosen by the owners shall be indicated.
Applicant shall clarify which windows are proposed for the design.
Applicant shall indicate CCT for each exterior luminaire; if out of compliance with upcoming
UDC, applicant shall bring CCT into compliance with upcoming UDC provision of 3,000K
maximum.
Applicant shall bring BUG ratings into compliance with upcoming UDC provision of BUG rating
not to exceed B1 U0 G1.
Applicant shall bring freestanding height for ‘Z’ fixture into compliance with the upcoming UDC
provision for 14’ maximum.
Applicant shall bring footcandle maximum-to-minimum ratio for walkways into compliance with
15:1 ratio as required in the R-C/D-C Design Guidelines.
Applicant shall bring luminaire lumen levels into compliance with the upcoming UDC for the
1,500-lumen limit.

9. Applicant shall revise elevation exhibits to include existing and proposed grades for each pod
profile.
10. Applicant shall indicate top of foundation elevation for each unit’s four main corners on site plan.
11. Applicant shall add two “protection notes” from the Multifamily Design Review Checklist to a site
plan exhibit.
12. Applicant shall indicate storage areas for soil, construction equipment, and material.
13. Staff recommends the Planning Commission require the applicant to bring the windows above
the entrances on the north and south elevations and on Building 1’s west elevation into greater
conformance with Guidelines 3.7.1 and 3.7.4 from the 2021 Update to Design Guidelines.
14. Applicant shall clarify if Juliette balconies are proposed on the third levels of the buildings; the
Planning Commission should discuss if these should be revised.
15. Applicant shall indicate retaining wall material on elevations; said material should be in
accordance with Guidelines 2.6.3, 2.6.4, and 2.6.5 from the 2021 Update to Design Guidelines.
Staff shall review for conformance.
16. Staff recommends the Planning Commission require the applicant to bring Building 1’s west
elevation and the entrances on the south elevations into greater conformance with Guidelines
2.1.4, 3.3.8, and 3.7.2 from the 2021 Update to Design Guidelines.
17. Staff recommends the Planning Commission require the applicant to bring all entrances into
greater conformance with Guideline 3.1.1.
18. Staff recommends the Planning Commission require the applicant to bring Building 1’s west
elevation entrance into greater conformance with Guideline 3.1.2.
19. Staff recommends the Planning Commission require the applicant to bring Building 1’s west
elevation into greater conformance with Guideline 3.6.1 from the 2021 Update to Design
Guidelines.
20. Applicant shall label yard setbacks on site plan.
21. Applicant shall revise elevation exhibits to include existing and proposed grades for each
building profile; staff shall review for conformance.
22. Staff requests clarification if any existing trees are proposed to remain.
23. If any trees are proposed to remain, staff also requests clarification how these trees will be
protected.
24. Applicant shall indicate snow storage on site plans; staff shall judge for conformance.
25. Approved drainage and erosion control shall be in place prior to site preparation, during
construction, and through successful revegetation.
26. Applicant shall provide elevation of proposed trash enclosure and shall indicate materials; staff
shall review for conformance with §7-3-6, Trash and Refuse; Storage and Collection in the Town
Code.
27. Applicant shall provide EOPC and DIA.
28. No site clearing shall be permitted until the Building Division has verified the Pre-Disturbance
Checklist has been implemented on the site.
Required Permits:


Building Permit

1

3

05/11/2021
(88,000 SF)

EG: 72

EG: 67.35

FFE 8871' 8"

FFE 8868' 8"

1BR/1BA
TYP. "B" UNIT

BUILDING SQUARE FOOTAGE:

1BR/1BA
TYP. "A" UNIT

1BR/1BA
TYP. "A" UNIT

POD A
11,400 SF APPROX.
9,610 SF APPROX.

BUILDING #2
TOTAL WITH OVERHANGS
TOTAL EXT. WALL PER FLOOR

=
=

8,600 SF APPROX.
7,200 SF APPROX.

EG: 61.67

EG: 60.80

FFE 8865' 8"

1BR/1BA
TYP. "B" UNIT
EG:
69.27

1BR/1BA
TYP. "A" UNIT

1BR/1BA
TYP. "A" UNIT

POD B
1BR/1BA
TYP. "A" UNIT

1BR/1BA
TYP. "A" UNIT
EG:
63.59

FFE 8862

1BR/1BA
TYP. "A" UNIT

1BR/1BA
TYP. "A" UNIT
EG:
60.32

FFE 8859

1BR/1BA
TYP. "A" ACC UNIT

1BR/1BA
TYP. "A" UNIT

TOF: 61.20

627 SF
637 SF

=
=

15,675 SF
3185 SF

=
=

627 SF
820 SF

=
=

6270 SF
8200 SF

1

2

4

PROPERTY LINE
(BOUNDARY)
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6
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8
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FFE 8850

26
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29

TOF: 49.20
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24

46

47

48

49

51

50

52

53

54

55

SNOW
STORAGE

70

56

69

57

PROPERTY LINE
(BOUNDARY)
SNOW
STORAGE

NOTE 2: THE "LIMIT OF DISTURBANCE" LINE SHALL BE DELINEATED
PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION WITH FLAGS, ROPING, FOUR (4') TALL
ORANGE CONSTRUCTION FENCING, OR OTHER ACCEPTABLE
MEANS.

68

58

67

59

65

61

64

62

ACCESSIBLE ROUTE (36" MIN.
WIDTH, 2% CROSS SLOPE MAX,
5% RUNNING SLOPE MAX,
REPLACE AS REQUIRED.)

DETENTION
POND
(SEE CIVIL)

66

60

LEGEND

5
SE ' - 0"
TB
AC
K

63

UFAS ACCESSIBLE
FENCE

PROPERTY LINE
(BOUNDARY)

B

B

EG: 50.30

NOTE 2: THE "LIMIT OF DISTURBANCE" LINE SHALL
BE DELINEATED PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION WITH
FLAGS, ROPING, FOUR (4') TALL ORANGE
CONSTRUCTION FENCING, OR OTHER ACCEPTABLE
MEANS.

SNOW STORAGE
(SEE CIVIL PLANS)

NOTE 1: NO DISTURBANACE, GRADING, OR REMOVAL OF
SIGNIFICANT NATURAL FEATURES AND VEGETATION WILL OCCUR
BEYOND THE "LIMIT OF DISTURBANCE" LINE, AS SHOWN ON THIS
PLAN.

X

NOTE 1: NO DISTURBANACE, GRADING, OR REMOVAL
OF SIGNIFICANT NATURAL FEATURES AND
VEGETATION WILL OCCUR BEYOND THE "LIMIT OF
DISTURBANCE" LINE, AS SHOWN ON THIS PLAN.

2BR/2BA
UNIT

TOF: 52.20

3

PROTECTION NOTES:

X

1BR/1BA
TYP. "A" UNIT

FFE 8853

TOF: 55.20

15

1BR/1BA
TYP. "A" UNIT

C

C

BUILDING #2 SQUARE FOOTAGE:
UNIT SQUARE FOOT
1BR/1BA TYP. "A"
2BR/2BA
TOTALS
(10) 1BR/1BA TYP. "A" UNITS
(10) 2BR/2BA UNITS

=
=

TOF: 58.20

PROPERTY LINE
(BOUNDARY)

PROTECTION NOTES:

EG:
52.90

EG:
56.92

TOF: 61.20

BUILDING #1 SQUARE FOOTAGE:
UNIT SQUARE FOOT
1BR/1BA TYP. "A"
1BR/1BA TYP. "B"
TOTALS
(25) 1BR/1BA TYP. "A" UNITS
(5) 1BR/1BA TYP. "B" UNITS

2BR/2BA
UNIT

POD E

2 BR/2BA
ACC UNIT

EG:
58.44

FFE 8856

EG: 56.00

FFE 8859' 8"

POD D
1BR/1BA
TYP. "A" UNIT

TG: 61.50

BUILDING # 2

MANAGER
OFFICE

POD C

TOF: 59.00

EG: 57.18

2BR/2BA
UNIT

1BR/1BA
TYP. "A" UNIT

TOF: 59.00

TG: 64.06

TG: 64.06

FFE 8862' 8"

BUILDING # 1

25' - 0"
SETBACK

TOF: 61.20

=
=

TG: 63.00

EG: 71.46

PERCENTAGE OF COVERAGE TO OPEN SPACE = 56%

BUILDING #1
TOTAL WITH OVERHANGS
TOTAL EXT. WALL PER FLOOR

TG: 66.88

TOF: 59.00

WINTER PARK, GRAND COUNTY, CO

23,406 SF
2678 SF
1777 SF
3552 SF
9775 SF

TOF: 62.OO

FIRESIDE CREEK

TOF: 71.00

TG: 69.44

TOF: 62.00

D

TG: 72

TOF: 65.0

UTILITY

11,400 SF
8,600 SF

T0F: 68.00

UTILITY

D

ASPHALT PARKING:
CONCRETE DRIVE AREA:
CONCRETE CRUB & GUTTER:
CONCRETE SIDEWALKS:
SNOWSTORAGE:

5

PROPERTY LINE
(BOUNDARY)
TOF: 71.00

BUILDING ONE (W/OVERHANGS):
BUILDING TWO (W/OVERHANGS):

4

11' - 0"
SETBACK

NOTES:
SETBACKS
FRONT- 25'-0"
SIDES- 5'-0'
REAR- 20'-0"
PARKING
70 STALLS (9'-0" x 20'-0")
2 ACC. STALLS
BUILDING COVERAGE RATIO
TOTAL ACERAGE: (SEE CIVILE SHEETS)

2

AREAS OF CONCRETE
SIDEWALK/SURFACE

SNOW STORAGE

PROTECTION NOTES:
NOTE 1: NO DISTURBANACE, GRADING, OR REMOVAL
OF SIGNIFICANT NATURAL FEATURES AND
VEGETATION WILL OCCUR BEYOND THE "LIMIT OF
DISTURBANCE" LINE, AS SHOWN ON THIS PLAN.

NOTE: INSTALL HANDRAILS @ ACCESSIBLE ROUTES
AND WHERE OTHERWISE NOTED EXCEEDING 5% BUT
LESS THAN 8.33%. 5'-0" LANDING REQUIRED AT TOP
AND BOTTOM OF RAMP.

NOTE 2: THE "LIMIT OF DISTURBANCE" LINE SHALL
BE DELINEATED PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION WITH
FLAGS, ROPING, FOUR (4') TALL ORANGE
CONSTRUCTION FENCING, OR OTHER ACCEPTABLE
MEANS.

NOTE: APARTMENT NUMBERS ARE TO BE FIELD
VERIFIED BY GENERAL CONTRACTOR. ARCHITECT TO
BE NOTIFIED OF ANY DISCREPANCY PRIOR TO FINAL
PRODUCTION/INSTALLATION.

CONTRACTOR TO TRY TO SAVE
TREES IN THIS LOCATION.
LIMIT OF DISTURBANCE AREA
BE DELINEATED PRIOR TO
CONSTRUCTION WITH FLAGS,
ROPING, (4') TALL ORANGE
CONSTRUCTION FENCING, OR
OTHER ACCEPTABLE MEANS.

SNOW STORAGE
(SEE CIVIL PLANS)
PROPERTY LINE
(BOUNDARY)

ACCESSIBILITY
NOTES

COPYRIGHT C 2021
1ST ISSUE
DD MMM YYYY
PROPERTY LINE
(BOUNDARY)
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AS1.0 SCALE: 3/64" = 1'-0"

AS1.0
JOB NO.

4197

5/24/2021 3:52:34 PM

1

STORAGE FOR SOIL,
CONSTRUCTION
EQUIPMENT, AND
MATERIAL

WALLACE ARCHITECTS, LLC

1.

A

SIDEWALK ON THE ACCESSIBLE ROUTE SHALL
NOT EXCEED 5% (1'-0" IN 20'--0") RUNNING SLOPE
WITH A 2% (1'-0" IN 50'-0") CROSS-SLOPE AND
SHALL BE 4' WIDE MIN. EXCEPT AS NOTED ON SITE
PLAN. PROVIDE STAIRS, RAMPS, CURBS, ETC., AS
NOTED AND DETAILED.
2. PARKING AREAS AND ACCESSIBLE SPACES AND
ACCESS AISLES SHALL NOT EXCEED A 2% (1'-0" IN
50'-0" SLOPE IN EACH DIRECTION. OTHER
PORTIONS OF THE ACCESSIBLE ROUTE SHALL NOT
EXCEED A 5% (1'-0" IN 20'-0") LONGITUDINAL
SLOPE NOR A 2% (1'-0" IN 50'-0") CROSS-SLOPE.
3. POSITION RECREATIONAL EQUIPMENT FOR
WHEELCHAIR ACCESSIBILITY PER UFAS AND
ADAAG. 25% OF EQUIPMENT AND AT LEAST ONE
OF EACH TYPE OF EQUIPMENT MUST BE
ACCESSIBLE.

5' - 0"
SETBACK

5' - 0"
SETBACK

ACC. PARKING SIGN

1

2

3

4

5

PLAN TO BE REVISED AND SNOW STORAGE AREA TO NOT ENCROACH IN TO TREES AND SHRUBS

05/11/2021

PLANT SCHEDULE

8'-0" HGT.

DECIDUOUS TREES
ASPEN, QUAKING
(DECIDUOUS TREE)

C

ASPEN, QUAKING/
POPULUOUS
TREMULOIDES
(DECIDUOUS TREE)

CRABAPPLE TREE
(DECIDUOUS TREE)

8'-0" HGT.

D

BUILDING # 1

SEDUM
MAHONIA
CREEPING

10'-0" HGT.
CURRENT
ALPINE,
DECIDUOUS
SHRUB

BUILDING # 2
SNOW STORAGE

TIERED 4'
BOULDER ROCK
WALLS

SNOW STORAGE
(SEE CIVIL PLANS)

8'-0" HGT.

PINE MUGO (SHRUB)

0'-0" HGT.

JUNIPER (SHRUB)

0'-0" HGT.

JUNIPER (SHRUB)

0'-0" HGT.

DETENTION
POND

SNOW
STORAGE

DECIDUOUS SHRUBS
8'-0" HGT.
PROTECTION NOTES:

ROCKY MOUNTAIN
BIRCH (DECIDUOUS
SHRUBS)

8'-0" HGT.

CURRENT ALPINE
(DECIDUOUS SHRUBS)

0'-0" HGT.

DOGWOOD REDTWIG
(DECIDUOUS SHRUBS)

0'-0" HGT.

SNOWBERRY
(DECIDUOUS SHRUBS)

NOTE 1: NO DISTURBANACE, GRADING, OR REMOVAL
OF SIGNIFICANT NATURAL FEATURES AND
VEGETATION WILL OCCUR BEYOND THE "LIMIT OF
DISTURBANCE" LINE, AS SHOWN ON THIS PLAN.
NOTE 2: THE "LIMIT OF DISTURBANCE" LINE SHALL
BE DELINEATED PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION WITH
FLAGS, ROPING, FOUR (4') TALL ORANGE
CONSTRUCTION FENCING, OR OTHER ACCEPTABLE
MEANS.

0'-0" HGT.

NINEBARK (DECIDUOUS 0'-0" HGT.
SHRUBS)

MAPLE AMUR SHRUB
(DECIDUOUS SHRUBS)

6'-0" HGT.

WILLOW SHRUB
(DECIDUOUS SHRUBS)

0'-0" HGT.

A

WILLOW
SNOWBERRY
SPRUCE, COLORADO BLUE
ROCKY MOUNTAIN BIRCH
WILLOW
ALDER NATIVE THINLEAF
PINE, LIMBER
WILLOW
SNOWBERRY
SPRUCE, COLORADO BLUE

PRELIMINARY PLAN

KINNIKINNICK
(GROUND COVER)

0'-0" HGT.

PUSSYTOES PINK
(GROUND COVER)

0'-0" HGT.

STRAWBERRY WILD
(GROUND COVER)

0'-0" HGT.

MAHONIA CREEPING
(GROUND COVER)

0'-0" HGT.

SEDUM (GROUND
COVER)

SNOW STORAGE

CONTRACTOR TO TRY TO SAVE
TREES IN THIS LOCATION.
LIMIT OF DISTURBANCE AREA
BE DELINEATED PRIOR TO
CONSTRUCTION WITH FLAGS,
ROPING, (4') TALL ORANGE
CONSTRUCTION FENCING, OR
OTHER ACCEPTABLE MEANS.

GROUND COVER

SNOW STORAGE
(SEE CIVIL PLANS)

SNOWBERRY
ASPEN, QUAKING
WILLOW SHRUB
MAPLE AMUR SHRUB
ALDER NATIVE THINLEAF
PINE, LIMBER
DOGWOOD, REDTWIG
SPRUCE, ENGLEMANN

115' - 2 1/2"

ASPEN, QUAKING
COTTONWOOD
CHOKE CHERRY
ROCKY MOUNTAIN BIRCH
COTTONWOOD
SPRUCE, COLORADO BLUE
ASPEN, QUAKING

"B" LANSCAPE TRANSITION ZONE:
(REQUIRED PLANT UNITS PER 100 LINEAL FEET)
(4) DECIDUOUS TREES
(4) EVERGREEN TREES
(20) SHRUBS

SPRUCE, ENGLEMANN
ROCKY MOUNTAIN BIRCH

1
LS1.0

NOTE 1: NO DISTURBANACE, GRADING, OR REMOVAL
OF SIGNIFICANT NATURAL FEATURES AND
VEGETATION WILL OCCUR BEYOND THE "LIMIT OF
DISTURBANCE" LINE, AS SHOWN ON THIS PLAN.
NOTE 2: THE "LIMIT OF DISTURBANCE" LINE SHALL
BE DELINEATED PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION WITH
FLAGS, ROPING, FOUR (4') TALL ORANGE
CONSTRUCTION FENCING, OR OTHER ACCEPTABLE
MEANS.

ROCKY MOUNTAIN BIRCH
SPRUCE, ENGLEMANN
SPRUCE, COLORADO BLUE
ALDER NATIVE THINLEAF

STRAWBERRY WILD
(GROUND COVER)
ASPEN, QUAKING
PINE MUGO (SHRUB)
SPRUCE, ENGLEMANN
ASPEN, QUAKING
PINE MUGO (SHRUB)
SPRUCE, ENGLEMANN
SPRUCE, COLORADO
SNOWBERRY
ALDER NATIVE THINLEAF
DOGWOOD, REDTWIG
ASPEN, QUAKING
STRAWBERRY, WILD
SEDUM, GROUND COVER
DOGWOOD, REDTWIG
ASPEN, QUAKING/
POPULUOUS TREMULOIDES
COTTONWOOD
SPRUCE, ENGLEMANN
DOGWOOD, REDTWIG
SEDUM, GROUND COVER
STRAWBERRY, WILD
SPRUCE, ENGLEMANN
ASPEN, QUAKING
DOGWOOD, REDTWIG
SPRUCE, ENGLEMANN
SNOWBERRY
ALDER NATIVE THINLEAF
PINE, LIMBER
ASPEN, QUAKING
ALDER NATIVE THINLEAF
DOGWOOD, REDTWIG
SPRUCE, ENGLEMANN
PINE, LIMBER

WALLACE ARCHITECTS, LLC

COPYRIGHT C 2021
STORAGE FOR SOIL,
CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT,
AND MATERIAL

1ST ISSUE
DD MMM YYYY

LANDSCAPE PLAN

ISSUE/REVISIONS
0 05/11/2021

SCALE: 1/32" = 1'-0"

0'-0" HGT.

LANDSCAPE PLAN
1

2

REVIEW SET

A

B

ALDER NATIVE
THINLEAF (DECIDUOUS
SHRUBS)

PROTECTION NOTES:

MH SNOW STORAGE
(SEE CIVIL PLANS)

DOGWOOD, REDTWIG
ALDER NATIVE THINLEAF
NINEBARK
DOGWOOD, REDTWIG
ALDER NATIVE THINLEAF
DOGWOOD, REDTWIG
NINEBARK
ALDER NATIVE THINLEAF
NINEBARK

EVERGREEN SHRUBS

"C" LANDSCAPE TRANSITION ZONE:
@ RAILWAYS
(REQUIRED PLANT UNITS PER 100
LINEAL FEET)
(8) DECIDUOUS TREES
(8) EVERGREENS
(30) SHRUBS

CHOKE CHERRY
JUNIPER SHRUB
COTTONWOOD
ASPEN, QUAKING
WILLOW
ASPEN, QUAKING/
POPULUOUS TREMULOIDES
JUNIPER SHRUB
SPRUCE, COLORADO BLUE
MAPLE AMUR
SPRUCE, COLORADO BLUE

MH

8'-0" HGT.

COTTONWOOD NARROW
LEAF (DECIDUOUS
8'-0" HGT.
TREE)
CHOKE CHERRY
(DECIDUOUS TREE)

CURRENT
ALPINE,
DECIDUOUS
SHRUB

3

4

5

REVIEW SET

LS1.0
JOB NO.

4197

5/24/2021 4:46:44 PM

PINE, BRISTLECONE
(EVERGREEN)

TIERED 4' BOULDER ROCK WALLS

WINTER PARK, GRAND COUNTY, CO

8'-0" HGT.

FIRESIDE CREEK

PINE, LIMBER
(EVERGREEN)

KINNIKINNICK
(GROUND COVER)
DOGWOOD, REDTWIG
MAPLE AMUR
PINE, LIMBER
MAPLE AMUR
JUNIPER SHRUB
ROCKY MOUNTAIN BIRCH
ALDER NATIVE THINLEAF
DOGWOOD, REDTWIG
SPRUCE, COLORADO BLUE
ASPEN, QUAKING/
POPULUOUS TREMULOIDES
ASPEN, QUAKING
JUNIPER SHRUB
COTTONWOOD
MAPLE AMUR

SHEET NO.

8'-0" HGT.

C

MAPLE AMUR SHRUB
PINE, LIMBER
PINE, LIMBER
DOGWOOD REDTWIG
ASPEN, QUAKING
MAPLE AMUR SHRUB
ALDER NATIVE THINLEAF

KINGS CROSSING

PINE, LODGEPOLE
(EVERGREEN)

ASPEN, QUAKING
WILLOW
DOGWOOD REDTWIG
WILLOW

B

SPRUCE, ENGELMANN 10'-0" HGT.
(EVERGREEN)

PINE, LIMBER
ASPEN, QUAKING
WILLOW
DOGWOOD REDTWIG
WILLOW
KINNIKINNICK
(GROUND COVER)

ASPEN, QUAKING
DOGWOOD REDTWIG

330' - 9
"

WILLOW
DOGWOOD REDTWIG
WILLOW
ASPEN, QUAKING
PINE, LIMBER

13'-0" HGT.

LA
NE

SPRUCE, COLORADO
BLUE (EVERGREEN)

SIZE

PA
RK

TREE/NAME(S)

LF

SYMBOL

WO

IMAGE

"B" LANSCAPE TRANSITION ZONE:
(REQUIRED PLANT UNITS PER 100 LINEAL FEET)
(4) DECIDUOUS TREES
(4) EVERGREEN TREES
(20) SHRUBS

WILLOW
DOGWOOD REDTWIG
WILLOW
ASPEN, QUAKING
PINE, LIMBER

134' - 2 1/2"

D

EVERGREEN TREES

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Dustin Hubbard
James Shockey
Opposing building variance for 56% building coverage of Parcel A
Thursday, April 29, 2021 7:10:09 PM

Hello,
I am an owner in Silverado 1 and I oppose the building variance of 56% which is 16% over the maximum of 40%.
This is in regard to Parcel A, that portion of the south one half of the northwest one quarter of Section 33.
The maximum of 40% ensures our town maintains a mountain town feel. By allowing this variance it would turn
this area into a concrete jungle. No one that lives in WP wants this, if they did they would live in Denver.
Respectively,
Dustin Hubbard
Please verify receipt
Sent from my iPad

Blind Curve – Already
dangerous to pedestrians
and traffic without the
additional proposed
traffic. Please consider
the impact of 85 more
cars multiple times per
day, a number of which
will be speeding.

The stop sign on Kings
Crossing Road has a blind
curve with traffic coming
both ways on Forest Trail.
Consider 85 more cars,
multiple times a day at
this intersection, and the
danger to pedestrians,
traffic, shuttle traffic and
tourists.

The reroute of
traffic across the
tracks here barely
accommodates the
width of two cars,
and involves
pedestrian traffic
accessing the
trails, as well as a
railroad crossing.

The intersection
of Forest Trail and
Kings Crossing Rd
will be much
more dangerous
with 85+ cars
speeding through
this intersection
with oncoming
traffic both ways.

There is a stop sign
at this intersection,
which would create
bottlenecks and
danger with 85+
more cars a day on
multiple trips.
Additionally many
families and children
use Wolf Park, and
increased traffic
speeding through
the section of Kings
Crossing between
Forest Trail and
Alpine Ln would be
dangerous to
children,
pedestrians, pets,
and disruptive to the
neighborhood.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

John Knight
James Shockey
Zoning Variance Request Fireside Creek
Friday, April 30, 2021 11:40:52 AM

I’m writing to oppose granting a zoning variance request for the Fireside Creek project.
It is troubling that the developer requested both a variance for the height of the building and now another request for
variance with parking.
The city has zoning codes for a reason. From the many comments about the height variance request, many in the
community feel that the project is too big for the parcel of land. Too many units, the units covering more land than is
allowed under zoning, and inadequate parking.
The final sentence of the letter states that should the variance be denied, the site will be pursued as affordable
housing with reduced parking, but no remark is made that the number of units will also be decreased if the variance
is denied. Am I correct that if this variance is denied, the development goes on as currently proposed, but with less
parking? How can this be compliant with code or common sense? The Wolf Park Townhomes and Silverado cannot
accommodate the overflow parking from reduced parking spaces in the proposed development.
As currently proposed, the parking is already inadequate. It makes the assumption that each unit will be occupied by
one person who has one car. An additional four spaces to accommodate visitors for the entire development. It is
extremely unlikely that each unit will have only one occupant, and it is likely that each occupant will have a car.
I understand that breaking ground is to commence this summer, but with both variances being as for now still under
review. It appears that the project was approved with the understanding that the variances will be granted as a matter
of course. For the height variance I saw many comments in opposition but none in favor. Is the opportunity to voice
concerns a formality?
All of the reasons listed for the variance apparently include keeping the number of units the same. If code does not
allow for using the space as requested, the solution is to downscale the project. Less units require less parking.
The letter remarks on the “challenge” of achieving enough density to achieve affordable development costs. This is
true of any affordable housing project, contradicting the assertion in the next sentence that this “plight” is unique to
this development. The developer is claiming that they cannot make a project dense enough under current zoning.
This is unfortunate for the developer that they chose to ignore current zoning with the hope that by citing challenges
and plights that zoning rules can be ignored for this project. By granting this variance, it signals to future developers
that Winter Park zoning rules can be ignored.
The development should not have either current variance granted. The zoning codes exist to prevent exactly this
kind of overreach.
Thank you for your consideration,
John Knight
100 Wolf Park Lane

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Mark Kocourek
James Shockey
Opposition To Zoning Variance Request
Friday, April 30, 2021 11:37:58 AM
WinterPark-ParkingConcerns.pdf

Hi Mr. Shockey,
I'm writing to oppose the zoning variance request for the Fireside Creek
development which proposes additional parking for this project. I've
attached a pdf which outlines the concerns with the addition of a minimum
of 85 cars making multiple trips a day through a neighborhood that will not
support this level of traffic without danger to residents, pedestrians and a
significant negative impact on the quality and character of this quiet area
of Winter Park.
As you will see in the attached document, Kings Crossing Rd is not meant
to be a highly trafficked road, as there are blind curves (including at stop
signs), many of which are already ignored today. Kings Crossing Rd, as
you know, has no sidewalks and many pedestrians (residents, tourists,
etc.) use this road to access Wolf Park, shuttle stops, hiking trails and to
access town.  
When reviewing the attachment, please consider the many bottlenecks
existing on this corridor, the safety ramifications, and negative impacts to
multiple areas as this increased number of cars access Hwy. 40 via
Vasquez Rd, or Kings Crossing Trail multiple times a day.
I understand the need for affordable housing for deserving residents, but I
oppose this variance request for all of the reasons mentioned above. As is
evidenced in the Owner's Detailed Description of Request, this
development is not suited for this piece of property, and it is apparent that
this is another attempt to circumvent existing zoning to the detriment of
many. Certainly, with all of the rapid and ongoing development going on
in Winter Park (Beaver Village for example), a more sustainable and
plausible location exists for affordable housing of this density.

Sincerely,
Mark Kocourek
300 Kings Crossing Road

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

FINN HAUG
James Shockey; Board @Silverado2; bkeitler@gmail.com; jreddan@consultbfg.com
Fireside Creek Development
Tuesday, May 04, 2021 1:42:09 PM

Dear Mr. Shockey.
The Board of Adjustment voted four to one not to approve the town's request for a height
variance on April 13,2021.
That proposal asked for 82 parking spots for the proposed 66 units, which by the disapproval
of the height variance now would be around 50 units.
I am in receipt of the town's request for another 16% variance to the parking area, which
would bring the total parking spots to 95 and cover virtually all open spaces
of the development site and create a parking area more like that of a high school's - and that in
the middle of a residential area!
Since I was working with you and the Town of Winter Park regarding the land swap between
the Town and Silverado ll, starting in 2017, I am very well aware of the town's concern
about the congestion and poor visibility at the entrance to Silverado ll.
On May 2, 2017 I met with you, Drew Nelson, the Town Manager, as well as two other town
employees regarding the land swap; two pieces belonging to Silverado ll on the North
side of Kings Crossing Road and one piece belonging to the town located in the middle of
Silverado ll's driveway/ Fire Pit.
The meeting was based on the town's memo to the Town Council, dated November 1,2011,
which points out the importance of getting the exchange done, citing in particular the sight
problems
along Kings Crossing Road where it passes the entry to Silverado ll as well as concern about
the amount of water carried in the adjacent ditch.
Since the survey of these pieces of land needed to be updated, The Board of Silverado ll
agreed to share the cost of the new survey and on June 18, 2017, authorized the
survey agreement.
The survey was completed and you stated on May 13,2019 that you believed that the title
work was completed as well and that the proposed exchange would be presented to the Town
Council
for approval. You also stated you would contact me if there were any unresolved items.
I never heard back from you, neither did the Board of Silverado ll.
The Town of Winter Park issued a request for The Development of Fireside Creek on March
12,2019.
Among the many stipulations for the development I wish to highlight the following:
- It is the Town's strong preference that all units be provided with enclosed garages and

sufficient storage space for objects such as bicycles and skis.
- Developer shall have " Similar Project in Colorado- including project name, date, owner, and
location of project. Include information on any projects that include mountain communities.
- References- List references ( at least three )identifying each client, a contact person, the
client's email and telephone, for similar projects completed by the contractor.
- Provide background information on all senior members of the project team including critical
sub-contractors
The proposed developer, Winter Park Partners, LLC was incorporated on March 11, 2019 in
Denver, Colorado, but I have been unable to find any projects undertaken by that corporation
in the state of Colorado.
We all know the importance of knowledgeable developers in mountain communities and the
Town knows that as well based on their stipulations clearly stated in their "Request for
Proposal".  
Based on the criteria for the development, how did an unknown entity like Winter Park
Partners get selected for the Fireside Creek Development?
The entire proposal by The Town of Winter Park for this specific site is without merit- as the
site is not suited for the project. It will clearly put an undesired burden on the neighborhood
and cause even more congestion
and create further traffic problems and dangers for anyone along Kings Crossing Road.
The site would be much better siuted for a development similar to the proposed one across the
street to the North of Silverado ll, the "Retreat at Atlas"/ "Snow Creek Townhomes" for 20-23
townhomes.
The statement, as quoted in Sky-Hi News on April 23, 2021 by the Mayor, Nck Kutrumbos,
regarding the "Board of Adjustments" denial for the height variance, puts the blame on the
neighborhood of the proposed
Fireside Creek development when in fact the entire fault lies with the town for proposing this
in the first place.
We all see the need for Affordable/ Attainable housing in the valley as we have friends
working and owning businesses. We simply objected to that particular plan of development.
The Town Of Winter Park owns a large number of pieces of land and aside from two projects
under development, South of Kings Crossing Road and along Lions Gate Road, many of these
would lend itself to workforce housing.
Without going into detail regarding land owned by the town, I wish to point out a few select
ones:
- 'THe Gondola Site.
Five parcels totalling 3.354 acres- will we ever have a gondola from the town to the resort.

From what I gather the resort is not very interested and if they were- do you need more than
three acres?
There are another three parcels between 1,89 and 5.730 acres that would probably be suitable
and all within a very short walk to Highway 40 and transportation.
The new Bus Depot construction is slated to start this summer ( on County Road 5 ) and is
scheduled to be completed within two years.
The present location on Winter Park Drive consists of more than three acres and
would be a perfect site for a housing project for The Resort workers as well as for other local
ones looking for attainable housing.
During the construction of the new Winter Park maintenance building on Highway 40, the
town made a deal with Roam to temporarily house their people and equipment until the new
building was complete. Maybe a similar
solution can be found for where the buses are presently located so that site can be developed?  
I am well aware that the parcel is owned by the resort and that they don't really want to get
into housing, but maybe the town of Winter Park could require ownership and develop it.
It seems to me that the town needs to go back to the drawing board and do an extensive
evaluation of all the land it owns and come up with a long term solution for the workforce and
not try to force something through
that has a major impact on so many people as well as creating major logistic problems.
Finn Haug,
Concerned resident.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Ned & Janet
James Shockey
Fireside Creek Request for Zoning Variance for Maximum Building Coverage
Tuesday, May 04, 2021 7:12:22 PM

May 4, 2021
From:   Janet Rogers & Ned Wallace
            Post Office Box 3074
            Winter Park, CO 80482-3074
To:       James Shockey, Director, Town of Winter Park
            P.O. Box 3327
            Winter Park, CO 80482
           
Subject: Fireside Creek Request for Zoning Variance for Maximum Building Coverage
The Fireside Creek workforce housing development is being planned for a two-acre parcel
located just south of Wolf Park. The Town of Winter Park is requesting a 16% building
coverage variance to allow for additional parking for this project. Specifically, the zoning
variance requests total site coverage of 56%, consisting of 19% (~16,550 square feet) structure
coverage and 37% (~33,145 square feet) driveway and parking coverage.
These coverage figures are consistent with the architectural site plan submitted with the
variance request for maximum height of building structures that the Board of Adjustment
addressed on April 13, 2021. However, in additional to structure, driveway and parking
coverage, the site plan shows ~4,000 square feet of sidewalk coverage and ~4,000 square feet
of access road coverage that should have been included in the calculation of building
coverage. Thus, we contend the variance should be seeking permission for ~66% coverage,
not the stated 56% coverage.
Regardless, we think the request for a maximum building coverage variance should be denied
because, if allowed, it would mean that nearly half of the site would be covered in concrete
and asphalt (or cars) and this would not be compatible with the surrounding established
neighborhood of detached single-family homes, townhomes and condominiums.

Neighborhood response to 2nd Variance Request for Fireside Creek, Board of Adjustment, May 11, 2021
First, we thank the Board for its action on April 13, denying the building height variance for the Fireside
Creek development. The only design change we have seen is the height reduction, which reduces the
number of units. We continue to oppose this variance, since the project conflicts with zoning
requirements and the Town’s pledge that this project will meet or exceed all of the Town’s Standards.
The Town code states the maximum allowable number of dwelling units is twenty (20) per gross acre,
but also states that affordable housing units shall be excluded when calculating densities.
If the density exclusion is taken literally, affordable housing can be at ANY density. While not part of
this variance request, the density exclusion is UNREASONABLE. This site should be limited to 38 units
(20×1.9 acres) per the town code.
This variance request involves the maximum area of a lot which may be covered by buildings, decks,
patios, balconies, paths or walkways, parking areas and access drives which “shall not exceed forty
percent (40%) of the lot area".
The Architectural Site Plan shows the proposed building, parking area, and drive covers far MORE than
40% of the lot area. Also the parking area as drawn does NOT conform to the requirements for areas
with more than 40 spaces. (Plus the 8’x18’ landscaped islands required between every ten spaces.)
Pursuant to the Criteria to Grant Variance (Town Code Section 7-8), paragraph 7-8-1B, in order to apply for a
variance, the applicant must show that, owing to unusual and extraordinary circumstances, strict
enforcement of the provisions of the Town Code will result in undue hardship. The Board of Adjustment
cannot grant a variance unless it finds, based on evidence, that ALL the following conditions exist:

1. The property in question cannot yield a reasonable return in use or service if permitted to be
used only under the conditions allowed by the regulations for the municipality.
The Town’s variance application admits that if the variance is denied, the site will still be pursued as an
affordable housing development, but parking will be reduced to the minimum number of spaces
required by the Town’s standards. We have not seen a drawing for this reduced # of spaces. The
minimum parking for 52 units would be 44x1 (1 br) + 8x1.5 (2 br) = 56 spaces plus 5 parking islands. The
landscaping code also requires a periphery area of at least 25% of the parking lot and drives be designed
for snow storage. Regardless of the # of parking spaces the current design does not resolve snow
removal concerns. Condition #1 refers to the TOWN’s PROPERTY, not the developer. The purpose of
affordable housing should be to aid the occupants, NOT to create profit. A "reasonable return" for a
COMPLIANT use could be non-economic, that is, a quality of living for new occupants AND existing
property owners is a reasonable return in use. We OPPOSE developing this site in excess of town
regulations to benefit a for-profit enterprise.
2. The plight of the owner (Town of W. P.) is due to unusual circumstances.
The Town’s variance application admits that the site is challenging due to its steep slope, drainage, and
the utility easement through the center of the site. These are NOT unusual circumstances, since these
site limitations have been known to the Town for 10 years. The Town claims this site would challenge a
developer building for-profit housing to park the site with the required number of spaces for the allowed
density for R-2 zoning. This is nonsense as 38 two bedroom units could built with as few as 57 parking
spaces. If the challenge is real, then this explains why nothing has been built here. The application
claims that part of the challenge of developing affordable housing is achieving enough density for
affordable development costs and that this plight is unique to this development within the neighborhood.
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Neighborhood response to 2nd Variance Request for Fireside Creek, Board of Adjustment, May 11, 2021
The application offers NO evidence a lower density is not affordable within the neighborhood (not this
site) and does not define boundaries of the neighborhood.
3. The variation, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the locality.
Existing buildings in the neighborhood have MUCH greater separation from their neighbors and have
more open space due to underground parking or garages. The proposed development has NO covered
parking. The uncovered parking is a fatal flaw in the design since it does not facilitate snow removal.
The development would cover 56% of the lot, and WOULD ALTER the essential character of this mature
neighborhood. It is unreasonable to force neighboring property owners to accept high density projects
that do not comply with the Town Code.
Pursuant to the Criteria to Grant Variance (Town Code Section 7-8), paragraph 7-8-1C we also object to the
variance on points 3, 5, & 6 of the practical difficulties or particular hardships the Board of Adjustment
SHALL take into consideration.

3. The purpose of the variation is not based primarily upon a desire to make more money out of the
property.
At the March 3, 2021 presentation to neighbors Mr. Birt or Mr. Moody of Winter Park Partners stated
that 66 units were necessary to ensure “the financial viability” of the project. This statement is evidence
that consideration #3 is NOT met.
5. The granting of the variance would not be detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to other
property or improvements in the neighborhood in which the property is located.
If the variance is granted and the project moves forward at its current density, 52 units would be 14 units
MORE than the 1.9-acre site permits. (1.9 acres X 20 units per acre equals 38.) This is over a third more
density than allowed for market rate housing. Bus service to this site hourly, so it is likely that during
snow season (peak occupancy) the site will have over 60 cars. Pedestrians going downhill have no safe
legal crossing of the UP-RR tracks immediately east of the site except for long walks to the RR crossings
at Vasquez Rd. and Kings Crossing Rd. There will be considerably more vehicle traffic on the driveway
shared with Silverado II (71 units) and the Kings Crossing Place Townhomes. This driveway has a steep
slope at the edge of Kings Crossing Rd. Further, as shown in site plans, the parking lot entry/exit from
Fireside Creek to the shared driveway may not have a radius large enough for large delivery trucks to
turn in or out of Fireside Creek. These facts are detrimental to the public welfare, injurious to our
property, and are evidence that consideration #5 is NOT met.
6. The proposed variance will not...substantially increase congestion in the public streets or increase the
danger of fire or endanger the public safety...
The existing driveway, as stated in #5, is at a curve and hill with a blind spot for vehicles on Kings
Crossing Road, and for vehicles exiting the shared driveway. This blind spot causes drivers to pause at the
top of the sloped driveway as they approach Kings Crossing Road to look for traffic. Vehicles have been
stuck in the snow/ice at the top of the driveway. This condition will increase unless the driveway and/or
street are modified. Truck access onto the shared driveway seems inadequate, and will increase the
potential for damage, increasing maintenance costs to Silverado II and Kings Crossing Place Townhomes.
These facts are evidence that consideration #6 is NOT met.
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Neighborhood response to 2nd Variance Request for Fireside Creek, Board of Adjustment, May 11, 2021
The Town has publicly pledged “...Planning staff will review the details of the plan proposal and ensure
that all provisions of the Town Code and the Standards and Specifications for Design and Construction
are met.” And “the Town is committed to ensuring that this project meets and exceeds all of the
development standards from traffic to parking, landscaping to design .”
The evidence shows three considerations that the Board of Adjustment SHALL take into consideration
are NOT met, and that all 3 of the primary variance conditions are not met, therefore we request the
Board vote to DENY the variance.
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I have to imagine these days that everyone can easily agree that affordable, attainable, and available
housing is this valley’s largest and most critical need. That is an easy thing for people to agree on and an
easy tag line. The unfortunate reality is I know too many folks who repeat that line without the courage
to actually step up and contribute to solving our communities most pressing need.
As we all know, economic shifts in the last few years have changed the landscape in our valley. The
number and availability of Long-term rental units has decreased with the proliferation of short-term
rentals. Short-terms rentals has increased the number of visitors to our community resulting in an
economic positive. However, the result has been increased demand on businesses (normally a positive)
while at the same time creating an employee shortage (due to housing) directly affecting those
businesses’ ability to fully staff their business. Simply put, there is not one business owner I know who
would tell you that they have a fully staffed operation. That is the problem in a nutshell.
It is easy for everyone to agree to the problem, but it is not easy to agree on the solution. As solutions
come forward, various interests always try to water down projects according to their own interests. It
happened with the Byers Peak project, it has happened here, and it will continue to happen. It is easy to
adopt the not in my backyard mentality, which is natural, but those concerns are secondary to the need
of the majority of our community. We are talking about housing for locals who works, live, play, and
contribute to our community every day. Those interests are considerably more important than
protecting mostly second home-owners views.
With the appreciation in real-estate value’s, if our local governments aren’t engaged in active mitigation
of our housing crisis then our valley is in trouble. Businesses are already understaffed, and most are at
or seriously considering only being open certain days of the week rather than 7 days due to staffing. The
solution to this problem is multi-pronged, but this project is an important piece. Reducing units,
increasing costs, is quite frankly the opposite of what our community needs.
I recall sitting through a similar meeting a few years ago in relation to the Idlewild property. As I recall
this board voted for a height variance blocking views of existing homes in the hope that the developer
would build their chain hotel that you could then use your credit card points to stay at. So please don’t
be the board that votes for projects you personally find intriguing while denying your constituents their
needs.
Housing isn’t a question of “want”….it is a question of “need”. I implore you to do what your
constituents need. Second homeowners are part of our community….but they are not constituents.
Vote for the local serving your food, tuning your skis, and caring for our children.
Respectfully,

Ryan Barwick

May 6, 2021
Dear Town of Winter Park Board of Adjustments,
As the Executive Director of Grand Kids Learning Center, our childcare center supports the workforce
housing Fireside Creek Apartment project. Affordable, available housing for people working in Fraser
Valley’s businesses is impossible to find. As the one that hires all the teachers for our childcare
center, I can give you 3 specific instances in just the last 4 months where lack of housing and/or the
cost of housing caused teachers to leave the valley and not accept the job we offered. At the end of
April, we sent surveys out to our teachers and 50% of our teachers sited cost of living/lack of housing
as a huge concern for their ability to continue working for us. Not only is this issue concerning to us
as our own organization but it should be very concerning to the entire community as we serve the
largest population of childcare for Winter Park, Fraser & Tabernash. If we aren’t able to retain
teachers, we won’t be able to offer care for other employees to continue to work.
As a nonprofit, our wages are lower than most and our opportunity to offer benefits is lacking as well.
We are desperately trying to find ways to attract and retain quality teachers. When Hideaway Place
Apartments were built, I was under the impression businesses would be able to, in a sense, be the
responsible party to an apartment to use for their employees as they saw fit. I understand that it filled
up quickly with individuals which I understand was needed. However, I would propose that
businesses would be able to claim an apartment for their own employees. It would be a HUGE
benefit for our childcare center to be able to offer that to our employees! I know this would take some
work but I am more than willing to do my part in helping see this come to light.
We understand a variance is needed to allow the Fireside Creek apartments to be built with surface
parking instead of a parking garage. We support the granting of the variance; anything that can be
done to keep the rents affordable should be. The parcel is zoned for multifamily residential
development. Building on this lot will mean the loss of some open space; however, the east lot line
abuts the railroad tracks, often viewed as undesirable; we view this as a perfect site for this project.
We agree that this is an ideal site for workforce housing apartments. If the variance request is not
granted, the lack of feasibility may only allow for more condos, creating more demand for workers who
have no place to live. By developing affordable housing, we can bridge the overwhelming wealth gap
that does not allow critical workers to make a reasonable, sustainable living in the Fraser Valley.
Please approve the variance for the Fireside Creek Apartments. This project is desperately needed in
Winter Park and the Fraser Valley.
Thank you,

Ashley Bobo
Executive Director
Grand Kids Learning Center

May 7, 2021
Danielle Jardee
Town Clerk
Town of Winter Park
djardee@wpgov.com
Dear Ms. Jardee,
On behalf of the National Sports Center for the Disabled I am writing today in support of the
Fireside Creek Apartment project and any additional projects that will focus on and increase the
amount of available affordable and accessible housing for employees and for our elite athletes
who train with us and live in the community.
The NSCD has been a community program serving people living with disabilities in Winter Park
and Grand County for over 50 years and in the past 5-7 years we have seen a dramatic decline in
qualified applicants to run and instruct in our adaptive outdoor experience programming. As
you can imagine, the level of expertise, compassion and passion required to work for an
organization that provides these individualized and unique adaptive experiences for people
living with disabilities is rare and on top of the limited pool of potential employees those that are
qualified often drop out of the hiring process due to the lack of affordable and accessible
housing. The NSCD is limited in the number of programs we can provide for people living with
disabilities, not due to a lack of interest in attending, but by the number of reservations we can
take due to not having enough qualified staff to teach.
The National Sports Center for the disabled also operates one of two key national competition
training centers for aspiring alpine and Nordic Paralympians. We have elite athletes from
around the world that would like to come to the NSCD to train with our competition team, but
are also, like our employees, restrained in their ability to do that only by the lack of access to
affordable and accessible housing. Many aspiring elite athletes are moving to the program in
Utah due to this lack of housing availability.
The NSCD would welcome the opportunity to be part of the community conversation around
working toward the development of additional affordable and accessible housing in the Winter
Park and Fraser community. Please do let me know how I can be of assistance in this effort.
Thank you for considering this request.
Best,

Kim Easton, CEO

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Ellen Steinbrunner
James Shockey
Variance Request for Fireside Creek
Monday, May 10, 2021 12:55:12 PM

Hi Mr. Shockey,
I’m writing in regard to the recent variance request for the Fireside Creek development asking to allow total site
coverage of 56% instead of the 40% per the town code.
I am strongly against granting the variance.
I am a new owner at Wolf Park Townhomes so this development has a very significant effect on our family’s future
in Winter Park. As I said in my last letter, if we knew something this large would be built less than 20’ from our
back door we likely would not have purchased our unit. We did not buy as a rental investment property but as a
second home for our family to enjoy. We were encouraged to learn that the building height variance was not
granted. It is a step in the right direction. We hope the variance for a large parking lot will also be denied. We
understand the need for workforce housing and believe there is a solution that makes sense, but when the developer
has to continuously ask for variances in order for the project to work, it tells me that it is not the right project for the
space. We just spent the weekend at our place and I kept trying to picture a giant parking lot in the development
area and it is such a tragic loss of open space for the sake of cramming as many people as possible into a small area.
I think this development should be trying to minimize its footprint as much as possible while the town figures out
ways to incentivize seasonal workers to not need a car - introduce ways for this space to be more walkable, increase
public transportation availability, provide some kind of off site parking elsewhere in the town for seasonal workers,
etc. There are no large parking lots anywhere near this development and that’s because they don’t belong in this
area. I’m highly concerned about the traffic and safety on the road. I’m concerned about my kids riding their bikes
in the area if there are suddenly 80 more cars as there are no bike lanes on the roads which are filled with twists and
turns.
I hope the variance for site coverage will be denied.
Thank you for your consideration.
Regards,
Ellen Steinbrunner
102 Wolf Park Lane

May 7, 2021

Mr. James Shockey & Hugh Bell
Community Development Director/Town Planner
Town of Winter Park
P.O. Box 3327
Winter Park, CO 80482
Re: Fireside Creek Development
Dear Mr. Shockey and Mr. Bell;
I am writing this letter to you to show the Grand Foundation’s full support of the Fireside Creek Development and its’
grant application to you for the increase of workforce housing in Grand County.
The Grand Foundation has been a staunch supporter of workforce housing for the past 5 years and truly believes in the
need to increase the inventory in Winter Park and the county as a whole. We are thoroughly impressed with the Town of
Winter Park and its’ commitment to providing additional units to increase this inventory.
In these past 5 years, we have seen the desperate need for affordable housing for the Grand County workforce. In 2017,
in collaboration with the Town of Winter Park and Winter Park Resort, the Grand Foundation created the Winter Park
Housing Assistance Fund. Since its inception, the fund has seen over 1,500 applications from residents that need
assistance to be able to afford the rents in Grand County. In the same amount of time, the fund has granted out almost
$317,000 to over 1,378 individuals in the areas of rental and down payment assistance. While also aiding over 248
businesses keep the much needed workforce by allowing them to stay in their available units.
The Winter Park Housing Assistance Fund also became the catalyst for creating the countywide Grand County Housing
Assistance Fund. In these 2 funds over 2,000 residents and 400 businesses in Grand County have given assistance. In
October 2020, the unimaginable happened, the East Troublesome Fire ravaged over 20% of Grand County taking down
10% of its housing units. As if Grand County didn’t have an affordable housing shortage before, this exponentially
changed the makeup our housing inventory. Now with an additional 500 Grand County homeowners and renters
displaced, the desperation for additional units is an imperative need.
Our understanding is that, if awarded, the Fireside Development would bring desperately needed inventory to Winter
Park and Grand County as a whole. We cannot implore you enough to have this project move forward.
On behalf of the Grand Foundation please take this letter as an overwhelming definition of support for the Fireside
Creek Development.
If you have questions or need any further assistance, please feel free to contact me.
Sincerely,

Megan A. Ledin
Megan A. Ledin
Executive Director
Grand Foundation  P.O. Box 1342  Winter Park, Colorado  80482  (970)887-3111

May 8, 2021
Dear Town of Winter Park Board of Adjustments,
As business owners, managers, and workers trying to live and work in Winter Park, we support
the workforce housing Fireside Creek Apartment project. Affordable, available housing for
people working in Fraser Valley’s businesses is impossible to find. Having additional apartments
built in Winter Park will give people more options to find a place to live when they take a yearround job in our community. Apartments are critical to the community housing inventory as they
allow our workforce, who fill crucial positions, an opportunity to build a life and save money.
We recently advertised several new positions within our company to hire in qualified candidates.
We screened over 75 applicants with 95% living outside our county or state. We could not
consider any of them due to the housing crisis.
We understand a variance is needed to allow the Fireside Creek apartments to be built with
surface parking instead of a parking garage. We support the granting of the variance; anything
that can be done to keep the rents affordable should be. The parcel is zoned for multifamily
residential development. Building on this lot will mean the loss of some open space; however,
the east lot line abuts the railroad tracks, often viewed as undesirable; we view this as a perfect
site for this project. We agree that this is an ideal site for workforce housing apartments. If the
variance request is not granted, the lack of feasibility may only allow for more condos, creating
more demand for workers who have no place to live. By developing affordable housing, we can
bridge the overwhelming wealth gap that does not allow critical workers to make a reasonable,
sustainable living in the Fraser Valley.
Please approve the variance for the Fireside Creek Apartments. This project is desperately
needed in Winter Park and the Fraser Valley.
Thank you,
Sarah Bradford
Owner, Winter Park Lodging Company
PO Box 643
Winter Park, CO 80482

Town of Winter Park
Attn: Board of Adjustment
c/o James Shockey
P.O. Box 3327
Winter Park, CO 80482
Dear James Shockey,
This letter is in support of the lot variance needed to complete the proposed Fireside Creek Housing
Project. We do not live in Winter Park, but do work in the Winter Park area. We are often struck by
the increase in development and influx of new community neighbors, with a relatively small increase
in service industry employment. In discussing issue with business owners this appears to have a great
deal to do with limited capacity of the local workforce. Which we all know is a direct result of limited
affordable housing options. My husband and I have lived in the Fraser Valley for over 13 years and we
both have very stable employment, but with current housing prices, if we were forced to leave our
location (which we rent), we would have to move out of the county. We know that we are not the
only community members who are passionate about housing affordability and we struggle daily to
understand why systemic issues continue to be a crutch for actually solving housing needs. We
would like to suggest that the Board of Adjustment look closely at the concerns that lead to denying
the height variance and offer a small compromise to the 16% land variant request, knowing that this
does not require them to approve similar requests moving forward. If a variance was not an option,
there would be no need for a Board of Adjustment. It does appears that the design of the proposed
project exceeds the existing curbside appeal of some of the surrounding neighborhood community,
so it begs the question, what is the underlying issue? Neighborhood character? We believe that given
the circumstances, the Board of Adjustment could look at the proposed project as a true way to
support the need for workforce housing in our community. The benefits of such a project will far
exceed the anxiety expressed over open space or traffic congestion. Our small community is growing
and if this development worries our neighbors, they might need to revisit what it means to live in a
tourist community. Winter Park is no longer a hidden gem and is no longer a sleepy mountain town,
which we will all have to embrace at some point. Thank you for your commitment to the Winter Park
community and for taking the time to address our concerns.

Warmest Regards,
Banning & Stacy Starr

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Jeff Williams
beccakaufman15@gmail.com; Hugh Bell; jshockey@wpgov.cov
Fireside Creek Apartments
Thursday, May 06, 2021 11:33:27 AM

To whom it may concern,
The lack of workforce housing in the Fraser Valley is becoming a critical problem for all
businesses located here. Most local businesses in the area have Han Help Wanted signs in their
windows for the last few seasons on a regular basis for the length of the seasons.
Please allow the variance for this project to pass so there will be help with our local businesses
to survive and thrive.
At this moment, finding enough employees to run a full schedule at the Winter Park Pub is
nearly impossible. I fear that in the near future, restaurants and other key businesses in the
Winter Park area may not survive if ample workforce housing is not made available.
As this community grows, affordable housing for the workforce needs to become a reality.
Respectfully,
Jeff Williams
Winter Park Pub
-Jeff Williams
Winter Park Pub
jeff@winterparkpub.com

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Dani Jardee
James Shockey; Hugh Bell; Alisha Janes
FW: Affordable Housing Letter
Tuesday, May 11, 2021 8:22:01 AM

Another letter for Fireside Creek, Nick just sent it to me.
From: Nick Kutrumbos <nkutrumbos@wpgov.com>
Sent: Tuesday, May 11, 2021 8:20 AM
To: Dani Jardee <djardee@wpgov.com>
Cc: Alisha Janes <ajanes@wpgov.com>; Keith Riesberg <kriesberg@wpgov.com>; Rebecca Kaufman
<rkaufman@wpgov.com>; Jennifer Hughes <jhughes@wpgov.com>; Jeremy Henn
<jhenn@wpgov.com>; Art Ferrari <aferrari@wpgov.com>; M Periolat <mperiolat@wpgov.com>;
Mike <mdavlin@wpgov.com>; James Shockey <jshockey@wpgov.com>
Subject: Fwd: Affordable Housing Letter
Dani,
Can you please pass this along to the BOJ. Thanks.

Begin forwarded message:
From: Nick Kutrumbos <nkutrumbos@wpgov.com>
Date: May 11, 2021 at 8:16:48 AM MDT
To: Jerilyn Suster <jerilyn.suster@egsd.org>
Cc: Ed Raegner <ed.raegner@egsd.org>, Jenny Rothboeck
<jenny.rothboeck@egsd.org>
Subject: Re: Affordable Housing Letter

Jerilyn,
Thank you for taking the time to tell your story. We need more people like you and
your family in the Fraser Valley. Nothing pleases me more than those who move here
and make an immediate impact. Attainable housing initiatives remain the top priority
of the Winter Park counsel. Your email may help with the Fireside Creek approval
process and future TOWP workforce projects.
Respectfully,
Nick

On May 10, 2021, at 9:52 PM, Jerilyn Suster <jerilyn.suster@egsd.org>
wrote:



Hello Nick and Ed,
My name is Jerilyn Suster. My family moved up to the Winter
Park area into our two bedroom condo as full time residents
last summer after selling our home in Littleton. Coming to East
Grand and finding full time employment was an unplanned
surprise, and we felt like we had finally found the place to raise
our two boys and call home. I came to EGSD well qualified
with eight years of experience as a certified teacher with
endorsements in Elementary Education K-6, Secondary
Science 7-12, and a Career Technical Educator (CTE) with a
dual endorsement in STEM and Marketing. In addition I have
eight years of experience in the financial services industry
before transitioning to education.

We jumped right into being productive members of the
community immediately. I joined the Economic Development
Advisory Committee (EDAC) and the Public Arts Committee
(PAC) for the Town of Fraser. My husband volunteered for the
Headwaters Trail Alliance. I had to step down from EDAC once
I began teaching here full time but was lucky enough to remain
on PAC due to the monthly meetings being scheduled on
Fridays. I understand this is a lot of information but I want to
make the point that our family would have been positive,
permanent additions to the local economy and community.

Unfortunately, the housing market and stress on housing from
the fires has been a large factor presently pushing us back
down to the front range. We have been priced out of a single
family home in the area. I’ve been watching the market
carefully for months. Most recently I know of an example sale
of an attached home in Tabernash listed for $720k that was bid
$100k over asking at $820k, when it only appraised for $590k.
This has made it impossible to compete in an already difficult
housing market. With the decrease in teaching salary from my
previous district, that made qualification even more out of a
stretch with all the other factors considered. Less pay with
increased costs has been one unsurpassable struggle to
overcome if I choose to stay in education.
The deed restriction program that Fraser has is a small step in
the right direction to try and provide affordable housing
opportunities. It is a little ambiguous in terms of amounts given
and applied for, but it also assumes you already own the
property. The trouble is finding a suitable home to purchase for

our family to live and grow in. Other districts are looking into
some alternative options I have researched. I hope that Grand
is able to come up with some affordable housing options for
full-time working residents to keep good people here to help
continue building a strong community.
We thought we had finally made our family’s dream come true
but the reality of the current housing market has definitely put a
damper on our plans at the moment. Please let me know if you
have any questions for me, or I can help in any way. I would
love to know if there are any programs that develop over time.
We would like the option to return if the opportunity presents
itself. I’ve included some links I found as researching that
might be of interest to you:
Fraser Deed Restriction Program
https://www.frasercolorado.com/CivicAlerts.aspx?AID=40
Eagle County Schools Master Housing Plan
https://www.eagleschools.net/sites/default/files/website/Comm
unications/ECSDHousingMasterPlan%20040820.pdf
Teacher Housing Aspen School District
https://www.aspentimes.com/news/local/more-teacherhousing-in-line-for-aspen-school-district/
Sincerely,
Jerilyn, Simon, Cruz and Titus Suster

-Jerilyn Suster
7th Grade Science
East Grand Middle School

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Mirna Knight
James Shockey
Opposition to granting the variance to Fireside development
Monday, May 10, 2021 7:43:38 PM

Dear Mr. Shockey and esteemed Members of Winter Town Council,
I am a homeowner in Wolf Park and have been watching with dismay how the Fireside development progressed
from the early initial plans which were beautiful and designed to fit the character of the lot and the neighborhood to
currently proposed behemoth which violates multiple city building codes.
The latest variance is request to essentially pave large area of the lot to provide “needed parking" for too high of
density of the units, violating the city code.
The proposed “parking” is still not adequate for number of units and is larger than any other open parking lot in the
Winter park.   Proposed paved area is larger than Fraser Safeway parking. I am pretty sure that Fireside lot is not
zoned as commercial. This is a neighborhood and most of the housing has dispersed parking not a large parking lot.
Most of the multiunit buildings have combination of tucked under garages and lots or in the case of Silverado
parking either a parking garage or a drive around parking with island in the middle in order to reduce the footprint.
As a footnote Silverado also has adequate parking available.
Snow removal on such a large lot will be an additional problem. This is a workforce housing which means that
residents are expected to have to be able to leave for work - correct? Winter park gets a substantial snow fall and this
snow needs to be piled somewhere. Where exactly?And where are residents to park for six month when the parking
has large piles of snow on it , further reducing the already limited number of spots? City streets? Silverado? Wolf
park access road? Private house driveways?
Kings crossing is a relatively narrow road and I personally use it to walk the dogs or walk to town. I often meet
other people using it as pedestrians. There is no shoulder and no space to have numerous parked cars without
creating further problems for snow removal and safety of the people using this road.
In addition has anybody considered or even done the study on the environmental impact of this large paved area?
Polluted water run off that goes straight into the stream, summer storm run off and drainage during the spring melt.
If the proposed units are to solve Winter park affordable housing units for good, I could perhaps see the “greater
good” of this project, but this is not the end solution. The city needs more affordable housing and it makes me
wonder if the rest of these projects will as ill conceived as this one. Where town character, beauty and regulations
get sacrificed to developers that pick “public good” projects to make profit by trouncing the rules that are made to
make the city livable and nice.
I hope that city council upholds the existing regulations and denies this ill conceived variance.
Respectfully,
Mirna Knight

