TOWN OF WINTER PARK
BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT
Tuesday, February 8, 2022 8:00 AM
AGENDA
I.

Meeting Call to Order

II.

Roll Call of BOA Members

III.

Minutes: January 11, 2022

IV.

Conflicts of Interest

V.

Action Items:
A.
B.

PUBLIC HEARING: Metes and bounds parcel, 78581 US Highway 40 – Accommodation
Unit Density
PUBLIC HEARING: Metes and bounds parcel, 78581 US Highway 40 – Building Height

If members of the public wish to attend the meeting digitally the link is below. The meeting
will continue in person regardless of technical difficulties with Zoom.

Computer Log-In Instructions
Please click the link below to join the webinar:
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/81725744995?pwd=RnVOb2hpVmN1SXBydzFBZEc3NGhGZz09
Passcode: 113389
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: 817 2574 4995
Passcode: 113389
International numbers available: https://us02web.zoom.us/u/kdbXDkFiYy
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, January 11, 2022 8:00 AM
MINUTE
I.

Meeting Call to Order. The Board of Adjustment meeting starts at 10:00 am

II.

Roll Call of BOA Members. Roll Call indicated present Chair Brad Holzwarth, BOA Members
Roger Kish, Dave Barker, Doug Robbins, Angela Sandstrom, George Stevens (alternate) and
Jonathan Larson (alternate). The BOA Alternates are not required to stay during this meeting but
they are welcome to be present if they would like to. Community Development Director James
Shockey and Town Planner Hugh Bell are also present.

III.

Minutes: December 14, 2021. BOA Member Robbins makes a motion to approve the minute.
BOA Member Barker seconds. The minute is approved 5, 0.

IV.

Conflicts of Interest. No one comes forward.

V.

Action Items:
A.

Election of Chair and Vice Chair (yearly)

BOA Member Kish nominates Chair Holzwarth as Chair and BOA Member Sandstrom as Vice Chair for
the year 2022. BOA Member Robbins seconds. The Chair for the year of 2022 will be Brad Holzwarth
and the Vice Chair will be BOA Member Angela Sandstrom.
The motion to designate BOA Member Chair Holzwarth as Chair and BOA Member Sandstrom as Vice
Chair for the year 2022 is approved 5, 0.
B.

TABLED: Public Hearing: Metes and bounds parcel, 78581 US Highway 40 –
Accommodation Unit Density

Director Shockey explains to the BOA that the applicant has requested this application to be continued
until February 8th, 2022.
There are no comments from the public.
BOA Member Roger Kish makes a motion to continue until February 8th, 2022. BOA Member Baker
seconds. The motion to continue this item on the agenda until February 8th, 2022 is approved 5, 0.
C.

TABLED: Public Hearing: Metes and bounds parcel, 78581 US Highway 40 – Building
Height

Director Shockey informs the BOA that this request has been withdrawn since the applicant will submit
a new application with additional information that was missing the first time. No action is needed at this
time.

There are no comments from the public since the applicant has withdrawn the application.
D.

Adoption of Resolution 1, Series 2022, a Resolution Denying a Variance to Decrease the
Front Yard Setback for Lot 12A, Whiting Tracts #1 (Book 114, Page 485)

BOA Member Barker makes a motion to adopt Resolution 1, Series 2022. BOA Member Kish seconds.
The motion to adopt Resolution 1, Series 2022 is approved 5, 0.
Upon a previously adopted motion, the BOA Meeting is adjourned at 10:07am.

TO

Board of Adjustment

FROM

Hugh Bell, Planner

THRU

James Shockey, Community Development Director

DATE

February 8, 2022

RE

Continued – Accommodation Unit Density Variance Request – 78581 Highway 40 – Metes and
Bounds Parcel (PLN21-135)

At the request of the applicant, this application was continued at the January 11 Board of Adjustment hearing.
Applicant: Winter Park FBIT, LLC; Sudha Tokala; and Mike Jameson
Description of Property:
The property is zoned D-C, Destination Center, with the following entitlements:
Dwelling Unit (DU) Density – 28 DU/acre
Accommodation Unit (AU) Density – 84 AU/acre
Setbacks – N/A
Building Coverage – N/A
Building Height – 55’ to midpoint (hipped or pitched roof) or to top of parapet (flat roof)
Variance Request:
Request to increase density from 84 Accommodation Units (AU) per acre to 120 AU/acre for one acre on the
property.
Applicant’s Reasons Why the Variance Should Be Granted:
See applicant’s application for details.
Applicable Provisions of the Town Code:
§ 7-2-3, DEFINITIONS:
ACCOMMODATION UNIT: Any room or group of rooms without cooking facilities designed for or adapted to
occupancy by guests and accessible from common corridors, walks or balconies without passing through
another accommodation unit or dwelling unit. The maximum allowable number of accommodation units in the
R-C districts is sixty (60) units per acre and eighty-four (84) units per acre in the D-C district.
§ 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):
§ 7-8-1(B): 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.
§ 7-8-1(C): 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:
This variance request has had proper public notification pursuant to § 7-8-3 of the Town Code. A public notice
was published in the Middle Park Times on December 23, 2021, providing notification of the meeting and
requesting comments. Mailings were sent to property owners within 300 feet of the property on December 20,
2021 and the property was posted on December 27, 2021.
At the applicant’s request, the application was continued at the January 11 BOA hearing to the February 8
BOA hearing.
Seven comments have been received as of January 31, 2022.
Staff Comments:

The applicant requests to increase density of accommodation units (AU) from 84 AU/acre to 120 AU/acre for
one acre of the roughly three-acre property. Applicant cites economic viability as the reason for the request.
In addition to the 58 dwelling units (DU) proposed, applicant wants the balance of the building to be AU as part
of a high-end hotel that includes on-site amenities, e.g., pool, fitness center, and a full-service restaurant and
bar. Applicant states large hotel chains, such as Hilton and Marriott, require a minimum count of 120 AU. The
property is the largest vacant property in the downtown at 3.07 acres and approximately 0.75 acres are
wetlands. The Town’s Comprehensive Plan, Imagine Winter Park (2019) supports hotel land uses in the
downtown (Character and Culture Strategy 3.8).
Staff Recommendation:
Staff does not find a proven hardship with the property or support approval of this variance request for the
following reasons. The applicant has not provided evidence showing the property cannot yield a reasonable
return in use or service if required to adhere to the AU density limit. Code, § 7-8-1(B)(1). The applicant has
described their unusual circumstance preventing the building from adhering to the AU density requirements
as economic infeasibility if a minimum count of 120 AU is not met. Indeed, a letter provided by the applicant
from Marriott indicates Marriott “Residence Inn” hotels in other Rocky Mountain ski towns (i.e., Breckenridge,
Vail, Big Sky, and Park City) range from 113 to 147 AU. However, applicant has not provided a pro forma for
this project, and this letter implies that a Residence Inn or similar high-end hotel can operate with fewer than
120 AU. Without a pro forma it is not possible for staff or the Board to determine the economic feasibility based
on AU counts.
120 AUs are feasible on the property without a variance, though subsequently, this would require the number
of allowed DUs to decrease. Only 46 DUs instead of 58 DUs would be permitted in such a ratio. Again, because
no pro forma was provided, staff lacks evidence demonstrating the need for the AU to DU ratio. The applicant
could also bypass a variance request and still get 120 AUs and 58 DUs by designating 12 DUs as affordable
housing DUs, as these are excluded from density calculations. Code, § 7-5B-3(A). Staff has not received
indication of such a proposal from the applicant. Staff does not believe the variance will negatively alter the
surrounding area’s character, as increased density is a tenet of the Imagine Winter Park Plan (CC p. 3-3; EN
Strategy 3.1; and CC Strategy 3.8). However, without additional evidence justifying an additional 36 AU/acre,
staff recommends denial of this request.
However, this is a decision for the Board to make, and the Board may choose to approve or deny based on
the testimony and evidence it hears. Two sample motions are included below for convenience only. They do
not limit the evidence the Board can rely on or the decision the Board makes.
Sample Motion Recommending Approval:
I move to approve the request for the reasons discussed today, finding the applicant meets all three criteria
required by Code, § 7-8-1(B) in that:
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 because [insert explanation
supported by the evidence here]; and
2. The plight of the owner is due to unusual circumstances because [insert explanation supported by the
evidence here]; and

3. The variation, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the locality because [insert explanation
supported by the evidence here].
Sample Motion Recommending Denial:
I move to deny the request for the reasons discussed today and as set forth in the staff report, finding the
applicant has failed to meet all three criteria required by Code, § 7-8-1(B) in that:
1. The property in question can yield a reasonable return in use or service if permitted to be used only under
the conditions allowed by the regulations for the municipality because [insert explanation supported by
the evidence here]; and
2. The plight of the owner is not due to unusual circumstances because [insert explanation supported by
the evidence here]; and
3. The variation, if granted, will alter the essential character of the locality because [insert explanation
supported by the evidence here].

PUBLIC NOTICE
PUBLIC NOTICE
TOWN OF WINTER PARK
BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT
ZONING VARIANCE REQUEST
Applicant / Owner: Winter Park FBIT, LLC; Sudha Tokala; and Mike Jameson
Mailing Address: 360 E. Williams Street, Suite 102, Wichita, KS 67202
Street Address of Properties for Which the Variance Is Requested: 78581 US Highway 40
Legal Description of Properties for Which the Variance Is Requested: That part of the NE ¼ NW ¼, NW ¼ NE ¼ Section 33,
Township 1 South, Range 75 West of the 6th P.M., Town of Winter Park, Grand County, Colorado, Book 186 Page 76, retraced by
field survey as follows: Beginning at the North 1/4 Corner of Section 33, being a 3" aluminum capped pipe stamped PLS 25971;
THENCE South 05 degrees 40 minutes 48 seconds East for a distance of 286.65 feet; THENCE South 89 degrees 51 minutes 22
seconds West for a distance of 436.09 feet to a point on the east right of way boundary of U.S. Route 40; THENCE North 18 degrees
01 minutes 06 seconds West for a distance of 299.93 feet along the right of way; THENCE North 89 degrees 23 minutes 07 seconds
East for a distance of 127.50 feet; THENCE South 89 degrees 55 minutes 48 seconds East for a distance of 217.64 feet; THENCE
North 89 degrees 59 minutes 21 seconds East for a distance of 155.35 feet to the point of beginning. Together with and subject to
covenants, easements, and restrictions of record. Said property contains 3.07 acres more or less.
Description of Request: Request to increase density from 84 Accommodation Units (AU) per acre to 120 AU/acre for one acre on
the property.
Applicable Provisions of the Town Code:
§ 7-2-3, DEFINITIONS:
ACCOMMODATION UNIT: Any room or group of rooms without cooking facilities designed for or adapted to occupancy by guests
and accessible from common corridors, walks or balconies without passing through another accommodation unit or dwelling unit. The
maximum allowable number of accommodation units in the R-C districts is sixty (60) units per acre and eighty-four (84) units per acre
in the D-C district.
Due to this density requirement, a maximum density of 120 AU/acre is not permitted in the Town Code as seen in § 7-2-3 and
consequently requires a zoning variance.
The Board of Adjustment will review this case and render a decision under § 7-8-1 of the Town Code.
Property Posted On: December 27, 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, January 11, 2022, 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
Hugh Bell, Planner, Town of Winter Park, P.O. Box 3327, Winter Park, CO 80482, or hbell@wpgov.com.

VARIANCE APPLICATION FORM
nr::a_______

Date: 01/10/2022
Applicant Name: Winter Park FBIT LLC

Sudha Tokala

Mike Jameson

Mailing Address: 360 E WIiiiams St. Suite 102 Wichita KS 67202
Phone Number: 303-981-8446
E-m ail Address: Mike@hueblack.dev

Applicant is the:

j( Property Owner

□ Other: ________________

Street address of property for which variance is requested: 78581

us Hwy 40 Winter Park CO

Legal description of property: METES & BOUNDS 75 ALL 3.08AC NE4NW4 & NW4NE4 DESC 8/171,
P/404 SEC 33 T1S R75, Winter Park, CO 80482 (Parcel Number 1587-332-00-057)
Detailed description of the variance requested and an explanation of why the applicant believes the

variance should be granted (please attach additional sheets if necessary): Change the current density of
....rty�---------accomodatiQD..uni�per acre .ta.12!lunils.peLB.ct.e.1or ooe acc.e oUbls.. p�r
..,. o
,..p�e

Indicate which conditions listed below relate to the property for which variance is requested.

Please note, the Board of Adjustment cannot grant a variance unless it finds, based on evidence, that ALL the
following conditions exist

.II

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

Please 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*
D 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•
l2sl The alleged difficulty or hardship has not been created by any person presently having an Interest in the property•
CB The granting of the variation would not be detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to other property or
improvements in the nelghbortiood 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 pro erty values within the neighbortiood*

£

·For each condition checked above, a plicant must provide adequate supporting evidence with this application

Applicant Signature:·

�---

�

Please sZall materials electronically to perm1ls@wpgov corn

Date Received: _____ $250 Fee Received:._____ Received By: _______

1) Based on current projections from the Marriott Hotel group, and having owned and
operated several hotels, the minimum room count is 120 units. At 120 units, the hotel
provides enough revenue to pay above market rate to employees, and creates
40-50 jobs that will attract the necessary talent to the area. Due to the significant cost of
living in the Winter Park area, it is particularly challenging to attract exceptional
employees without the ability to pay above market rates. Marriott requires significant
amenities at the high end of the brand standard, such as a pool and fitness center, fullservice restaurant and bar, as well as a minimum room count. Additionally, the cost of
construction has increased significantly in the past few years, however room rates have
remained consistent, again necessitating a higher room count. We are aware that the
current zoning allows us to just build condominiums on the site and it is an option, but we
believe that the city is best served by a higher end hotel and condominium structure. We
know that in order to make the project economically viable, we will need to increase our
accommodation unit density to 120 units for a single acre, with an additional 58
condominium units on the remaining acreage. This allows us to sell enough condo units
to partially offset the expense of the hotel portion of the building, and with 120 units it will
provide enough revenue to cover the remaining loan and operating expense of the
building. If either portion of the proposed building is altered the project is not feasible.
We have had discussions with additional ski communities in the region and the majority
of jurisdictions determine density on a per use basis. For instance, the latest zoning for
the only new hotel in Breckenridge, located on Peak 8, has a 4.1 acre site, with 137
Guest rooms and 77 condo units. Vail has much higher densities per acre, but again
they are determined on a per use/need basis.
2)

We have purchased the final, large parcel of land in the downtown corridor of Winter
Park. We desire the downtown area to be the best it can be, and part of that desire is to
provide a higher end hotel with all the necessary amenities. After paying close to 3. 7
million dollars for this parcel of land and extensively reviewing the needs of the town, we
believe that this location is best suited for hotels and condominium units, as opposed to
just another large condominium complex. We also believe that if the hotel is not built
together with the condominiums, it is unlikely that an appropriately located parcel of land
will be available to do so in the downtown area again. Should future land become
available, the cost of such, coupled with the ever-increasing cost of construction, would
most likely make future projects untenable. We did not originally purchase this land for a
quick exit, because we believe in Winter Park's vision and want to see it continue to
grow and thrive intelligently. We are asking for these minor modifications, because we
feel confident that we can provide a long term, positive impact to Winter Park. These
minor modifications are not out of line with other ski towns in the area and will continue
to have a positive impact on the availability of lodging choices in the city and bring skiers
to the area that are part of the Marriott group and use the many lodging benefits offered
to continual Marriott users.

3) The variance, if granted, will in no way alter the character of the town. Our project will be
designed in accordance to the town requirements, and will be a strong, additional
architectural anchor that supports the vision of Downtown Winter Park. We will take
great care in the design of the building to make that so.

Marriott International, Inc.
Hotel Development

1 12th St., Suite 201
Astoria, OR 97103
Jason Farmer
Area VP, Lodging Development
720-244-3966
360-450-4804 Fax

January 7, 2022

Sudha,
I wanted to follow up on my visit to your site in downtown Winter Park, CO. I would
be supportive of accepting an application for a Residence Inn hotel at your location in
the range of 110-130 rooms. For reference, below is a list of Marriott Residence Inn
hotels either open or under development in other ski markets in the Rocky Mountain
region. Please note that you will need to submit an application and go through the
development committee process for approval.
Residence Inn Breckenridge, CO (129 rooms)
Residence Inn Big Sky, MT (129 rooms)
Residence Inn Vail, CO (147 rooms)
Residence Inn Park City, UT (113 rooms)
We appreciate your partnership and look forward to working with you on this project.
Sincerely,

Jason Farmer
Marriott International
Area VP, Lodging Development
* Marriott International, Inc. and its affiliates make no representations to the franchisee, its existing or prospective
investors or lenders, or any other stakeholders (including the municipality) regarding the actual or potential
performance of the hotel or its success as a going concern.
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Anish Michael
Hugh Bell; Kathleen
Paul And Karen Domich; Teter Matt; Stephanie Rogers; Mitch Moffett; David Walton; John Walton
Re: Zoning Variance request 78581 US Highway 40
Tuesday, December 28, 2021 9:36:29 AM
For_website_density_78581_hwy_40_20211220.pdf
For_website_height_78581_hwy_40_20211220.pdf

Hello Hugh,
I am one of the property owners at the Willows complex adjacent to the proposed
development at the above-referenced address.
We do not support the two variances requested by the developer per the attached - for a height
variance and a AU/acre variance and strongly request that the planning department reject the
two variances.
We hope that the Planning Department finds this applicant’s plan incongruent with the basic
tenants for the WP Imagine Winter Park development plan.
Please take into consideration our concerns as we strongly request that the planning
department reject the two variances.
Thank you.
—
Anish Michael
106 Willows Way
Winter Park, CO 80482

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Joe Gruber
Hugh Bell
Zoning Variance Requested
Wednesday, January 05, 2022 12:32:44 PM

We currently live at 205 Ski Idlewild rd about 100 yards north of the town park. The request
for a higher density per acre and an increase of 10 feet for building height is a very bad idea.
The traffic in and out of WP is already ridiculous. The restaurants are over crowded and the
road between Fraser and WP is so crowded we can be detained 15-20 minutes anytime we
want to go and enjoy the mountains. I would also like to look at James peak instead of a taller
building. With all of the Rohm development and many many other units being built increasing
the capacity in town the infrastructure in and around WP is not able to keep up.
If there would be a fire the getting out to safety is in serious jeopardy.
Please help us keep some charm in Winter Park.
Joe and Stephanie Gruber
205 Ski Idlewild Road
303 726 5236

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Kathleen
Hugh Bell
Paul And Karen Domich; Teter Matt; Anish Michael; Stephanie Rogers; Mitch Moffett
Zoning Variance request 78581 US Highway 40
Tuesday, December 28, 2021 9:14:55 AM

Hugh,
We live in the same complex as Paul and agree with all the comments that Paul has made in his email dated
12/23/21. Please take into consideration our concerns as we strongly request that the planning department reject the
two variances.
Thank you,
William “Mitch” and Kathleen Moffett
108 Willows Way
Winter Park CO

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Matt Teter
Hugh Bell
Stephanie Rogers; Paul Domich; Anish Michael; Moffit Kathleen; James Shockey
Re: Comments on variance request for 78581 US Highway 40
Tuesday, December 28, 2021 1:01:58 PM

Hugh,
My wife and I also own a unit in The Willows complex. Our condo is the unit that is closest,
and will be negatively impacted the most by the proposed project and requested variances. As
proposed, the structure would be approximately 10 feet from our master bedroom windows.
At the requested height and design, it will block the sun from our unit for all but the first few
hours of the mornings. This will obviously impact snow and ice melt around The Willows
complex, creating potentially dangerous conditions for its residents. Not to mention the
impact on the trees, vegetation, and views around our units.
As an architect, I’m appalled that a developer would propose such an architecturally
unappealing and incongruent design relative to the Imagine Winter Park Master Plan. Did
they not read it, or are they deliberately ignoring it? Either way, I feel it’s your staff's duty to
represent the best interests of the Winter Park community, and their stated development goals,
and reject the variance requests. I’d also urge your staff to require the developer to re-design
their project to reflect the character of the town we all love. This isn’t Vail for good reasons,
after all.
As the President of The Willows HOA, I plan to attend the public meeting on 1/11/22 on our
residents behalf. I’ll be happy to speak directly with you, your staff, or make a public
comment if necessary.
Best regards, and have a healthy and happy New Year.
Matt Teter
100 Willows Way
Winter Park
On Dec 27, 2021, at 6:01 PM, Hugh Bell <hbell@wpgov.com> wrote:
Hi Stephanie,
Thank you for your comment, I will include it in the staff packets for the two BOA
hearings.
Hugh Bell
Planner | Community Development

<image001.jpg>

From: Stephanie Rogers <steph_d_rogers@yahoo.com>
Sent: Thursday, December 23, 2021 7:52 AM
To: Paul Domich <domich@icloud.com>
Cc: Hugh Bell <hbell@wpgov.com>; Anish Michael <apmichael@gmail.com>; Matt

Teter <mt@katalinagroup.com>; Moffit Kathleen <ktkmoffett@gmail.com>
Subject: Re: Comments on variance request for 78581 US Highway 40
We live in the same complex as Paul and we also do not support the two variances for
all the same points Paul pointed out in his email. We urge the planning department to
reject the variances.
Thanks,
Konrad and Stephanie Rogers
102 Willows Way

On Dec 23, 2021, at 7:13 AM, Paul Domich <domich@icloud.com> wrote:
Hugh,
As a property owner in WP and an immediate neighbor to the proposed
development, we do not support the two variances requested by the
developer - for a height variance and a AU/acre variance and strongly
request that the planning department reject the two variances.
We hope that the Planning Department finds this applicant’s plan
incongruent with the basic tenants for the WP Imagine Winter Park
development plan. In particular the proposed development does not
reflect the Character and Culture of WP and its residents. The increased
density of AU results in increased parking requirements, in the center of
WP, in an area where more interesting and culturally significant
development could occur. The increased height of the complex will
further detract from the visual aesthetics of the main street of our town,
creating an appearance of the the Berlin Wall bisecting the town to two
halves.
The developer should be advised to create a more creative development
plan, such as that across the street in the Arrow units, incorporating more
development features that create diversity in its civic offerings and
benefit the citizens and the visitors to our town.
wr
Paul and Karen Domich
104 Willows Way
Winter Park

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Eric Hecox
Hugh Bell
78581 US Highway 40 Variance Requests
Monday, December 27, 2021 5:09:16 PM

Hello Mr. Bell - I am writing in response to the public notice zoning variance requests. I
encourage the Board of Adjustment to deny the variance request.  
We live at 406 Sawyer Circle. I am supportive of seeing the parcel at 78581 US Highway 40
developed. However, I believe the Town of Winter Park has adopted appropriate and
adequate density and height requirements in the Town Code. The Town Code protects
existing property owners while allowing for responsible development. Granting density and
height variances would unnecessarily impact surrounding property owners and the Town at
large. Should the Town desire higher density development, it should first go through the
public process of changing the Town Code, and then approve developments consistent with
the Code. Granting a variance simply because the developer cannot make the project work
without it, is not in the best interest of Winter Park. This property should be developed in a
way that is consistent with the current Town Code.
Sincerely,
Eric and Nilmini Hecox  
406 Sawyer Circle
Winter Park, CO 80482

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Paul Domich
Hugh Bell
Anish Michael; Matt Teter; Moffit Kathleen; Stephanie Rogers
Comments on variance request for 78581 US Highway 40
Thursday, December 23, 2021 7:37:57 AM

Hugh,
As a property owner in WP and an immediate neighbor to the proposed development, we do
not support the two variances requested by the developer - for a height variance and a AU/acre
variance and strongly request that the planning department reject the two variances.
We hope that the Planning Department finds this applicant’s plan incongruent with the basic
tenants for the WP Imagine Winter Park
development plan. In particular the proposed development does not reflect the Character and
Culture of WP and its residents. The increased density of AU results in increased parking
requirements, in the center of WP, in an area where more interesting and culturally significant
development could occur. The increased height of the complex will further detract from the
visual aesthetics of the main street of our town, creating an appearance of the the Berlin Wall
bisecting the town to two halves.
The developer should be advised to create a more creative development plan, such as that
across the street in the Arrow units, incorporating more development features that create
diversity in its civic offerings and benefit the citizens and the visitors to our town.
wr
Paul and Karen Domich
104 Willows Way
Winter Park

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Stephanie Rogers
Paul Domich
Hugh Bell; Anish Michael; Matt Teter; Moffit Kathleen
Re: Comments on variance request for 78581 US Highway 40
Thursday, December 23, 2021 7:51:31 AM

We live in the same complex as Paul and we also do not support the two variances for all the
same points Paul pointed out in his email. We urge the planning department to reject the
variances.
Thanks,
Konrad and Stephanie Rogers
102 Willows Way
On Dec 23, 2021, at 7:13 AM, Paul Domich <domich@icloud.com> wrote:
Hugh,
As a property owner in WP and an immediate neighbor to the proposed
development, we do not support the two variances requested by the developer for a height variance and a AU/acre variance and strongly request that the
planning department reject the two variances.
We hope that the Planning Department finds this applicant’s plan incongruent
with the basic tenants for the WP Imagine Winter Park
development plan. In particular the proposed development does not reflect the
Character and Culture of WP and its residents. The increased density of AU
results in increased parking requirements, in the center of WP, in an area where
more interesting and culturally significant development could occur. The
increased height of the complex will further detract from the visual aesthetics of
the main street of our town, creating an appearance of the the Berlin Wall
bisecting the town to two halves.
The developer should be advised to create a more creative development plan, such
as that across the street in the Arrow units, incorporating more development
features that create diversity in its civic offerings and benefit the citizens and the
visitors to our town.
wr
Paul and Karen Domich
104 Willows Way
Winter Park

TO

Board of Adjustment

FROM

Hugh Bell, Planner

THRU

James Shockey, Community Development Director

DATE

February 8, 2022

RE

Building Height Variance Request – 78581 Highway 40 – Metes and Bounds Parcel (PLN21-136)

Applicant: Winter Park FBIT, LLC; Sudha Tokala; and Mike Jameson
Description of Property:
The property is zoned D-C, Destination Center, with the following entitlements:
Dwelling Unit (DU) Density – 28 DU/acre
Accommodation Unit (AU) Density – 84 AU/acre
Setbacks – N/A
Building Coverage – N/A
Building Height – 55’ to midpoint (hipped or pitched roof) or to top of parapet (flat roof)
Variance Request:
Request to increase maximum building height from 55’-0” to 73’-0” for a mixed-use structure.
Applicant’s Reasons Why the Variance Should Be Granted:
See applicant’s application for details.
Applicable Provisions of the Town Code:
§ 7-5B-4, BUILDING REQUIREMENTS:
B. Maximum Height for Buildings and Structures: The maximum height for all buildings and structures
permitted in the D-C district shall be fifty-five feet (55') as defined in chapter 2 of this title. (Ord. 324, Series
of 2002).
§ 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):
§ 7-8-1(B): 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.
§ 7-8-1(C): 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:
This variance request has had proper public notification pursuant to § 7-8-3 of the Town Code. A public notice
was published in the Middle Park Times on January 20, 2022, providing notification of the meeting and
requesting comments. Mailings were sent to property owners within 300 feet of the property on January 18,
2022 and the property was posted on January 24, 2022.
Seven comments have been received as of January 31, 2022.
Staff Comments:
The applicant requests to increase maximum permitted building height from 55’ to 73’. The applicant proposes
a building comprised of hotel accommodation units (AU) and condominiumized dwelling units (DU) and
commercial units. To provide adequate parking for the proposed 120 AU and 58 DU, applicant cites the need
for a height variance, as a two-level parking garage is proposed. Basing minimum parking requirements on
the applicant’s narrative, a minimum of 148 off-street parking spaces are required for the AU and DU uses (1
space per AU (58 AU) = 58 spaces) (0.75 spaces per multifamily DU (120 DU) = 90 spaces). Applicant depicts
278 off-street parking spaces on site plan. Uses for the commercial units are not yet proposed so parking
cannot be calculated for those portions of the building.

The request does not conform to the recommendations of the Design Regulations and Guidelines (1994) or to
the Downtown Master Plan (2020) as it its roof midpoint height at the west elevation facing the highway is
~52’-0” rather than 40’. The request also does not conform to the Town Code (§ 7-5B-4) as the maximum roof
midpoint building height is ~72’-4” rather than 55’.
The Design Regulations and Guidelines (1994) recommend that buildings in the D-C zone not exceed 40’ in
height at the build-to line, though states they may increase in height up to 55’ within a bulk plane. The bulk
plane is defined by a 45-degree line cast from any point 40’ above the build-to line (Guideline 4, p. 12). An
existing 10’ easement for an Xcel high-pressure gas main (Book 171, p. 410) prevents this building from being
built to the property line as permitted in the D-C zone; the building must be located outside of the existing
easements.
The Downtown Master Plan (2020) recommends a building facing Main Street be no higher than 40’, or three
(3) stories, for the first 16’ along the front property line before capitalizing on the maximum permitted height
(Architecture Guidelines, § 4.4, p. 67).
The Town’s Comprehensive Plan, Imagine Winter Park (2019), directs Main Street property owners to direct
parking to the rear of the parcel to eliminate the visual impact of off-street parking (C.O. Strategy 3.6, p. 4-13).
Staff believes the proposed site layout meets the intent of this strategy, as off-street parking would be screened
by the commercial units fronting Main Street.
In the past, the BOA has approved variances for building height in downtown areas zoned D-C but only for
buildings with a maximum midpoint or parapet height averaging 65’ and included a parking garage underneath
the building.
Staff Recommendation:
Staff does not find a proven hardship with the property or support approval of this variance request for the
following reasons. The applicant has not provided evidence showing the property cannot yield a reasonable
return in use or service if required to adhere to the building height requirement. Code, § 7-8-1(B)(1). The
applicant has described their unusual circumstance preventing the building from complying with the 55’ limit
as the two-story parking garage and as the 14’-4” grade change between the sidewalk to the rear buildable
portion of the lot.
However, given there is a 14’-4” grade change from the sidewalk to the rear buildable portion of the lot, the
applicant requests an additional 3’-4” of permitted height than what appears to be necessary. A request for
69’-8” would be an amount directly correlating to the grade change. It is unclear why this additional 3’-4” height
is necessary – is it for increased ceiling height, roof profile appearance, etc.?
Staff believes there is no reason that the building couldn’t be designed at a lower height while still allowing for
a two-story parking garage. By spanning an additional level of livable space above the parking garage, the
buildings could lose one story and therefore be four stories. The applicant has not submitted any alternative
building designs, either. It is not clear that the particular physical surroundings, shape or topographical
condition of the property preclude other building layouts that would preserve the required building height limit
while still meeting the applicant's goals. Code, § 7-8-1(C)(1). Rather, the alleged difficulty or hardship seems

to come about because of the proposed design, in which two five-story buildings are being condensed on
opposite sides of a lot, while not utilizing the space above a two-story parking garage between the two
buildings, which, per Code § 7-8-1(C)(4), does not favor approval of this variance.
However, this is a decision for the Board to make, and the Board may choose to approve or deny based on
the testimony and evidence it hears. Two sample motions are included below for convenience only. They do
not limit the evidence the Board can rely on or the decision the Board makes.
Sample Motion Recommending Approval:
I move to approve the request for the reasons discussed today, finding the applicant meets all three criteria
required by Code, § 7-8-1(B) in that:
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 because [insert explanation
supported by the evidence here]; and
2. The plight of the owner is due to unusual circumstances because [insert explanation supported by the
evidence here]; and
3. The variation, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the locality because [insert explanation
supported by the evidence here].
Sample Motion Recommending Denial:
I move to deny the request for the reasons discussed today and as set forth in the staff report, finding the
applicant has failed to meet all three criteria required by Code, § 7-8-1(B) in that:
1. The property in question can yield a reasonable return in use or service if permitted to be used only under
the conditions allowed by the regulations for the municipality because [insert explanation supported by
the evidence here]; and
2. The plight of the owner is not due to unusual circumstances because [insert explanation supported by
the evidence here]; and
3. The variation, if granted, will alter the essential character of the locality because [insert explanation
supported by the evidence here].

PUBLIC NOTICE
PUBLIC NOTICE
TOWN OF WINTER PARK
BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT
ZONING VARIANCE REQUEST
Applicant / Owner: Winter Park FBIT, LLC; Sudha Tokala; and Mike Jameson
Mailing Address: 360 E. Williams Street, Suite 102, Wichita, KS 67202
Street Address of Properties for Which the Variance Is Requested: 78581 US Highway 40
Legal Description of Properties for Which the Variance Is Requested: That part of the NE ¼ NW ¼, NW ¼ NE ¼ Section 33,
Township 1 South, Range 75 West of the 6th P.M., Town of Winter Park, Grand County, Colorado, Book 186 Page 76, retraced by
field survey as follows: Beginning at the North 1/4 Corner of Section 33, being a 3" aluminum capped pipe stamped PLS 25971;
THENCE South 05 degrees 40 minutes 48 seconds East for a distance of 286.65 feet; THENCE South 89 degrees 51 minutes 22
seconds West for a distance of 436.09 feet to a point on the east right of way boundary of U.S. Route 40; THENCE North 18 degrees
01 minutes 06 seconds West for a distance of 299.93 feet along the right of way; THENCE North 89 degrees 23 minutes 07 seconds
East for a distance of 127.50 feet; THENCE South 89 degrees 55 minutes 48 seconds East for a distance of 217.64 feet; THENCE
North 89 degrees 59 minutes 21 seconds East for a distance of 155.35 feet to the point of beginning. Together with and subject to
covenants, easements, and restrictions of record. Said property contains 3.07 acres more or less.
Description of Request: Request to increase maximum building height from 55’-0” to 73’-0” for a mixed-use structure.
Applicable Provisions of the Town Code:
§ 7-5B-4, BUILDING REQUIREMENTS:
B. Maximum Height for Buildings and Structures: The maximum height for all buildings and structures permitted in the D-C district
shall be fifty-five feet (55') as defined in chapter 2 of this title. (Ord. 324, Series of 2002).
Due to this building height requirement, a maximum building height of 73’-0” is not permitted in the Town Code as seen in § 7-5B-4
and consequently requires a zoning variance.
The Board of Adjustment will review this case and render a decision under § 7-8-1 of the Town Code.
Property Posted On: January 24, 2022
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, February 8, 2022, 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
Hugh Bell, Planner, Town of Winter Park, P.O. Box 3327, Winter Park, CO 80482, or hbell@wpgov.com.
The meeting will be broadcast via Zoom and public comment can be made by those attending. If there are technical
difficulties with Zoom, public comment via Zoom will not be available and the meeting will continue in person.

Marriott International, Inc.
Hotel Development

1 12th St., Suite 201
Astoria, OR 97103
Jason Farmer
Area VP, Lodging Development
720-244-3966
360-450-4804 Fax

January 7, 2022

Sudha,
I wanted to follow up on my visit to your site in downtown Winter Park, CO. I would
be supportive of accepting an application for a Residence Inn hotel at your location in
the range of 110-130 rooms. For reference, below is a list of Marriott Residence Inn
hotels either open or under development in other ski markets in the Rocky Mountain
region. Please note that you will need to submit an application and go through the
development committee process for approval.
Residence Inn Breckenridge, CO (129 rooms)
Residence Inn Big Sky, MT (129 rooms)
Residence Inn Vail, CO (147 rooms)
Residence Inn Park City, UT (113 rooms)
We appreciate your partnership and look forward to working with you on this project.
Sincerely,

Jason Farmer
Marriott International
Area VP, Lodging Development
* Marriott International, Inc. and its affiliates make no representations to the franchisee, its existing or prospective
investors or lenders, or any other stakeholders (including the municipality) regarding the actual or potential
performance of the hotel or its success as a going concern.
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Sheet 1: Initial Data Compilation
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to the 1987 Corps Wetland Delineation Manual as updated by
the 2010 Corps Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Supplement,
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Anish Michael
Hugh Bell; Kathleen
Paul And Karen Domich; Teter Matt; Stephanie Rogers; Mitch Moffett; David Walton; John Walton
Re: Zoning Variance request 78581 US Highway 40
Tuesday, December 28, 2021 9:36:29 AM
For_website_density_78581_hwy_40_20211220.pdf
For_website_height_78581_hwy_40_20211220.pdf

Hello Hugh,
I am one of the property owners at the Willows complex adjacent to the proposed
development at the above-referenced address.
We do not support the two variances requested by the developer per the attached - for a height
variance and a AU/acre variance and strongly request that the planning department reject the
two variances.
We hope that the Planning Department finds this applicant’s plan incongruent with the basic
tenants for the WP Imagine Winter Park development plan.
Please take into consideration our concerns as we strongly request that the planning
department reject the two variances.
Thank you.
—
Anish Michael
106 Willows Way
Winter Park, CO 80482

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Joe Gruber
Hugh Bell
Zoning Variance Requested
Wednesday, January 05, 2022 12:32:44 PM

We currently live at 205 Ski Idlewild rd about 100 yards north of the town park. The request
for a higher density per acre and an increase of 10 feet for building height is a very bad idea.
The traffic in and out of WP is already ridiculous. The restaurants are over crowded and the
road between Fraser and WP is so crowded we can be detained 15-20 minutes anytime we
want to go and enjoy the mountains. I would also like to look at James peak instead of a taller
building. With all of the Rohm development and many many other units being built increasing
the capacity in town the infrastructure in and around WP is not able to keep up.
If there would be a fire the getting out to safety is in serious jeopardy.
Please help us keep some charm in Winter Park.
Joe and Stephanie Gruber
205 Ski Idlewild Road
303 726 5236

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Kathleen
Hugh Bell
Paul And Karen Domich; Teter Matt; Anish Michael; Stephanie Rogers; Mitch Moffett
Zoning Variance request 78581 US Highway 40
Tuesday, December 28, 2021 9:14:55 AM

Hugh,
We live in the same complex as Paul and agree with all the comments that Paul has made in his email dated
12/23/21. Please take into consideration our concerns as we strongly request that the planning department reject the
two variances.
Thank you,
William “Mitch” and Kathleen Moffett
108 Willows Way
Winter Park CO

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Matt Teter
Hugh Bell
Stephanie Rogers; Paul Domich; Anish Michael; Moffit Kathleen; James Shockey
Re: Comments on variance request for 78581 US Highway 40
Tuesday, December 28, 2021 1:01:58 PM

Hugh,
My wife and I also own a unit in The Willows complex. Our condo is the unit that is closest,
and will be negatively impacted the most by the proposed project and requested variances. As
proposed, the structure would be approximately 10 feet from our master bedroom windows.
At the requested height and design, it will block the sun from our unit for all but the first few
hours of the mornings. This will obviously impact snow and ice melt around The Willows
complex, creating potentially dangerous conditions for its residents. Not to mention the
impact on the trees, vegetation, and views around our units.
As an architect, I’m appalled that a developer would propose such an architecturally
unappealing and incongruent design relative to the Imagine Winter Park Master Plan. Did
they not read it, or are they deliberately ignoring it? Either way, I feel it’s your staff's duty to
represent the best interests of the Winter Park community, and their stated development goals,
and reject the variance requests. I’d also urge your staff to require the developer to re-design
their project to reflect the character of the town we all love. This isn’t Vail for good reasons,
after all.
As the President of The Willows HOA, I plan to attend the public meeting on 1/11/22 on our
residents behalf. I’ll be happy to speak directly with you, your staff, or make a public
comment if necessary.
Best regards, and have a healthy and happy New Year.
Matt Teter
100 Willows Way
Winter Park
On Dec 27, 2021, at 6:01 PM, Hugh Bell <hbell@wpgov.com> wrote:
Hi Stephanie,
Thank you for your comment, I will include it in the staff packets for the two BOA
hearings.
Hugh Bell
Planner | Community Development

<image001.jpg>

From: Stephanie Rogers <steph_d_rogers@yahoo.com>
Sent: Thursday, December 23, 2021 7:52 AM
To: Paul Domich <domich@icloud.com>
Cc: Hugh Bell <hbell@wpgov.com>; Anish Michael <apmichael@gmail.com>; Matt

Teter <mt@katalinagroup.com>; Moffit Kathleen <ktkmoffett@gmail.com>
Subject: Re: Comments on variance request for 78581 US Highway 40
We live in the same complex as Paul and we also do not support the two variances for
all the same points Paul pointed out in his email. We urge the planning department to
reject the variances.
Thanks,
Konrad and Stephanie Rogers
102 Willows Way

On Dec 23, 2021, at 7:13 AM, Paul Domich <domich@icloud.com> wrote:
Hugh,
As a property owner in WP and an immediate neighbor to the proposed
development, we do not support the two variances requested by the
developer - for a height variance and a AU/acre variance and strongly
request that the planning department reject the two variances.
We hope that the Planning Department finds this applicant’s plan
incongruent with the basic tenants for the WP Imagine Winter Park
development plan. In particular the proposed development does not
reflect the Character and Culture of WP and its residents. The increased
density of AU results in increased parking requirements, in the center of
WP, in an area where more interesting and culturally significant
development could occur. The increased height of the complex will
further detract from the visual aesthetics of the main street of our town,
creating an appearance of the the Berlin Wall bisecting the town to two
halves.
The developer should be advised to create a more creative development
plan, such as that across the street in the Arrow units, incorporating more
development features that create diversity in its civic offerings and
benefit the citizens and the visitors to our town.
wr
Paul and Karen Domich
104 Willows Way
Winter Park

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Eric Hecox
Hugh Bell
78581 US Highway 40 Variance Requests
Monday, December 27, 2021 5:09:16 PM

Hello Mr. Bell - I am writing in response to the public notice zoning variance requests. I
encourage the Board of Adjustment to deny the variance request.  
We live at 406 Sawyer Circle. I am supportive of seeing the parcel at 78581 US Highway 40
developed. However, I believe the Town of Winter Park has adopted appropriate and
adequate density and height requirements in the Town Code. The Town Code protects
existing property owners while allowing for responsible development. Granting density and
height variances would unnecessarily impact surrounding property owners and the Town at
large. Should the Town desire higher density development, it should first go through the
public process of changing the Town Code, and then approve developments consistent with
the Code. Granting a variance simply because the developer cannot make the project work
without it, is not in the best interest of Winter Park. This property should be developed in a
way that is consistent with the current Town Code.
Sincerely,
Eric and Nilmini Hecox  
406 Sawyer Circle
Winter Park, CO 80482

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Paul Domich
Hugh Bell
Anish Michael; Matt Teter; Moffit Kathleen; Stephanie Rogers
Comments on variance request for 78581 US Highway 40
Thursday, December 23, 2021 7:37:57 AM

Hugh,
As a property owner in WP and an immediate neighbor to the proposed development, we do
not support the two variances requested by the developer - for a height variance and a AU/acre
variance and strongly request that the planning department reject the two variances.
We hope that the Planning Department finds this applicant’s plan incongruent with the basic
tenants for the WP Imagine Winter Park
development plan. In particular the proposed development does not reflect the Character and
Culture of WP and its residents. The increased density of AU results in increased parking
requirements, in the center of WP, in an area where more interesting and culturally significant
development could occur. The increased height of the complex will further detract from the
visual aesthetics of the main street of our town, creating an appearance of the the Berlin Wall
bisecting the town to two halves.
The developer should be advised to create a more creative development plan, such as that
across the street in the Arrow units, incorporating more development features that create
diversity in its civic offerings and benefit the citizens and the visitors to our town.
wr
Paul and Karen Domich
104 Willows Way
Winter Park

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Stephanie Rogers
Paul Domich
Hugh Bell; Anish Michael; Matt Teter; Moffit Kathleen
Re: Comments on variance request for 78581 US Highway 40
Thursday, December 23, 2021 7:51:31 AM

We live in the same complex as Paul and we also do not support the two variances for all the
same points Paul pointed out in his email. We urge the planning department to reject the
variances.
Thanks,
Konrad and Stephanie Rogers
102 Willows Way
On Dec 23, 2021, at 7:13 AM, Paul Domich <domich@icloud.com> wrote:
Hugh,
As a property owner in WP and an immediate neighbor to the proposed
development, we do not support the two variances requested by the developer for a height variance and a AU/acre variance and strongly request that the
planning department reject the two variances.
We hope that the Planning Department finds this applicant’s plan incongruent
with the basic tenants for the WP Imagine Winter Park
development plan. In particular the proposed development does not reflect the
Character and Culture of WP and its residents. The increased density of AU
results in increased parking requirements, in the center of WP, in an area where
more interesting and culturally significant development could occur. The
increased height of the complex will further detract from the visual aesthetics of
the main street of our town, creating an appearance of the the Berlin Wall
bisecting the town to two halves.
The developer should be advised to create a more creative development plan, such
as that across the street in the Arrow units, incorporating more development
features that create diversity in its civic offerings and benefit the citizens and the
visitors to our town.
wr
Paul and Karen Domich
104 Willows Way
Winter Park

