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Code Compliance Board 
Regular Meeting   

 

Agenda   
May 7, 2026 @ 3:00 PM   
City Hall Commission Chambers 
401 S. Park Avenue   

 

welcome 
Agendas and all backup material supporting each agenda item are accessible via the city's website 
at cityofwinterpark.org/meetings/ and include virtual meeting instructions. 
 
decorum 
As a courtesy to those present, please silence your mobile devices. If you must take a phone call, please 
excuse yourself and step outside. 
  
Members of the public shall observe the same rules of propriety, decorum and good conduct applicable to 
members of the Board. Persons making remarks or exhibiting behavior that disrupts the orderly conduct of 
this meeting will be subject to removal from the meeting. 
 
assistance & appeals 
Persons with disabilities needing assistance to participate in any of these proceedings should contact the 
City Clerk’s Office (407-599-3277) at least 48 hours in advance of the meeting. 
 
“If a person decides to appeal any decision made by the Board with respect to any matter considered at this 
hearing, a record of the proceedings is needed to ensure that a verbatim record of the proceedings is made, 
which record includes the testimony and evidence upon which the appeal is to be based.” (F.S. 286.0105). 
 
board member compliance 
Board/Committee members when acting within the scope of their public duties are subject to the Florida 
Sunshine Law (Ch. 286. F.S.), Florida Public Records Act (Ch. 119, F.S.) and state ethics laws (Ch. 112, 
F.S.). All discussions with any other board member(s) regarding public items that are likely to come before 
the board/committee must occur on the record during a public meeting. No member shall vote upon, and no 
appointed member shall attempt to influence, any item considered which would inure to the special private 
gain or loss of the member, any principal/parent/subsidiary retaining the member, or any relative or 
business associate of the member. Members must announce their conflict and file a written conflict 
disclosure with the City Clerk within 15 days of the meeting. 
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agenda  estimated time 
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1. Call to Order 

2. Swearing in of Witnesses 

3. Consent Agenda 

 a. Approve Minutes of April 2, 2026 1 Minute 

4. Public Comments (for items not on the agenda): Three minutes allowed for 
each speaker 

5. Public Hearings (Public participation and comment on these matters must be 
in person.) 

 a. CCB# N-25-0010 455 Huntington Ave., Winter Park, FL 32789 - 
MASSEY HEARING 

20 Minutes 

6. Non-Action Items 

7. Staff Updates 

 a. LDC-26-0150 1001 Anchorage Ct., Winter Park, FL 32789 (Tree Removal 
— Resolved) 

1 Minute 

 b. LDC-26-0172 2025 Howard Dr., Winter Park, FL 32789  (Appeal 
Withdrawn) 

1 Minute 

8. City Attorney Reports 

9. Board Comments 

10. Upcoming Agenda Items 

 a. BLDG-25-0017 209 Tyree Ln., Winter Park, FL 32792 1 Minute 

 b. PM-25-0130 209 Tyree Ln., Winter Park, FL 32792 1 Minute 

 c. N-25-0005 471 Holt Ave., Winter Park, FL 32789 1 Minute 

11. Adjournment 
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Code Compliance 
Board   

agenda item 

3.a   
 

item type 
Consent Agenda      

meeting date 
May 7, 2026      

prepared by 
Susan Pruchnicki, Coordinator 
      

approved by 
Susanne Porras, Code Compliance 
Manager      

 

subject 
Approve Minutes of April 2, 2026 
 

motion | recommendation 
 
 

background 
 
 

alternatives | other considerations 
 
 

fiscal impact 
 
 

attachments 
1. Draft Minutes CCB040226 - Revised by SRP 
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Code Compliance Board 
Regular Meeting Minutes 

April 2, 2026, at 3:00 PM 
City Hall Commission Chambers 

401 S. Park Avenue 

 
 
 
Present 
Doug Bond, Steve Heller, Wayne Johnson, Paul Mandelkern, Kristen Matt, Carlos Diez-
Arguelles, Melissa Blaney 
 
Absent 
 
Legal Representative for the City: 
Assistant City Attorney Richard Geller 

 
Staff Present 
Building Official Gary Hiatt, Assistant Building Official Ashley Ong, Parks Manager Josh 
Nye, Parks Superintendent Jorden Hinrichsen, Code Compliance Division Manager Susanne 
Porras, Code Compliance Officer Phillip Wade, Code Compliance Officer Christina Busch, 
Board Secretary Susan Pruchnicki 

 
1. Call to Order 

 a. Roll Call  

 b. Board Chair Wayne Johnson welcomed everyone and provided   
  guidelines for all to follow during the meeting.  He then read the Statement 
  of Purpose. 

 
2. Swearing in of Witnesses 

Witnesses were sworn in by Board Secretary Susan Pruchnicki 

 
3. Consent Agenda 

a. Approve the Regular Meeting minutes from March 5, 2026 

Mr. Mandelkern noted a typographical error to be corrected. 

Steve Heller made a motion to approve the minutes as amended.  Kristen Matt seconded 
the motion. 
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Code Compliance 
Board Minutes 
April 2, 2026 
 
 
 

 
 

VOTE: 
Steve Heller   Yes 
Kristen Matt   Yes 
Paul Mandelkern  Yes 
Carlos Diez-Arguelles Yes 
Melissa Blaney  Yes 
Doug Bond   Yes 
Wayne Johnson  Yes 
 
Motion passed unanimously 7-0. 
 

4. Public Comments (for items not on the agenda): Three minutes allowed 
for each speaker. 

 
None 
 

5. Public Hearings (Public participation and comment on these matters 
must be in person.) 
 
a) CCB LDC-25-0465 2218 Whitehall Dr., Winter Park, FL 32792 – 

MASSEY HEARING 
 

Code Compliance Officer Christina Busch introduced herself and presented the Board an 
Affidavit of Non-Compliance for the Board Order issued February 5, 2026, and the Notice 
of Massey Hearing issued to Sean Michael Duff of 2218 Whitehall Dr., Winter Park, Florida, 
and delivered March 18, 2026, by certified mail.  The Respondent was given proper notice 
of this hearing by posting the property, at City Hall, and by certified mail to meet the 
requirements of Florida Statute 162 due process requirements.  The Respondent was 
ordered to cease the illegal parking of motorized vehicles on the property within seven days 
of the hearing date. Failure to comply with the order could result in fines of up to $250.00 
per day per violation. The Respondent was ordered to notify the Code Compliance Officer 
and provide documentation of action taken by February 12, 2026, to comply. Inspections 
were conducted on February 16, 2026, February 18, 2026, February 20, 2026, February 23, 
2026, and March 2, 2026, March 4, 2026, March 9, 2026, March 10, 2026, March 11, 2026, 
March 12, 2026, March 13, 2026, March 16, 2026, March 17, 2026, March 18, 2026, March 
20, 2026, March 24, 2026, March 25, 2026, March 26, 2026, March 30, 2026, March 31, 
2026, April 1, 2026, and April 2, 2026.  
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Code Compliance 
Board Minutes 
April 2, 2026 
 
 
 

 
 

VIOLATION DESCRIPTION: Illegal parking of a motor vehicle on the grass area of the front 
lawn.            
 
CODES CITED: Chapter 58, Section 58-86 (c) (2) b Parking – Off Street Parking of the City 
of Winter Park Land Development Code. 
 
COMPLIANCE REQUIREMENTS: Cease illegal parking of motor vehicles 
 
Officer Busch then presented the parking regulations per city code and confirmation of 
property ownership from the Orange County Property Appraise for the Board’s information. 
 
She stated that she received a phone call from Mr. Duff on March 3, 2026, stating that he 
was moving vehicles around and that none of them were parked on the grass for more than 
24 hours.  Officer Busch educated Mr. Duff that it was a violation to park on the grass; it 
didn’t matter how long for. Mr. Duff advised that he was still trying to get a permit to add 
additional parking on the property. 
 
She then provided photo evidence as an accurate representation of the property from her 
follow-up inspections, some of which showed no violations, but documenting a vehicle 
parked on the grass area of the front lawn on February 16, 2026, February 23, 2026, March 
9, 2026, and March 16, 2026, in violation of the Board Order. She then took questions from 
the Board. 
 
Board Member Doug Bond asked about available legal street parking. Officer Busch 
responded that there are No Parking signs on both streets. Division Manager Susanne 
Porras confirmed that one of the signs is on Berwick Drive near Winter Park High School.  
Officer Busch confirmed that there are signs on Whitehall drive as well.  
 
Board Member Paul Mandelkern asked Officer Bush if she inspected the property at the 
same time of day or different times. She responded that these inspections were conducted 
at different times, but most were typically before noon.   
 
Board Member Steve Heller asked about the permit the Respondent stated he was going to 
get to expand his driveway to accommodate all of his vehicles.  Officer Busch responded 
that no permit application had been filed.  Mr. Duff told her he was waiting on a survey 
before submitting the application.  
 
Board Chair Wayne Johnson asked about a parking ticket Mr. Duff received on March 3, 
2026, as noted in the agenda packet.  Officer Busch confirmed that Mr. Duff received a 
ticket from the Winter Park Police Department for parking on Berwick Drive, which parallels 
the side of his property, where no parking is allowed. Mr. Duff told her he was unaware of 
the restriction.  
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Code Compliance 
Board Minutes 
April 2, 2026 
 
 
 

 
 

Paul Mandelkern asked Officer Busch to clarify that since March 16, 2026, the property has 
been in compliance. She responded that she has witnessed no violations since that date.  
 
Wayne Johnson addressed the audience to see if there was anyone that wished to speak 
on this case.  The Respondent was not present.  
 
Board Discussion 
 
Board Member Melissa Blaney offered that there was new information provided regarding 
the inability to park on either street that borders Mr. Duff’s property, which led to one of 
his multiple vehicles being parked on the grass from time to time.  She reminded the Board 
of the discussion at the first hearing about moving his multiple vehicles around to allow for 
their use.  Mr. Bond responded that the vehicle parked on the lawn needed to be moved 
into the driveway. Ms. Blaney responded that she felt the board was between a rock and a 
hard place where this case was concerned. Mr. Bond agreed, given the way the statute is 
written, and noted that Mr. Duff talked about extending or expanding the driveway during 
the first hearing, but he was not present for today’s hearing to provide an update.    
 
Mr. Bond noted the four violations of the Board’s Order as documented by Officer Busch. 
Ms. Blaney acknowledged them but stated that Mr. Duff has no alternative because he can’t 
park on the street on either side of his property.  
 
Code Compliance Division Manager Officer Susanne Porras reminded the board that they 
afforded Mr. Duff time to construct a permitted parking surface, however, to date there is 
no permit application or other evidence to prove that Mr. Duff is trying to solve the issue.   
 
Mr. Johnson asked Mr. Geller if the Board made a decision without significant information 
being presented or just being wrong if the prior order had to be enforced. Mr. Geller 
responded that the Board has the inherent authority to do whatever they want with the 
prior order. A prior order can be modified based on the facts as determined and how to 
proceed.  
 
Ms. Matt asked if the four days Mr. Duff was found in violation how many cars in total were 
parked on the property.  Officer Busch returned to the podium to display the photos taken 
on the dates violations occurred.  There were five vehicles on some days and three to four 
cars on other days.   
 
Mr. Johnson asked Officer Busch if during her inspections she saw Mr. Duff moving the 
vehicles on the days that violations were witnessed.  She replied no.   
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Code Compliance 
Board Minutes 
April 2, 2026 
 
 
 

 
 

Mr. Mandelkern asked if the case arose from a complaint by a neighbor.  Officer Busch 
replied that this case was self-observed, but that there were multiple cases in the past 
couple of years that were from neighbor complaints about parking.  
 
Mr. Mandelkern noted that the deed provided said that Mr. Duff acquired the property in 
2020, but it seemed that he made no attempt to resolve this problem until the city notified 
him of the code violation. Officer Busch stated yes, that was correct.  
 
Mr. Johnson asked Officer Busch if it would have been a violation for Mr. Duff to park the 
extra vehicle at the end of the driveway. Officer Busch replied no that the vehicle would be 
blocking the sidewalk.  
 
Mr. Bond stated that it seemed the Board was trying to find a solution for Mr. Duff. He said 
he hated to fine him, but he was in violation four times.  Ms. Blaney suggested the $250.00 
fine be reduced to $25.00 or $50.00 per day, per violation, that the higher fee seemed too 
punitive for the violation, and also encourage Mr. Duff to submit his permit application for 
the driveway expansion. Mr. Mandelkern suggested that a time limit be determined for 
obtaining a permit. He noted that this situation has been ongoing, and Mr. Duff doesn’t 
seem to respect the city code. Mr. Geller reminded the Board that they can provide the 30-
day extension but there will have to be another Massey hearing next month. Ms. Blaney 
acknowledged Mr. Geller and asked him if the fine could be raised at a second Massey 
Hearing.  Mr. Geller said yes. Mr. Johnson referred to the recommended motion, which 
imposes fines for the four violations of the original order and that it puts Mr. Duff on notice 
that if he is found in violation again another Massey hearing would be required and the fine 
could be raised.  Mr. Heller clarified with Mr. Johnson that if another violation was found 
after this hearing another Massey Hearing would be in order and the $250 fine could be 
imposed.  
 
Mr. Mandelkern asked about Mr. Duff’s absence at this hearing.  Officer Busch stated that 
she reached out to him earlier in the week and he said that he would attend and that he 
was bringing representation.  
 
Mr. Johnson asked the Board if they were in agreement on the $25 or $50 fine.  Mr. 
Mandelkern said no.  Ms. Blaney asked Mr. Mandelkern what his thoughts were.  Mr. 
Mandelkern responded that the fine was too low given the history of this violation and 
believed the $250 fine in the original order be imposed.  Doug Bond agreed with Ms. Blaney 
that it was a lot of money and offered that the fine needed to be high enough to incentivize 
Mr. Duff to correct the violation, perhaps $100 per day for each day the property was found 
in violation and the set extension to get his permit.  
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Code Compliance 
Board Minutes 
April 2, 2026 
 
 
 

 
 

Mr. Geller told the Board that in his experience as a Special Magistrate he has stayed fines 
pending compliance with an order to obtain a permit.  If compliance is not met then the 
stay is lifted and the fines are imposed. He thought they might want to consider this option. 
Mr. Mandelkern stated that when the case was heard the first time the Board thought the 
$250 fine was appropriate, so he doesn’t understand lowering it to $25 is appropriate when 
he hasn’t presented anything new since the last hearing. Ms. Blaney responded that 
lowering the fine is based on the new knowledge that no parking is allowed on either road 
that borders his property and she felt Mr. Duff had special circumstances. 
 
Ms. Matt pointed out that the original or included “fines up to $250”, not exactly $250. She 
asked Assistant City Attorney Richard Geller if the Board stayed the fines for the four 
infractions and gave him 30 days to make a good faith effort to rectify the situation and 
Mr. Duff did not comply then the stay is lifted and the four days of fines are applied. Mr. 
Geller responded yes, and if any additional violations occur a second Massey Hearing would 
come before the Board and the higher fines would be determined and imposed. 
 
Mr. Johnson asked Ms. Blaney exactly what her recommendations were.  Prior to 
responding, Ms. Blaney asked Mr. Hiatt what was needed to apply for a permit for a pervious 
or impervious surface.  Mr. Hiatt replied a copy of a survey, and whatever else the Planning 
& Zoning Department requires. He stated it would be reviewed by Engineering as well. With 
that Mr. Johnson proposed the phrase “30 days to apply for a permit” be added to the 
recommended motion. Mr. Heller stated that if Mr. Duff purchased the property in 2020, he 
should have a survey. Ms. Blaney agreed and noted Mr. Duff was supposed to be working 
toward that already. Mr. Heller replied that Mr. Duff hasn’t.  Ms. Blaney responded yes but 
didn’t think it was unreasonable for Mr. Duff to gather everything he needs because he was 
supposed to be working on it so it should be doable in 30 days.  
 
Mr. Bond stated that he thought the Board was making this decision way too complicated. 
Mr. Duff is not required to get a permit, only to make sure the cars are parked in the 
driveway. It is up to him how he accomplishes that, but he has to do it. Mr. Bond felt the 
fine should be applied, and if he is found in violation again then his case will come back to 
the Board.  Ms. Matt agreed. Ms. Blaney stated that she felt the permit requirement was a 
resolution to the continued violations. Ms. Matt recognized that Officer Busch is in touch 
with Mr. Duff about compliance, and she felt some of what has been discussed could be 
included in the order and felt the $100 per violation fine should be imposed. If the violation 
continues and the case returns then the fine goes up to $250. 
 
Mr. Mandelkern agreed with Mr. Bond’s statement.     
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Code Compliance 
Board Minutes 
April 2, 2026 
 
 
 

 
 

Wayne Johnson made the following motion: 
 
From the evidence presented today, I move to issue an Order finding the Respondent, Sean 
Michael Duff, owner of 2218 Whitehall Drive, Winter Park, Florida (the “Subject Property”), 
in violation of the Order issued by the City’s Code Compliance Board, dated February 5, 
2026.   
 
On February 5, 2026, this Board ordered the Respondent: to cease illegal parking of any 
motorized vehicle on the lawn of the Subject Property within seven (7) days of the hearing 
date. The order advised that the failure to comply would result in fines of up to $250.00 
per day for each day the violation continues. The Respondent was further ordered to contact 
the City Safety & Code Compliance Officer and provide documentation of action taken by 
February 12, 2026, to comply. 
 
As of today’s hearing, April 2, 2026, the Board finds by a preponderance of the evidence 
that the Respondent has not ceased the parking of motor vehicles on the front lawn of the 
property.  
 
The Board finds that Respondent received all required notice of the Order dated February 
5, 2026, and of this hearing in accordance with Section 2-109 of the City Code and Florida 
Statutes § 162.12 and received a full and fair opportunity to be heard.   
 
In accordance with the requirements of Massey v. Charlotte County, 842 So. 2d 142 (Fla. 
2d DCA 2003), the board hereby assesses a fine against Respondent in the sum of $100 
per day, for each day the violation was witnessed on the Subject Property: 02/16/2026, 
02/23/2026, 03/09/2026, and 03/16/2026.  In determining the amount of the fine, 
in accordance with Section 2-107 of the City Code and Florida Statutes § 162.09, the Board 
considered the gravity of the violations, any actions taken by the violator to correct the 
violation[s]; and any previous violations committed by the violator.   
 
The fines are stayed for 30 days for the Respondent to apply to the City of Winter Park for 
a permit for impervious parking and provide proof to the city code compliance officer within 
30 days of application for permit.  If the Respondent does provide proof to the city code 
compliance officer then the fines are issued as stated. 
 
Ms. Blaney stated that there was an agreement to Mr. Bond’s proposal to issue the fine and 
leave out the requirement for a permit to install a pervious or impervious surface to expand 
his parking area.  
 
Mr. Hiatt brought to the Board’s attention that there are various ways to meet compliance.  
If Mr. Duff could sell a vehicle, he would not need a permit.  Mr. Hiatt cautioned the Board 
about including the requirement for a permit and perhaps add “to be in compliance with 
the parking regulations as written” or something of that nature.  Mr. Bond thanked Mr. Hiatt 
for his insight and adding to his argument. 
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Code Compliance 
Board Minutes 
April 2, 2026 
 
 
 

 
 

Mr. Johnson noted that this is for the four days of violations.  If Mr. Duff were to sell a 
vehicle then he wouldn’t need to apply for a permit.  Mr. Bond responded to Mr. Johnson 
that he was leading to speculation, asking what if Mr. Duff purchased another vehicle.  Mr. 
Bond agreed that the permit requirement should be left out of the order to make it simple.   
 
Mr. Johnson asked if there was a second to his motion.  None was provided.  Mr. Johnson 
asked for any amendments to the motion. Melissa Blaney offered an amended motion: 
 
From the evidence presented today, I move to issue an Order finding the Respondent, Sean 
Michael Duff, owner of 2218 Whitehall Drive, Winter Park, Florida (the “Subject Property”), 
in violation of the Order issued by the City’s Code Compliance Board, dated February 5, 
2026.   
 
On February 5, 2026, this Board ordered the Respondent: to cease illegal parking of any 
motorized vehicle on the lawn of the Subject Property within seven (7) days of the hearing 
date. The order advised that the failure to comply would result in fines of up to $250.00 
per day for each day the violation continues. The Respondent was further ordered to contact 
the City Safety & Code Compliance Officer and provide documentation of action taken by 
February 12, 2026, to comply. 
 
As of today’s hearing, April 2, 2026, the Board finds by a preponderance of the evidence 
that the Respondent has not ceased the parking of motor vehicles on the front lawn of the 
property.  
 
The Board finds that Respondent received all required notice of the Order dated February 
5, 2026, and of this hearing in accordance with Section 2-109 of the City Code and Florida 
Statutes § 162.12 and received a full and fair opportunity to be heard.   
 
In accordance with the requirements of Massey v. Charlotte County, 842 So. 2d 142 (Fla. 
2d DCA 2003), the board hereby assesses a fine against Respondent in the sum of $100 
per day, for each day the violation was witnessed on the Subject Property: 02/16/2026, 
02/23/2026, 03/09/2026, and 03/16/2026 for a total of $400.00.  In determining 
the amount of the fine, in accordance with Section 2-107 of the City Code and Florida 
Statutes § 162.09, the Board considered the gravity of the violations, any actions taken by 
the violator to correct the violation[s]; and any previous violations committed by the 
violator.   
 
The order assessing fines recorded in connection with this order shall constitute a lien 
against any real or personal property owned by the violator.   
 
Mr. Mandelkern asked Mr. Geller what happens if there is a continuing violation, if a new 
case would be opened.  Mr. Geller responded that he would not recommend a new case 
but the issuance of another Notice of Massey Hearing and another Affidavit of Non-
Compliance.  At that point the fines could be increased up to $500.00 if it is determined 
there is true non-compliance. Mr. Mandelkern thanked Mr. Geller for his explanation.  
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A vote to amend the motion passed unanimously, 7-0. 
 
Doug Bond seconded the original motion as amended. 
 
Roll Call Vote for the Amended Motion: 
Douglas Bond  Yes 
Steve Heller   Yes 
Paul Mandelkern  Yes 
Kristen Matt   Yes 
Carlos Diez-Arguelles Yes 
Melissa Blaney  Yes 
Wayne Johnson  Yes 
 
Motion passed unanimously, 7-0. 
 

b) CCB# LDC-26-0036 1820 Carrigan Ave., Winter Park, FL 32789 

 
Code Compliance Officer Phillip Wade introduced himself.  He provided documentation of 
property ownership and location per Orange County official records.  He stated that the 
violation was found by self-observation.  
 
The Notice of Violation and the Notice of Hearing were issued via regular and certified mail 
and posted on the property and at City Hall to meet Florida Statute 162 due process 
requirements.  
 
VIOLATION DESCRIPTION: 
Trailer parked and/or stored on the right side of the property in plain view from the public 
right-of-way. Illegal parking of a white in color truck parked on the grass area right of the 
property.  
 
CODES CITED:  
Chapter 58, Sec. 58-71. - General provisions for residential zoning districts.  
(f) Boats, trailers, and recreational vehicles. 
(1) Boats, trailers of any type, recreational vehicles, as defined in state statutes (including 
campers, travel trailers and motor homes) and similar vehicles shall not be parked or stored 
within any residential district including public rights-of-way, except as hereinafter 
specifically permitted. Under no circumstances shall any boat, trailer or recreational vehicle 
be slept in or otherwise used for lodging or habitation while parked or stored within a 
residential district. 
(2) Boats and boat trailers may be parked if stored entirely within a carport, garage or 
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enclosed structure. Recreational vehicles (including campers, travel trailers, and motor 
homes) and trailers (other than boat trailers) may be parked if stored entirely within a 
garage or other enclosed structure. As used herein, a garage or other enclosed structure 
shall mean a structure having at least 75 percent opaqueness. 
(3) Boats, trailers and recreational vehicles having an overall length of 32 feet or less may 
be parked in a private driveway within a residential district for an aggregate of not more 
than 24 hours during any one calendar week. 
(4) Boats, trailers and recreational vehicles may be parked or stored within side or rear lot 
areas of properties in residential districts provided no portion thereof shall be visible from 
the public right-of-way. 
(5) The parking of boats, trailers and recreational vehicles in the side and rear lot areas is 
permitted only if fences, walls and landscape screening, including hedges, trees, etc., of 
heights necessary to substantially screen the view of the boat, trailer or recreational vehicle 
shall be constructed and planted so as to buffer adjacent residential properties. 
 
(6) Residents may allow their guests to park a boat, trailer or recreational vehicle having a 
length of 32 feet or less for up to seven days in the driveway or behind the main structure 
of the lot on which it is parked, provided that the building official shall be notified no later 
than 24 hours after such vehicle is parked. After seven days have passed, at least 30 days 
shall elapse before the same vehicle shall be permitted to park on the same lot for another 
seven days. 
 
Chapter 58, Sec. 58-86. - Off-street parking and loading regulations  
(c) General provisions for off-street parking. 
(2) Minimum distance and setbacks.  
b. Single-family, duplex, cottage dwelling, garage apartment and similar uses. Parking 
spaces established to meet the minimum requirements of this section shall not be located 
within any required front yard or required street side yard for the zoning district in which 
the parking spaces are located. Additionally, motorized vehicles shall not be parked on the 
grass, lawn, landscaped or un-landscaped areas (excluding approved driveway surfaces) 
along any street frontage and visible from the street. Parking must be provided within an 
area whose surface is specifically prepared for parking and surfaced with concrete, asphalt, 
brick or similar approved material delineating such parking space and must comply with the 
allowable impervious area for the property.         
 
CORRECTIVE ACTION REQUIRED: 
Cease parking of trailer for more than 24 hours or store it out of the view of public right-
of-way and/or adjacent neighboring properties. Illegal parking must cease within 24 hours 
of receiving the notice. Contact the Safety and Code Compliance Officer with your 
intentions. 
 
Officer Wade provided photos from his initial inspection on January 14, 2026, of the trailer.  
A follow-up inspection was conducted on January 15, 2026.  The trailer remained and a 
white pickup truck was also parked on the property adjacent to the driveway. A courtesy 
notice was issued to the owner on January 15, 2026. Follow-up inspections conducted on 
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January 23, 2026, and February 5, 2026, found no changes.  A follow-up inspection 
conducted on February 6, 2026, found the trailer removed from the property and a different 
truck parked in the grass. A Notice of Violation was posted on the property on February 6, 
2026. 
 
A follow-up inspection conducted on February 10, 2026, found the truck(s) and trailers had 
been removed from the property. A follow-up inspection conducted on February 13, 2026, 
found the truck and trailer had returned to the property in violation. A follow-up inspection 
conducted on February 16, 2026, found no changes.  A follow-up inspection conducted on 
February 17, 2026, found that the property owner attempted to screen the trailer from 
public view but remained in violation as a portion of the trailer was still visible from the 
right of way.   
 
On February 18, 2026, a follow-up inspection found that the white pickup truck was again 
parked on the grass, and the trailer was still visible.  A follow-up inspection conducted on 
February 19, 2026, found no changes. A follow-up inspection conducted on February 20, 
2026, found the truck was removed.  A follow-up inspection conducted on February 25, 
2026, found no violations. A follow-up inspection conducted on February 26, 2026, found 
the trailer and the truck were parked on the grass and in plain view. A Notice of Hearing 
was posted on the property on February 27, 2026.   
 
A follow-up inspection conducted on March 13, 2026, found no change to the trailer, but 
the truck was removed. A follow-up inspection conducted on March 19, 2026, found the 
trailer and the truck parked in the grass.  A follow-up inspection conducted March 24, 2026, 
found no changes.  A follow-up inspection conducted on March 25, 2026, found the trailer 
remained in violation but the truck was gone. A follow-up inspection conducted on March 
27, 2026, found that the trailer was still in violation and the white truck was parked on the 
front lawn. A follow-up inspection conducted on April 1, 2026, found that the owner had 
removed the grass, added dirt and planned to install pavers in the area where he was 
parking, but did not have a permit for this work (this violation will be addressed in a 
separate case). A follow-up inspection conducted on April 2, 2026, found the trailer still in 
violation and the truck removed from the property.   
 
Officer Wade asked the Board if they had any questions. Mr. Mandelkern asked if the trailer 
in the last picture displayed was the same trailer that was partially screened in earlier 
photos.  Officer Wade confirmed it was the same.  Mr. Johnson confirmed there was no 
permit for the installation of a new surface. Mr. Johnson then asked if there was space to 
park the truck or trailer in the driveway instead of the yard. Officer Wade responded yes 
and added that there is available street parking.  Mr. Bond asked if the tarp on poles was 
considered a screen or fence.  Officer Wade replied that it is a screen, however, the code 
requires it to completely obscure the item being screened.  Mr. Bond asked if a permit was 
required to install the screen.  Officer Wade responded no, as long as only one was installed.  
Multiple installations would require a permit.  
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Mr. Heller asked if the tarp was wrapped around and screened the side of the trailer if it 
would be compliant.  Officer Wade responded that another pole would be needed, and a 
permit would be required as it would be considered two panels.  
 
The Respondent, Claude Sparks of 1820 Carrigan Ave., Winter Park, FL 32789, approached 
the podium and identified himself as the property owner. Mr. Sparks stated that he has 
been parking on the lawn since 1978 when he bought the property, which at that time was 
in unincorporated Orange County. He stated that the white truck in the photos was not his, 
that it belonged to his son. He clarified that the dirt Officer Wade photographed was excess 
dirt and being removed to level the property to add three inches of ¾” gravel, noting it was 
an approved parking surface.  He stated that he is working on correcting the violations.  
 
Mr. Johnson asked Mr. Sparks if his son lived with him.  Mr. Sparks responded yes.  Mr. 
Heller asked Mr. Sparks if once the trailer was repaired if it could be moved into the back 
yard.  Mr. Sparks responded yes and stated that the broken axle on the trailer was being 
replaced and should be fixed within two days.  Mr. Sparks repeated that this parking area 
had always been dirt and added that the mailman used to park his truck there. 
 
Mr. Johnson pointed out to Mr. Sparks that in some of the photos taken by Officer Wade 
there appeared to be space available to park in the driveway.  Mr. Sparks stated no but 
then added that now there is because his son moved one of his three vehicles into the back 
yard. Mr. Johnson noted that with a vehicle being relocated to the back yard there was no 
reason to park on the lawn.  Mr. Sparks replied, “what lawn?” and then acknowledged the 
dirt area and repeated that gravel will be installed there.  
 
BOARD DISCUSSION 
 
Mr. Heller asked when the property was annexed into the City of Winter Park, if it was 
recent or quite a while ago.  Mr. Sparks stated it was several years ago.  
 
Ms. Blaney asked if the property was owned for several years prior to the annexation how 
the city ordinances were applied.  Mr. Geller replied that once the property was annexed 
the city codes apply. Ms. Blaney said yes but offered the example of a Homeowner’s 
Association being formed after a property was purchased and new rules were applied.  She 
asked if a copy of the city ordinances were provided to the owners of annexed property.  
Mr. Geller responded that there are different kinds of annexation, voluntary or involuntary, 
but mostly because people want to be a part of the City of Winter Park. When an area is 
annexed there is an ordinance adopted by the City Commission which adopts certain zoning 
for the area. For example, if the property was in Orange County then the corresponding 
zoning for the City of Winter Park would then apply.  The city has rules and applies them 
to whatever the zoning is.  
 
Mr. Heller asked if the property was grandfathered in that the city ordinances apply. Mr. 
Bond added if not then Mr. Sparks has to comply with the city ordinances.  Mr. Johnson 
pointed out that Officer Wade first provided Mr. Sparks with a courtesy notice.      
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Ms. Matt asked the Board for an appropriate time frame to comply given the repairs being 
made to the trailer. Mr. Bond suggested 10 days. Mr. Johnson added that if the Respondent 
could not comply then he needed to notify the city.        
 
Kristen Matt made the following motion: 
 
From the evidence presented today, I move to find the Respondent, Claude W. Sparks Jr., 
Compliance Board Case #LDC-26-0036, owner of 1820 Carrigan Avenue, Winter Park, FL 
32789 in violation of Chapter 58, Section 58-71 (f) (1) Boats, Trailers, and Recreational 
Vehicles, and Section 58-86 (c) (2) (b) Parking – Off Street Parking of the City of Winter 
Park Land Development Code. 
 
The Respondent has been properly notified per regular and certified mail and posting to 
satisfy Florida Statutes chapter 162 and City Code section 2-109 due process requirements.    
 
The respondent is ordered to cease parking of trailer for more than 24 hours or store it out 
of the view of public right-of-way and/or adjacent neighboring properties within 10 days of 
this hearing date. Cease the illegal parking of motor vehicles over the un-landscaped area 
excluding approved driveway surfaces along any street frontage and visible from the street 
within 10 days of this hearing date. Failure to comply with this order will result in fines of 
up to $250.00 per day for each day the violation continues. The Respondent is further 
ordered to contact the City Safety & Code Compliance Officer and provide documentation 
of action taken by April 13, 2026.  
 
Steve Heller seconded the motion.  
 
Roll Call Vote: 
Douglas Bond  Yes 
Steve Heller   Yes 
Paul Mandelkern  Yes 
Kristen Matt   Yes 
Carlos Diez-Arguelles Yes 
Melissa Blaney  Yes 
Wayne Johnson  Yes 
 
Motion passed unanimously, 7-0. 
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c) TRP Appeal 2026-0028 2025 Howard Dr., Winter Park, FL 32789 
 
Ms. Matt made it known to the city and the Board that she knew the Appellants in this case 
and asked if she should recuse herself.  Mr. Geller asked her if she had a personal gain or 
loss in the matter or a serious inability to judge the appeal impartially, and if so there was 
a form she could complete to recuse herself.  She stated she did not. 
 
Parks Superintendent Jorden Hinrichsen of the Urban Forestry Division identified herself 
and presented the Board with a Tree Removal Permit Denial Appeal. Case 26-0001.   
 
The permit denied was TRP-2026-0028 submitted for the property located at 2025 Howard 
Dr., Winter Park, FL 32789.  Ms. Hinrichsen provided documentation of property ownership 
and location per Orange County official records. She provided an overhead photo of the 
property with the tree in question circled.  
 
Ms. Hinrichsen stated that the Appellants applied on February 10, 2026, with the submission 
of a letter written by Theodore Weppelmann, Florida Architect and Landscape Architect 
#6667307.  The letter cites hardscape damage, interference with future builds, and danger 
to structure. As this was submitted with a Tree Removal Permit Application, Urban Forestry 
staff assessed and found the tree was not a candidate for removal according to the City’s 
Tree Preservation and Protection ordinance. 
 
Ms. Hinrichsen then provided the Board with the ordinance, revised October 24, 2024, which 
sets forth considerations for tree removal permit applications, including health and structure 
of the tree(s), other trees on the lot, planting possibilities, the value of the tree in question, 
damage to hardscapes and structures, and options for remediation other than tree removal. 
It also considers whether structures, proposed structures, in the case of development, are 
positioned away from existing trees are feasible, as well as hardship created by the potential 
denial of tree removal as well as a demonstration by the Applicant of consideration of 
reasonable alternatives that preserve the tree or trees. These are considered together and 
separately, as well as the tree risk assessed by Urban Forestry Staff.  
 
Ms. Hinrichsen presented photos of the appealed tree, a Live Oak of 37” in diameter at 
breast height (DBH).  It was assessed by City Arborist JJ Rodriguez-Torres.  His field notes 
relay that the roots were solid and there were no voids in the soil to indicate basal decay.  
Moving upward, the tree also gave no indication of notable decay on sounding.  Moving up 
the crown, a co-dominant limb was observed with bark inclusion.  Ms. Hinrichsen stated 
that Live Oaks are generally more tolerant of defects than some other Central Florida 
species with weak unions; the exact failure likelihood is hard to quantify as a percentage 
because it depends on limb size, loading, decay, decay extent, pruning history, and target 
exposure.  This, however, is a defect that can be addressed with corrective pruning.  It was 
also noted in the assessment that the crown is of adequate vigor, and could benefit from 
adequate water and fertilizer, but also doesn’t need it.            
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Proximity to the house is about 14 ft.  Roots can be pruned, especially at that distance 
from the base of the tree. Roots can be pruned near the foundation if they prove to be 
a problem, however, often in foundation issues associated with trees it is found to be 
settling or pre-existing foundation issues that a tree might take advantage of, for 
instance, water has seeped into cracks. Generally, however, a tree’s roots will go 
around or under a foundation or slab.  
 
Ms. Hinrichsen stated that her assessments came to the same conclusions as her 
arborist, also noting that other trees on the property were either failing to thrive or 
growing with a forest habit, which is where trees will grow close together and be tall 
and leggy.  None of the other trees on this property have the value that the Landmark 
Live Oak. 
 
Ms. Hinrichsen stated that an Appeal was requested the same day the city’s final 
decision was made on March 4, 2026, when she sent an email to the Appellant.  They 
responded “We the homeowners and licensed Landscape Architect do not agree with 
the City’s denial of the permit.  Per Florida §163.045 a local government may not 
require approval of a permit for the removal of a tree on a residential property if the 
tree poses an unacceptable risk to persons or property”. The Landscape Architect sent 
a letter “This tree poses unacceptable risk due to its condition and proximity to the 
constantly occupied structure”.    
 
Ms. Hinrichsen stated to the Board that there was a clarification she should have made 
beforehand: If a resident determines to use the Florida Statute to remove a tree, a 
tree removal permit is not required.  If one is included in a tree removal permit, Urban 
Forestry treats it as information, not intention. As the letter was submitted with the 
tree removal permit, it does not follow that it was intended to be used for removal 
without permit as outlined in Florida §163.045, so staff considered the information 
therein and performed its own tree risk assessment.  
 
Ms. Hinrichsen referenced an email to the Appellant sent on February 26, 2026, where 
she noted that a submittal letter does not demonstrate risk as defined by the ISA Tree 
Risk Assessment Manual, which describes risk as the combination of the likelihood of 
an event and the severity of the potential consequences. Therefore, the documentation 
provided does not meet criteria for the removal of this tree. 
 
Melissa Blaney asked Ms. Hinrichsen to repeat what was said about using the Florida 
Statute to remove a tree without a permit. Ms. Hinrichsen obliged, outlining the Statute 
requirements.   
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Ms. Hinrichsen provided the Board with the details of ISA’s BMP and TRAQ 
requirements.  The city uses the Basic (Level II): they go around the tree, probe it, 
use binoculars to look into the crown, and consider the health, safety, and potential 
fails where decay might be, and document those results. ISA expectations include 
recording site factors, targets and occupancy, tree identification and attributes, defects 
and conditions by tree parts, and loads and health. She then explained the ISA Risk 
Rating System to the Board. 
 
Ms. Hinrichsen stated that Urban Forestry does not provide arborist reports, but they 
offer their field notes to residents if requested. Florida §163.045 is not enforced by one 
statewide agency, and the ISA does not have staff to enforce standards. Ms. Hinrichsen 
stated the Urban Forestry staff recommendation that the Code Compliance Board 
uphold the denial for the removal of the Live Oak 37”, then offered to answer questions 
from the Board.   
 
Paul Mandelkern asked about the sound test being negative, and what that meant to 
the health of the tree. He also noted that the letter described a 44” DBH Live Oak Tree 
while the city’s measurement was 37” DBH.  
Ms. Hinrichsen responded that there was a photo in the packet and her presentation 
of the city’s DBH tape confirming the 37” measurement. Ms. Hinrichsen then explained 
that a mallet or the back of an axe and gently tap around the tree listening for changes 
in the resonance.  This changes with tree species, size, weather conditions.  When this 
was performed the arborist heard no hollow, indicating the tree was healthy. Mr. 
Mandelkern then referenced the letter from the Landscape Architect, noting there was 
no date on it, that Mr. Wepplemann was taking the position that state law exempts the 
requirement for a permit, and asked Ms. Hinrichsen to explain why the city did not 
agree with his position.  He was confused because the state law exempts the 
requirement for a permit, but the property owner submitted a permit application, and 
they are taking an Appeal.  He added the way he understood the city code the property 
owner has the burden of proof to show that the city made an error in denying the 
permit.  He asked if Mr. Wepplemann’s letter and where the city disagrees with his 
facts is the assessment of the tree. Ms. Hinrichsen referred to her notes, stating that 
if has been that just the letter was used to remove the tree then Urban Forestry would 
not have entered the property unless someone called and requested an investigation; 
they would have just asked for the letter and called it. Because a permit application 
was received, by default a site visit is made to assess the tree. The tree was found to 
be exemplary, it has good structure, it is healthy, and in her opinion it was far enough 
away from the house.  She said essentially the letter focuses on the one defect and 
doesn’t consider the whole tree or options for mitigation as is required by ISA.   
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Mr. Mandelkern stated that they heard a previous case where the state statute was 
involved, with very specific requirements to exempt the permit requirement. He asked 
if Urban Forestry’s position is that the owner and the landscape architect had not met 
the requirement. Ms. Hinrichsen responded yes that the point of contention is whether 
the Urban Forestry staff are in a position of authority to make that call.  Mr. Mandelkern 
stated that if it were exempt the permit application was not necessary, but since it was 
submitted the analysis was done and the permit was denied. Ms. Hinrichsen confirmed 
that was correct.  Ms. Hinrichsen noted that they have rewritten the code as much as 
possible to work with the Florida Statute and with that being said, because we have 
assessed the tree, we are bound by the ordinance to fight like a dog for it.  
 
Mr. Johnson asked if a Landscape Architect was the same as a licensed arborist. Ms. 
Hinrichsen responded that the law allows for both a Certified Arborist and a Landscape 
Architect, but they are not the same. He clarified his question that if the letter was 
from a Certified Arborist they could remove the tree if the letter stated that it was 
unhealthy; but was it the same if it came from a Landscape Architect.   
 
Mr. Geller approached the podium, offering that the State had made it complicated, 
that the letter could come from a Landscape Architect, and displayed the Statute for 
everyone’s information. Ms. Blaney asked Mr. Geller how that ranked, with a city 
ordinance competing with a state statute, that if filing for a permit “undoes” what the 
statute covers. Mr. Geller replied that the Florida statute does not address this 
particular circumstance where the city staff conducts its own analysis of a tree. The 
city’s ordinance says pursuant to the state statute the documentation must be in hand 
at the time the tree is removed and the letter must comply with the ISA requirements. 
He added that what the Board was hearing from Ms. Hinrichsen is those ISA 
requirements are not necessarily followed and determined to be the case in this 
Landscape Architects’ letter; that is for the experts to figure out. The State statute says 
a local government may not require an application, a permit, mitigation, pruning, etc. 
if the property owner possesses documentation from a Florida licensed Landscape 
Architect that the tree poses an unacceptable risk to persons or property.  The statute 
defines what unacceptable risk is, that is if removal is the only means of practically 
mitigating its risk below moderate. It must be a low risk to be required to stay. The 
city arborist says the tree is healthy after his assessment.  It comes down to a 
difference of opinion between the experts, and the Board is the Finder of Fact based 
on these differing opinions that we are hearing today.  
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Mr. Mandelkern asked Mr. Geller, based on a prior case heard, the word documentation 
in Subsection 2, about the requirement of a tree assessment in accordance with and 
outline in the ISA and signed by the arborist or landscape architect. Mr. Mandelkern 
confirmed that the letter was signed but saw nothing that indicated the assessment 
was performed as required. Mr. Geller responded that Ms. Hinrichsen addressed that 
in her presentation.  Mr. Mandelkern clarified that he was asking because he thought 
there might be a legal issue as to whether the statute applies to the facts presented 
so far. 
 
Ms. Blaney read from the letter that the tree represents a danger to the current 
structure and limits any other planned buildings on the property. She didn’t understand 
what it had to do with the health of the tree. It did say that the tree was cracking the 
patio slab and was close to the structure, three feet, but there are no measurements 
shown.  She asked if the patio slab was being considered as the structure. Mr. Geller 
replied apparently, because the house is more than three feet away. Ms. Blaney stated 
she would not consider the patio slab structure. 
 
Mr. Johnson asked Ms. Hinrichsen to return to the podium, then referenced the letter 
stating that the tree is in “fair condition” asked her to explain the health categories for 
a tree.  Ms. Hinrichsen asked Mr. Johnson if his question related to the city’s general 
view of a tree, that the tree risk assessment is not something that is necessarily set 
forth like the risk rating terminology is. Mr. Johnson asked if the tree was unhealthy or 
dying it could be removed. Ms. Hinrichsen asked Parks Manager Josh Nye to respond 
to Mr. Johnson’s question. Mr. Nye approached the podium and identified himself. He 
stated that the condition alone would not be reason to remove a tree.  He added that 
saying a tree was “dying” was a sticky situation because lots of people will say a tree 
is dying but when Urban Forestry responds that is not the case. That doesn’t mean 
that it isn’t removable, it has more to do with all the factors that Ms. Hinrichsen referred 
to.  He stated that the Board had to look at each tree individually.  He added that if a 
dying tree showed signs of decay, major load-bearing limbs, etc. there is a high 
likelihood of failure and would cause serious damage, then yes it could be approved 
for a removal permit, covered by the State statute.  Mr. Nye stated that Live Oak trees 
in fair condition are very common.  A very old Live Oak might appear to a layman that 
it is in decline, it can still be structurally very sound for decades. He stated that fair 
condition was well within the range that may or may not be “safe” or eligible for 
removal, especially with a Live Oak.  
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Ms. Blaney asked Mr. Nye if a tree was healthy, but the roots were upending a 
structure, would that increase the risk.  Mr. Nye replied with the scenario that a 
perfectly healthy tree is having full root upheaval and is going to fail, has no defects, 
and a healthy crown.  He offered if a species like a Red Maple or a Pine tree is in a 
strange soil or has been through a major storm a perfectly healthy tree with no defects 
could be at risk for failure.  The range for removal can range from totally dead to very 
healthy. 
 
Mr. Bond asked Ms. Hinrichsen if she personally went out and inspected the tree. She 
said yes.  He asked if she saw any cracking of the patio slab, noting that none were 
obvious on the photos provided.  She responded that she didn’t remember that she 
could check the other photos that were taken on her phone. Mr. Bond referred to Mr. 
Wepplemann’s letter noting that the tree was currently cracking the patio slab. Ms. 
Hinrichsen replied it is common in an urban setting, but removal permits are not 
generally approved just for cracking patios or a sidewalk.  Mr. Bond asked again if she 
observed any cracks, she responded she could not confirm or deny.  Ms. Blaney stated 
that she could see some cracks in the photo on page 175 in the packet but could not 
say if they were from the tree roots or natural settlement.  
 
Mr. Heller asked Ms. Hinrichsen to define a Landmark Tree.  She replied that this was 
a tree set apart in the most recent revision of the code.  It would be a Live Oak or Bald 
Cypress 30” DBH in fair to excellent health. Mr. Heller then asked if removal was 
granted, the mitigation on it is three times the normal.  She replied yes, that was 
correct.  
 
Mr. Jacob Stern of 2025 Howard Drive, Winter Park, FL 32789 approached the podium 
and identified himself as the property owner.  He confirmed to the Board that he and 
his wife live there continuously. He stated that the only reason they applied for the 
permit was to do the right thing and follow city code. He stated they didn’t have to do 
that with the letter from the landscape Architect but did so to be above board and that 
his neighbors were not concerned about the removal of the tree. He stated that when 
he received the original denial from the city he understood where some of the questions 
were coming from and with the initial letter from Mr. Wepplemann they thought it was 
sufficient. He stated that he asked Mr. Wepplemann to update his letter to be sufficient 
and check all the boxes required per the statute. He then presented an updated letter 
from Mr. Wepplemann that went through the assessment, the observed tree structure 
condition, the targets and site conditions, the ISA risk assessment categories, the 
likelihood of impact, the consequences of failure, the overall risk rating, the threshold 
considerations, mitigation feasibility, and his professional conclusion to explain why 
they thought this should be approved, or if not, that they meet the statute to remove 
it without approval from the city. Officer Porras took the letter from Mr. Stern, let him 
know that it had to be submitted as evidence, then gave it to the Board to review. 
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Mr. Stern understood it would take the members time to review the new letter.  He 
went on to cite the statute and stated that Mr. Wepplemann went through each aspect 
in the new letter to ensure the issues were met.  He went on to say that damage to 
people and property was of the utmost concern and is their concern for removing the 
tree.  He stated that a measurement of 13 ft from the tree to the house was accurate, 
however a measurement diagonally was closer to 10 ft. The issue with the cracking at 
the patio is from the root damage, and the canopy of the tree matches the root 
structure if not further.  The canopy goes significantly further than just the patio and 
the foundation of the property and would be underneath the structure. He stated that 
per Mr. Wepplemann the co-dominant trunks with included bark at the base of the tree 
was not something that could be mitigated through pruning, which is why they feel the 
only avenue is to remove the tree. He stated that he is concerned about damage to 
property and us. If the tree fell it could injure him and his wife, who is pregnant.  That 
is the real issue for wanting to remove the tree.  
 
Mr. Mandelkern asked Mr. Stern when he submitted the new letter to the city’s Urban 
Forestry Department.  Mr. Stern replied that it is a revised letter and had not been 
submitted to the city. 
 
Mr. Johnson asked Mr. Stern if he was currently living in the home.  Mr. Stern replied 
yes.  
 
Mr. Bond asked Mr. Stern how long he had lived there.  Mr. Stern responded since 
2024, and that they bought the property last year. Mr. Bond asked Mr. Stern if he had 
any plans to expand the house.  Mr. Stern said eventually, yes.  Mr. Bond asked if the 
tree would affect that.  Mr. Stern said yes. Mr. Bond asked if that is why they wanted 
to remove the tree. Mr. Stern said no, the reason is for damage to property and people.     
 
Mr. Johnson asked Mr. Stern if there were any current construction permits for the 
house.  Mr. Stern replied no.  
 
Mr. Bond asked Mr. Stern if he ever pruned or maintained the tree since he purchased 
the house.  Mr. Stern replied not in the time he has owned it.  
 
Mr. Heller asked Mr. Stern if he had explored any of the recommendations that the city 
arborist suggested to mitigate his concerns.  Mr. Stern replied the recommendations 
were essentially to prune the tree, and where the co-dominant branches are is where 
his concern about the tree falling on the house.  The tree could be pruned over the 
roof line but there would still be a branch that could fall onto the structure and the 
property.  
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Ms. Blaney asked about a drawing in the packet (page 171) that appeared to be done 
by the landscape architect that indicated that most of the trees on the property would 
be removed. Mr. Stern responded that he was not familiar with the document and 
asked if it could be shared with him. Ms. Blaney removed the page from her packet 
and gave it to Mr. Stern to review.  She asked Mr. Stern if they were in the process of 
removing trees; he replied no.  
 
Ms. Blaney asked where the drawing in the packet came from. Ms. Hinrichsen returned 
to the podium and apologized for the confusion.  She stated the drawing came from 
an addition permit in review by the Building Department, as well as the survey.  Ms. 
Blaney asked if the permit in review was for an addition to the house. Mr. Stern replied 
that he did have a separate permit application in review for a garage addition to the 
house. Ms. Blaney asked if the tree in question was in the way of the proposed addition. 
Mr. Stern replied no that they were two separate issues and permits.  
 
Mr. Geller suggested that at some point the City Arborist see the revised report. Officer 
Porras retrieved the report from Mr. Bond and gave it to Ms. Hinrichsen.  
 
Mr. Bond stated that he felt for the Respondent as he had a tree crash through his 
ceiling, and he wished he could remove all the trees on his property because when a 
hurricane comes through there is the potential for trees to fall. He stated that he 
understood why Mr. Stern was at the hearing.  
 
Ms. Matt asked Mr. Geller if there was sufficient time for the arborist to review the new 
letter, or should the Board stay the case and reconvene. She noted that she did not 
recuse herself from the case, just stated that she knew one of the respondents in the 
case for the record. Mr. Geller noted that Ms. Hinrichsen was reviewing the letter and 
suggested a 10-minute break.  Mr. Mandelkern asked Mr. Geller if the Board was 
following the city code, as his understanding was an appeal be in writing and that it 
provide all of the documentation so that this type of situation doesn’t arise, a trial by 
ambush in his opinion. Mr. Geller replied that Mr. Mandelkern’s statement was correct. 
 
Mr. Stern interjected that they did not have to submit for a permit.  Mr. Mandelkern 
stated that the landscape architect performed an assessment of February 4, 2026, but 
Mr. Stern waited until April 2, 2026, to provide it to the city. Mr. Stern replied that the 
initial assessment was done on February 4, 2026.  Mr. Mandelkern asked when he 
received the second letter. Mr. Stern replied last week. Mr. Mandelkern asked why it 
was not submitted to the city.  Mr. Stern stated it was not a requirement, nor was the 
permit.  
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Ms. Blaney asked about process, stating that if the owner had the letter they could 
have removed the tree.  She clarified that if the city saw them taking down the tree 
they had to produce the letter.  If the city said the letter was not sufficient, then the 
Board would be hearing this case. Mr. Geller responded yes, and that the Board could 
judge whether they had the ISA compliant documentation to allow the removal under 
the state statute.  
 
Ms. Matt asked if the Appellant was properly notified about needing documentation 
prior to the appeal hearing.  Mr. Geller stated he did not know what the 
communications were but referenced an email that constituted the written notice of 
the appeal. and anyone is deemed to have constructive knowledge of what is required 
in the code. Mr. Geller stated that he was looking for the language. Mr. Mandelkern 
offered the Mr. Geller that the language was in Section 58-285 subsection (d) (2). 
 
Building Official Gary Hiatt offered as appoint of clarification that a question was asked 
if the respondent had any construction permits, then presented there are two, one for 
a garage addition and one for a primary suite.  Mr. Stern responded that his response 
to the question was that they did not have any permits, that the permit applications 
were submitted, but no permits had been issued and added that the tree removal had 
nothing to do with the tree appeal. Mr. Hiatt stated that he just wanted it to be clear 
that the permit applications were in review.  
Mr. Bond referenced his earlier question about improvements to the property.  Mr. 
Johnson stated that he asked the question about a permit, and Mr. Stern only 
mentioned the garage. Mr. Stern corrected Mr. Johnson saying he mentioned the 
garage and the addition.  Mr. Johnson did not agree.  Ms. Blaney added that Mr. Stern 
said that nothing was going on the back of the house, that she asked that question 
specifically and he said no.  Mr. Stern stated that his response was that the garage 
was in the front and the addition was in the back. He stated that her follow up question 
was if the tree way in the way, to which he replied it is not. Ms. Blaney stated they 
would have to agree to disagree, that she did not recall that response.  
 
Mr. Geller responded to the inquiry about proper notification.  He read the excerpts as 
follows: The appeal must be in writing, state the grounds of the appeal and articulate 
in detail why the written decision or portion thereof is incorrect. Once the hearing has 
begun, the applicant has the burden to prove that the pre-removal denial decision or 
specific conditions placed on tree removal are incorrect or exceeds the authority given 
by the city code. The Board decision must be supported by competent substantial 
evidence.    
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Mr. Mandelkern asked if it was a preponderance of the evidence, or if it said.  Mr. Geller 
responded it would be assumed if it wasn’t stated, it goes by the standard of rubrics.  
  
Ms. Matt asked if they were going to take a break. Ms. Blaney noted that it was 5:00.  
Mr. Johnson responded they would take a break.  Officer Porras stated that the arborist 
suggests tabling the matter until next month so that she can have the time needed to 
review the new document submitted by Mr. Stern.  Mr. Mandelkern made a motion to 
table the case until the May 7, 2026, meeting.  Mr. Heller seconded the motion.  
 
Vote: 

  Douglas Bond  Yes 
  Steve Heller   Yes 
  Paul Mandelkern  Yes 
  Kristen Matt   Yes 
  Carlos Diez-Arguelles Yes 
  Melissa Blaney  Yes 
  Wayne Johnson  Yes 
 
  Motion passed unanimously, 7-0. 

 
Mr. Stern was stopped before leaving with his new letter, he was informed that he 
needed to leave a copy of the letter for the record as it was submitted as evidence.  
    
6. Non-Action Items 

None 
 
   7. Staff Updates 
  
 Officer Busch stated case PM-26-0027 1431 Golfside Dr., Winter Park, FL 32792 was still 
 being monitored for the fire violation to bring it together with the property maintenance   
 violations. No compliance has been met at this time. 
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8. City Attorney Reports 
 
Mr. Geller stated that on March 16, 2026, a 50-page answer brief was filed in the 
Atlantic Oasis Trust case.  If anyone wanted to read it, it could be emailed to them. 
Mr. Johnson noted that the property was no longer listed as a vacation rental, but as 
something else.  Mr. Geller confirmed that the last city staff checked it had been removed 
from VRBO and Airbnb, and that there is a $60,000.00 fine due.   
 
Mr. Geller thanked the Board for their questions during the hearings, that they were 
always insightful and kept him on his toes.     
 
9. Board Comments: 
 
None 

  
10. Upcoming Agenda Items 
 

a) Division Manager Susanne Porras informed the Board that the case at 455 Huntington 
Ave. related to illegal parties and noise would be returning as a Massey Hearing after 
a report from Winter Park Police was received last week documenting another illegal 
party, drinking, and loud noise. There will be testimony provided from some of the 
responding officers. Mr. Johnson asked for confirmation that this was the house near 
Rollins College.  Ms. Porras said yes, it was case N-25-0010. Mr. Diez-Arguelles asked 
if it was the house that was rented, then remembered that the occupant(s) were 
supposed to be moving out soon.  Ms. Porras confirmed that it is a rental property, 
and that she believed the current occupant(s) would be moving out at the end of the 
current semester as the lease will be up. Mr. Diez-Arguelles asked if it was a farewell 
party.  Officer Porras stated she had been receiving calls and emails from multiple 
neighbors that are not happy about it.  

b) Case LDC-26-0150, 1001 Anchorage Ct., Winter Park FL – Tree violations.  Ms. Porras 
noted that this case was not an appeal, that several trees were removed without 
permits. 

 
Mr. Diez-Arguelles asked staff what happened to the Tree Board.  Mr. Geller responded that 
this Board is the Tree Board.  
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11. Adjournment 
 
Kristen Matt made a motion to adjourn.  Melissa Blaney seconded.  
 
VOTE: 
Douglas Bond  Yes 
Steve Heller   Yes 
Paul Mandelkern  Yes 
Kristen Matt   Yes 
Carlos Diaz-Arguelles Yes 
Melissa Blaney  Yes 
Wayne Johnson  Yes 
 
Motion passed unanimously, 7-0. 
 
 
ATTEST:    

Approved by the board on  

 

 
/s/ Susan Pruchnicki, Board Secretary 
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5.a   
 

item type 
Public Hearings (Public participation and comment 
on these matters must be in person.)      

meeting date 
May 7, 2026      

prepared by 
Susan Pruchnicki, Coordinator 
      

approved by 
Susanne Porras, Code Compliance 
Manager      

 

subject 
CCB# N-25-0010 455 Huntington Ave., Winter Park, FL 32789 - MASSEY HEARING 
 

motion | recommendation 
 
 

background 
 
 

alternatives | other considerations 
 
 

fiscal impact 
 
 

attachments 
1. N-25-0010 Agenda Packet 
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item type 
Staff Updates      

meeting date 
May 7, 2026      

prepared by 
Susan Pruchnicki, Coordinator 
      

approved by 
Susanne Porras, Code Compliance 
Manager      

 

subject 
LDC-26-0150 1001 Anchorage Ct., Winter Park, FL 32789 (Tree Removal — Resolved) 
 

motion | recommendation 
 
 

background 
 
 

alternatives | other considerations 
 
 

fiscal impact 
 
 

attachments 
None 
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item type 
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meeting date 
May 7, 2026      

prepared by 
Susan Pruchnicki, Coordinator 
      

approved by 
Susanne Porras, Code Compliance 
Manager      

 

subject 
LDC-26-0172 2025 Howard Dr., Winter Park, FL 32789  (Appeal Withdrawn) 
 

motion | recommendation 
 
 

background 
 
 

alternatives | other considerations 
 
 

fiscal impact 
 
 

attachments 
None 
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item type 
Upcoming Agenda Items      

meeting date 
May 7, 2026      

prepared by 
Susan Pruchnicki, Coordinator 
      

approved by 
Susanne Porras, Code Compliance 
Manager      

 

subject 
BLDG-25-0017 209 Tyree Ln., Winter Park, FL 32792 
 

motion | recommendation 
 
 

background 
 
 

alternatives | other considerations 
 
 

fiscal impact 
 
 

attachments 
None 
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item type 
Upcoming Agenda Items      

meeting date 
May 7, 2026      

prepared by 
Susan Pruchnicki, Coordinator 
      

approved by 
Susanne Porras, Code Compliance 
Manager      

 

subject 
PM-25-0130 209 Tyree Ln., Winter Park, FL 32792 
 

motion | recommendation 
 
 

background 
 
 

alternatives | other considerations 
 
 

fiscal impact 
 
 

attachments 
None 
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10.c   
 

item type 
Upcoming Agenda Items      

meeting date 
May 7, 2026      

prepared by 
Susan Pruchnicki, Coordinator 
      

approved by 
Susanne Porras, Code Compliance 
Manager      

 

subject 
N-25-0005 471 Holt Ave., Winter Park, FL 32789 
 

motion | recommendation 
 
 

background 
 
 

alternatives | other considerations 
 
 

fiscal impact 
 
 

attachments 
None 
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