Minutes of Riverdale Park

Town Center Design Review Committee

May 3, 2006
Committee members present: 


Alice Walker, chair

Rebecca Feldberg, member

Gerard Kiernan, member

Orazio Puglisi, member

Pat Prangley, member

Alan Thompson, member

J.D. Williams, member

Also present in an official capacity:

Dineene O=Connor, M-NCPPC staff liaison to committee

The meeting convened at 7:30 p.m. 

Agenda Item 1– 2005-006/1 – Patriot Group redevelopment of Dumm’s Corner 

The Patriot Group prepared a matrix of the mandatory development standards identifying those that have been met, those that will be met in the formal application and those that will require a departure through the Special Permit process. 

· They also presented changes that have been made based on the comments of the last meeting:
 
1) Patriot showed what changes they made since our last meeting to get feedback.  Main changes are: 
building facade looks a bit more articulated with more variation than the last design.  They definitely are moving more in the right direction architecture-wise, but further refinements are expected at the June meeting.  


2) Parking deck would be 3 stories, just under building A, not stretching across both buildings.  They decided the issue of street closure and building a long vault would not be worth it.  They've taken soil-boring samples to 35 ft deep and they are comfortable w/ doing a deep deck.  

3) No changes in height and no step backs provided on top floors to mitigate height.


· Comments to Patriot Group from the Committee:

1) building height is still an issue 

2) rear facade treatment was not provided -- committee urged that rear facades receive detailing, articulation and design attention, because the building will be visible from 360 degrees.

3) Design is going in better direction, but there is still a ways to go on providing the level of design variation that the guidelines call for. for instance, zoning calls for visual cues that distinguish commercial from residential uses. there is opportunity to make building a and building b read as separate developments, rather than one monolith, and other suggestions were provided. 

4) Concerns that the commercial parking provided (19 + 6 spaces) is not adequate to support businesses. Concerns that Riverdale Rd cannot accommodate the 6 on street spaces provided in the plan. 

5) Residents expressed a number of concerns, some of which are not design/zoning issues, but may be items that the town council will want to make note of such as - a. will condos have an onsite fulltime manager, b. will there be an owner-occupied requirement to prevent condos from being rented c. general feeling that community members want the condos to be high quality units that enhance the town's housing stock, rather than detract from it, d. concerns about traffic and the inconvenience that a major construction project may cause in terms of dust, noise, etc. e. concerns that parking current residents on Riverdale Road retain access to parking in front of their houses. f. concerns about what insurance/liability coverage there is for any adjacent properties that experience foundation shifts or other problems as a result of construction. 

The Committee anticipates another submission by the developer in time for the June meeting.  
· Design Comments for the M-UTC Minutes:

The following comments are provided to add some detail to the design discussions.  The committee is pleased with the new direction of the façade, and encourages the architect to again review the guidance provided by the M-UTC Guidelines to address the ways that the zoning calls for greater variation and articulation. 

Because the sketch continues to be preliminary and does not constitute a formal application, it cannot be criticized too heavily.  However, we want to provide as much useful comment to the applicant, as early as possible in the process, to result in a successful end product. 

Comments:

1. Building Massing:  The design has made some improvements (building step backs, roofline shifts, etc), however the building remains largely one monolithic mass with some small decorative additions.  The 5-story height is continuous with no step backs or stepping of building height.  M-UTC guidelines call for building massing and design that varies heights and massing.  Guidelines also request that upper stories that go higher than suggested should be stepped back from the front facade to reduce the apparent height of the building to pedestrians on the street below. 

Since the applicant is seeking a significant variance from the building heights recommended by the zoning, it seems to the Committee that the applicant should strive to more thoroughly address the design elements of the guidelines. 

This could be achieved by:

a. Altering the massing height of the building block. The building mass could be differentiated more forcefully. The applicant has begun to articulate the building facade to be read as multiple buildings. Providing a greater variety of heights and rooflines among the building sections could strengthen this approach. Again, consider lowering the height or employing step-backs in sections abutting residential use.  

b. Differentiate Building A from Building B.  Buildings A and B are dramatically different sizes and footprints. There is the opportunity to create two different building forms by building out each parcel in a different way, however the proposal repeats the same strategy: height, facade treatments, unit types, etc. We encourage the applicant to explore a more divergent look between the two buildings. 

2.  Facade Treatment:  The sketch drawings are vague regarding the detailing of the building, but it does appear that the applicant is moving towards the requirements of M-UTC guidelines.  The one area of concern is the lack of clear architectural delineation between the residential and commercial units of the 2 buildings. For instance, there is no direct sidewalk access from ground floor residential units, there are no balconies, there are sketch notions of metal grille work @ the residential units (which M-UTC does not encourage), even the fenestration pattern and sizing seems very similar between the storefronts and the residential units. Furthermore, there are no porch, stoop, or residential type architectural details applied to the residential sections of the building at street level. M-UTC provides guidelines and design practices for differentiating between uses. 

3. Architectural Language:  The sketch repeats 2 types of facade treatments running around both buildings, differentiated only through material color choices. This alternating pattern is a simplistic method of trying to articulate the building facade and is made worse by adopting the same strategy and material choices for both buildings.  The buildings read as one piece, with a slice cut out between them. The corner treatments are very similar, the massing and height is the same, and the facade layout and material choices are the same. M-UTC guidelines, by contrast, ask for a diversity of facades addressing the street. 

The design could be improved by utilizing some of the tactics shown and listed in the M-UTC booklet: differing cornice treatments, different parapet heights and shapes, varying facade treatments, different materials, etc.  The proposal has moved from a monotonous architectural language to one of duality (brick vs. cement board, mansard roof vs. parapet, projecting window bays vs. flat elevations, etc), but does not yet address the M-UTC guidelines to create a multiplicity of facade treatments. 

4.  Material Choices: This is hard to fully address because the proposal only offered a schematic sketch of material choices. However, the noted choices do suggest a lack of variety. The sketch specifies brick (of differing colors) and cement board as major facade materials. It specifies faux slate asphalt shingles for the mansard roofs. It specifies double pane, double hung residential windows, without calling out material (wood, metal clad wood, aluminum, vinyl, steel?).  

The sketch notes a few details: decorative brackets, cast concrete windowsills, aluminum storefronts, without showing any details. The M-UTC guidebook calls for "authentic materials" although it does not specify necessarily high-end, or costly, materials.  The proposal currently suggests a fairly sparse selection of material choices or variety, which M-UTC would encourage.  

5. Detailing of Building: Again, this is hard to address because of the preliminary nature of the sketch provided.  However, the sketch does not show much robustness in the detailing of the buildings. The buildings currently read as very flat. The cornices shown are minimal and do not suggest much modeling, projection, or depth.  The banding courses are also minimal and show minimal projection or detail. The cement board panel sections are not detailed and read as simplistic details. Also, the stepping detail of the facades (in and out against the sidewalk) are always the same; there is not any mixing up of the facade as it shifts back and forth from the building plane.  

The mansard roof proposal harkens to 1970's apartment buildings and is not historically reflective of any precedent in Riverdale Park. The sketch proposes color bands in the brick to break things up, however there is not much horizontal length of any brick run to support this decision.  Many of the existing commercial buildings in Riverdale Park either have fairly well proportioned and detailed brick parapets, or have pitched roofs of some type. The storefronts of most of the existing commercial buildings project into the sidewalk. The sketched buildings are all flat and within the building plane.  

As mentioned by several community members, the town has existing commercial and multi-family structures that have a multitude of materials used: brick is not the sole material choice and wood, old cement/asbestos shingle, decorative timberwork and metalwork is just as common. One resident encouraged the developer to look at Prairie Style design, though many other design options would be equally appropriate.
Next Meeting


The next regularly scheduled committee meeting will be held Wednesday, June 7 at 7:30 pm. in the Riverdale Park Town Hall if applications are received in a timely way (i.e. by April 17, 2006) that allows them to be put on the agenda.  

Meeting Adjourned 


The meeting was adjourned at 9:00 p.m.
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