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Planning Division Memorandum                  

Date:
October 1, 2012  

RE:
Canal Plaza Hotel (433 Fore Street) Preliminary Design Review Comments


Applicant:   Cow Plaza Hotel LLC
Contributors: Alex Jaegerman; Barbara Barhydt; Deb Andrews; Nell Donaldson
As a development in the B3 Downtown Business zone, the proposed mixed use development for the Canal Plaza Hotel is subject to the city’s Downtown Urban Design Guidelines.  These design guidelines may be found in the City of Portland’s Design Manual, which appears online at http://www.portlandmaine.gov/planning/ designmanualadopted0511.pdf.  
The applicant submitted renderings and elevations dated September 18, 2012, which provided the basis for the preliminary review.  Comments and questions from the review, organized to correspond with the design standards, are as follows.   
I. Relationship to the Pedestrian Environment 

Standard: The exterior design of portions of buildings within the first thirty-five feet of height shall enhance the character, attractiveness, comfort, security, and usability of the street level pedestrian environment.
The proposed design includes a number of features intended to activate the pedestrian realm, including a high level of first floor transparency, street furniture, a continuous first floor bris soleil, and regular street trees and street lights.  The applicant has indicated that the round columns at the base of the building will be faced with granite and approximately 20 inches in diameter. The applicant has also indicated that samples of façade materials in the proposed colors/glazing will be provided.  They were not available at the time of the review.  

Given the renderings and perspectives supplied at the time of the design review, staff had the following comments:

· Consideration should be given to the Union Street façade.  A large portion of the street level of this façade is devoted to the porte cochere exit and a largely blank wall.  Especially given the functional ‘blank wall’ which exists directly north of this property on Union Street, all attempts should be made to enliven this space. 

· The east end of the building, adjacent to the garage, appears unresolved.  It remains unclear how the proposed canopy wraps the corner and abuts the garage.  
· In conversation with the applicant following the design review meeting, the architect clarified that granite benches and planters will be proposed at the base of the building on Fore Street.  In light of the environmental conditions in this area, careful consideration should be given to the type of tree which will work in this location, in consultation with the city arborist.  

· As plans develop, additional information is needed on lighting, architectural and otherwise.  A rendering of the building at night should be provided.   The crenelated glass corner provides an opportunity for internal illumination, along with the street level retail facade on Fore Street, which could provide a distinct architectural presence at night.  Soffit lighting should be considered above the sidewalk to illuminate any recesses along the building face, in addition to internal illumination.  This is also useful for CPTED considerations.  The applicant has indicated that the lighting will be provided primarily by a combination of wall packs and recessed ceiling/soffit lights, but that those details are not yet fully resolved.  They would like to have a condition of approval that a final lighting and photometric plan be submitted later for Planning Authority review and approval. 

· Additional information is needed on transparency of the first floor glass.  
II. Relationship to Existing Development
Standard: The proposed development shall respect, enhance, and be integrated with the existing character of the general pattern of development in the Downtown, surrounding building environment, and streetscape.  
The site abuts both a city historic district and several relatively contemporary buildings.  As such, the proposed hotel straddles two very different design palettes.  While its mass is in some ways similar to the buildings found across Union Street, it differs dramatically from those across Fore Street.  Similarly, its composition, while similar in some respects to both the buildings directly across Union Street and Fore Street, differs in significant ways as well.  

The Historic Preservation Board met with the applicant to discuss compatibility with the historic district in particular.  Deb Andrews has provided a summary of their comments in Attachment 3.    

III. Rooftop Appurtenances



Standard: All mechanical equipment, ventilating, and air conditioning and other building systems, elevators, stairways, radio or television masts or equipment, or other rooftop elements not intended for human occupancy shall be fully enclosed in a manner consistent with the character, shape, and materials of the principal building.


Details regarding the height, width, and material of the rooftop screen are requested.  The rooftop mechanical enclosure is a substantial presence on the building, and should be minimized in visual prominence.  It appears to be larger and higher than necessary to screen the mechanical units, and this deserves further consideration.  
IV. Shadows

Standard: The location, massing, and orientation of portions of buildings in excess of sixty-five feet in height shall be such that substantial shadow impacts on public plazas, parks, and other publicly accessible open space should be avoided 

No further comments at this time.  (See note on page 8.) 
V. Wind

Standard: The location, massing, orientation, and architectural design of a new building or building addition shall be such that no significant adverse wind impacts are created.

No comments at this time. 
VI. Setbacks

Standard: The location and design of proposed structures shall not create a detrimental impact on the structural integrity or safety of adjacent structures or the safety of occupants thereof. 
No comments at this time. 
VII. Building Tops

Standard: Building or structures which exceed 150 feet in height shall be designed so as to provide a distinctive top to the building which visually conveys a sense of interest and vertical termination.

Not applicable.

VIII. View Corridors/Gateways

Standard: The placement and massing of proposed development shall not substantially obstruct public views to landmarks and natural features from those locations identified on the View Corridor Protection Plan.  
As noted above, both Union and Fore Streets are identified as subject to ‘viewing protection within view corridors’ in the city’s View Corridor Protection Plan.  The design, as proposed, would not obstruct views in these corridors. 

IX. Signage/Awnings/Canopies

The preliminary drawings show two building signs above the first story of the building and two building signs on street level. Two of these are located on the west façade.  The design guidelines relating to signs indicate that “building signs…should be limited to one per building street frontage for each business or tenant.”  Plans should be revised to address this guideline, or a waiver should be requested. Information on sign lighting should also be provided.
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