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  AGENDA # 2 

City of Madison, Wisconsin 
  

REPORT OF: URBAN DESIGN COMMISSION PRESENTED: June 29, 2016 

TITLE: 22 South Carroll Street – Comprehensive 
Design Review of Signage for “The Park 
Hotel” Located in the Downtown Core 
District. 4th Ald. Dist. (35998) 

REFERRED:  

REREFERRED:   

REPORTED BACK:  

AUTHOR: Alan J. Martin, Secretary ADOPTED:  POF:  

DATED: June 29, 2016 ID NUMBER:  

Members present were: Richard Wagner, Chair; Cliff Goodhart, Michael Rosenblum, Lois Braun-Oddo, Tom 
DeChant, Sheri Carter and Richard Slayton.  
 
 

SUMMARY: 
 
At its meeting of June 29, 2016, the Urban Design Commission GRANTED FINAL APPROVAL of a 
Comprehensive Design Review of signage for “The Park Hotel” located in the Downtown Core District at 22 
South Carroll Street. Appearing on behalf of the project were Brad Mullins and Melissa Destree, representing 
the Mullins Group.  
 
This item was approved as a consent item with the finding that all applicable standards are adequately 
addressed.  
 
ACTION: 
 
On a motion by DeChant, seconded by Rosenblum, the Urban Design Commission GRANTED FINAL 
APPROVAL. The motion was passed on a vote of (6-0). 
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  AGENDA # 3 

City of Madison, Wisconsin 
  

REPORT OF: URBAN DESIGN COMMISSION PRESENTED: June 29, 2016 

TITLE: 109 South Fair Oaks Avenue – PD(GDP-
SIP), Adaptive Restoration and Reuse of 
the Historic Garver Feed Mill Including 
Micro-Lodging, an Olbrich Storage 
Building and Gardens. 6th Ald. Dist. 
(38227) 

REFERRED:  

REREFERRED:   

REPORTED BACK:  

AUTHOR: Alan J. Martin, Secretary ADOPTED:  POF:  

DATED: June 29, 2016 ID NUMBER:  

Members present were: Richard Wagner*, Chair; Cliff Goodhart, Michael Rosenblum, Lois Braun-Oddo, Tom 
DeChant, Sheri Carter and Richard Slayton*. 
 
*Slayton acted as Chair. 
 
SUMMARY: 
 
At its meeting of June 29, 2016, the Urban Design Commission GRANTED INITIAL APPROVAL of a 
PD(GDP-SIP) for the adaptive restoration and reuse of the historic Garver Feed Mill located at 109 South Fair 
Oaks Avenue. Appearing on behalf of the project were Bryant Moroder, Lou Host-Jablonski, Tom Rogers and 
Adam Voltz, representing Baum Development.  
 
Approximately 50 micro lodges will be installed, the designs of which are still being narrowed down.  
 
The adopted policy of the Commission requires prototypical designs in order to grant final approval, as well as 
landscape designs. SIP level is a detailed level of approval. There are discrepancies in the renderings, issues as 
to how the venting and HVAC will be handled, a lack of micro-lodge details and landscape plans.  
 
Staff noted specific conditions as contained in Heather Stouder’s Planning Division report as follows: 
 
1. Final plans submitted for review and approval by staff shall include a phasing plan demonstrating that 

clearly shows the rehabilitation of the Garver Feed Mill building in the first phase of the site build-out, 
and describes the intended phasing of the storage building, the micro-lodge subareas, urban agriculture 
components, and other site improvements.  

2.  The applicant shall submit the following supplemental items to the UDC for consideration of final 
approval of the design to include:  

 
a) Photometric plans, scaled to be legible on 11” by 17” paper. 
b) Detailed landscape plans, consistently labeled and scaled to be legible on 11” by 17” paper. 
c) Colored and rendered building elevations, with shadow lines. 
d) Details on the building materials and colors for the unheated storage building. 
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e) Details for HVAC units, venting, and rooftop equipment associated with the Garver building. 
f) At least two (2) prototypical designs (elevations and floor plans) for the micro-lodges, and a prototypical 

landscape plan for each micro lodge pod area. 
g) Narrative describing the process desired by the applicant for staff review and approval of the micro-

lodges. The narrative shall include acknowledgement that staff may elect to involve the UDC and/or 
Landmarks Commission in the review at any time deemed necessary by staff. 

 
Comments and questions from the Commission were as follows: 
 

 The Landmarks Commission recommended no screening of rooftop HVAC. When you come back we’ll 
need to see the elevations of what that non-screened HVAC is going to look like, because that’s unusual.  

o One of the things that will have to be worked out on this project is what exactly doesn’t get 
screened and what does, because it is embedded in the Zoning Code that you screen. I don’t 
think it’s Landmarks’ vision that a bit air handler is going to be unscreened, maybe a chimney or 
an industrial type. These things will be worked out.  

 We need to see how the transition of landscaping works from one area to another.  
o There is planting that gives a break, it’s more in some areas and less in others. For instance, by 

the orchard there are 2 pods that really relate to one another, the way they’re laid out. Where 
when we transition we’re divided by a space where there might be a hedge that separates those 
two areas.  

 When you do the prototypical you have to portray that to some degree so what you’re describing 
verbally is being seen, at least in concept. We need enough information, otherwise we don’t know the 
relationship between the different layers at all without some definition.  

 Representative species for each zone and each pod type.  
 I would suggest that these prototypes come in as these zones or pods are developed. Maybe you have 

two buildings and a landscaping plan prototypical of each one of them. A landscaped theme for each 
cluster. You have to explain how they’re all different and have a different character related to their 
landscape design.  

 How does the landscaping relate to the contemporary pod? A more traditional building form might have 
foundation plantings that would relate to that traditional look, where with a contemporary building, it 
would be incorrect to use foundation plantings.  

 We really want and need clarity as to what the design approach is.  
 Staff on each one of these pods can approve these things as they go without having to come back here.  

 
ACTION: 
 
On a motion by Goodhart, seconded by Rosenblum, the Urban Design Commission GRANTED INITIAL 
APPROVAL. The motion was passed on a vote of (6-0). 
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  AGENDA # 4 

City of Madison, Wisconsin 
  

REPORT OF: URBAN DESIGN COMMISSION PRESENTED: June 29, 2016 

TITLE: 510 University Avenue (432 West Gorham 
Street) – Modifications to the Previously 
Approved New 12+ Story Mixed-Use 
Project, “The James,” Formerly “The Hub 
at Madison II” with 348 Apartment Units, 
Approximately 8,740 Square Feet of Retail 
and 2,992 Square Feet of Flex Space. 4th 
Ald. Dist. (36901) 

REFERRED:  

REREFERRED:   

REPORTED BACK:  

AUTHOR: Alan J. Martin, Secretary ADOPTED:  POF:  

DATED: June 29, 2016 ID NUMBER:  

Members present were: Richard Wagner, Chair; Cliff Goodhart, Michael Rosenblum, Lois Braun-Oddo, Tom 
DeChant and Richard Slayton. 
 
SUMMARY: 
 
At its meeting of June 29, 2016, the Urban Design Commission GRANTED FINAL APPROVAL of 
modifications to “The James” located at 510 University Avenue (432 West Gorham Street). Appearing on 
behalf of the project were Brian Munson, representing Core Spaces, LLC; and Tai Maki.  
 
Munson presented a summary of all of the changes to the project, with items needing changes according to the 
Commission. Specific areas include the rooftop deck, the upper level plaza and the green roof tray system. On 
the Gilman Street façade, removal of the solid infill vertical bands had been proposed, which was subbed out 
back to a solid infill panel. Residential entries were consolidated into one entry with one smaller canopy, where 
the canopy has been extended to the full bay between the middle channel columns. The pool deck has been 
redesigned so as not to wrap around the entire area, with planters signifying separate outdoor living functions. A 
four-foot band around each terrace containing shrubbery and greenery has been moved to the 12th floor to allow 
it to grow and mature; the green roof will be placed on the lower decks along with planters. A small air handling 
unit is shown between the mechanical space and elevator over-run with a proposed screen to match the height of 
the existing mechanical units.  
 
This is conventionally zoned, and the signage package has to be determined by Matt Tucker, the Zoning 
Administrator as being consistent with that zoning; we don’t know that. The assumption was similar to what 
was done with “The Hub,” which was Comprehensive Design Review, which is a separate application and 
requires public notice. Unless the signage is consistent with its applied zoning, the signage package will have to 
return to the Commission.  
 
ACTION: 
 
On a motion by Goodhart, seconded by Slayton, the Urban Design Commission GRANTED FINAL 
APPROVAL. The motion was passed on a vote of (5-0). The motion provided for approval of the architectural 
changes and the lighting plan, subject to staff approval. The signage plan shall return for a Comprehensive 
Design Review.  
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  AGENDA # 5 

City of Madison, Wisconsin 
  

REPORT OF: URBAN DESIGN COMMISSION PRESENTED: June 29, 2016 

TITLE: 802, 854 East Washington Avenue (800 
North Block) – Mixed-Use Development 
with Commercial (Including a Grocery 
Store), Office and Residential Components 
in UDD No. 8. 2nd Ald. Dist. (32089) 

REFERRED:  

REREFERRED:   

REPORTED BACK:  

AUTHOR: Alan J. Martin, Secretary ADOPTED:  POF:  

DATED: June 29, 2016 ID NUMBER:  

Members present were: Richard Wagner, Chair; Cliff Goodhart, Michael Rosenblum, Lois Braun-Oddo, Tom 
DeChant, Sheri Carter and Richard Slayton. 
 
 

SUMMARY: 
 
At its meeting of June 29, 2016, the Urban Design Commission GRANTED FINAL APPROVAL of design 
changes to 802, 854 East Washington Avenue. Appearing on behalf of the project were Kyle Dumbleton, 
Jessica Gebhardt and Lee Christensen, all representing Gebhardt Development.  
 
The Commission’s previous review of the design changes suggested turning the ATM and light box into the 
vestibule to be less obtrusive. Those were explored and ultimately were not feasible due to access to the ATM 
and the night drop. What was previously the light box is now a painted logo with the addition of text associated 
with the ATM, four-feet back from the glass; with anodized aluminum rather than spandrel glass. The glazing 
area required for the first floor is currently as 61%; this change and a small other change related to a Fire 
Department connection puts them at 60% for window area along East Washington Avenue for the entirety of 
Phases 1 and 2. The Secretary remarked that the Commission had strongly objected to the internally illuminated 
sign as being OK as a lit element; being back 4-feet takes it out of the Zoning Code but not necessarily out of 
the Commission’s purview; as a compromise this works with the green color because it’s not lit, and the generic 
surround on the ATM.  
 
ACTION: 
 
On a motion by Goodhart, seconded by Slayton, the Urban Design Commission GRANTED FINAL 
APPROVAL. The motion was passed on a vote of (5-1) with Carter abstaining. The motion approved the 
proposed design changes.  
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  AGENDA # 6 

City of Madison, Wisconsin 
  

REPORT OF: URBAN DESIGN COMMISSION PRESENTED: June 29, 2016 

TITLE: 1109 South Park Street – New 
Development of a 4-Story Mixed-Use 
Building with Underground Parking in 
UDD No. 5. 13th Ald. Dist. (42707) 

REFERRED:  

REREFERRED:   

REPORTED BACK:  

AUTHOR: Alan J. Martin, Secretary ADOPTED:  POF:  

DATED: June 29, 2016 ID NUMBER:  

Members present were: Richard Wagner, Chair; Cliff Goodhart, Michael Rosenblum, Lois Braun-Oddo, Tom 
DeChant, Sheri Carter and Richard Slayton. 
 
 

SUMMARY: 
 
At its meeting of June 29, 2016, the Urban Design Commission RECEIVED AN INFORMATIONAL 
PRESENTATION for new development located at 1109 South Park Street. Appearing on behalf of the project 
Steve Shulfer and Nick Badura, representing the property owner. Registered and speaking in opposition were 
Carrie Rothburd, representing BCNA Planning & Economic Development Committee; Bonnie Schmidt, Mark 
Schoendorff and Steve Keidl. Shulfer presented changes made to the project: the driveway is co-located with 
the existing alley to enhance the Emerson Street side, extra patio space has been added, landscape arbors have 
been added to the buffer between the residents and the parking lot to minimize the affect of headlights, moved 
the trash enclosure to prevent trucks from having to pull in and out, retaining walls are proposed to help with 
the grade change off of Park Street, and the addition of landscape islands throughout the site. Twenty bicycle 
stalls have been added to the project. The balconies on the Park Street side have been pulled back to create a 
“Juliette” balcony to minimize the effect of pedestrians below. The rooftop patio remains. The building has 
been stepped-down internally in response to the Commission’s previous review. In discussions with the Alder 
and neighborhood, they are trying to work out the possibility of a driveway entry off of Park Street to relieve 
traffic pressure on Emerson Street. They are also looking at incorporating larger units and reduce the efficiency 
counts.  
 
Carrie Rothburd spoke in opposition on behalf of the neighborhood association. They still see a divergence 
between the standards and the building. The plan is at odds with the Bay Creek principles; to assure a smooth 
transition the association is calling for the developer to hold to the 3-story zoning height, being of a mass and 
scale appropriate to the footprint of the lot and the neighboring lots, and respecting the established uses and 
enjoyments of the properties. They have asked for removal of the community room on the 5th story, and 
requested the 4th story apartment be replaced with street level townhomes that encloses the parking. It would 
reduce the physical mass and shadow cast by the massing, reduce the number of units, thus cars and parking 
spaces, and increase the possibility of four-sided architecture. The balance of efficiencies is also a problem for 
the neighborhood.  
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Bonnie Schmidt spoke in opposition. She made a big financial investment by purchasing and installing solar 
panels on her home. The building is too big and very imposing. It will personally affect her solar production and 
massively impact the surrounding neighbors. Many of the comments from the neighborhood meeting have been 
incorporated in the newest plans, which she appreciates. In looking at Park Street as a whole, when you put a 
giant box building that is too big for the neighborhood, and create no sense of it being part of a community, then 
you’re just building more blocky infrastructure that keeps people apart rather than bringing them together. Also 
if you look at Park Street coming from the Beltline heading to downtown, this will be the largest building on 
that side of the street that’s up against homes. Going towards campus there are business/campus buildings and 
the triangle that was designed to be a community; those buildings were designed together where there are no 
private homes anymore. She asked the Commission to recognize that you have a responsibility to come and 
walk, sit and be in their neighborhood and experience it in order to make decisions about its future. The Chair 
asked if she had seen any shadow studies related to this building. She asked that the developer do a shadow 
study that goes beyond 3:00 p.m. 
 
Mark Schoendorff spoke in opposition. He expressed great disappointment that he had to scramble to make this 
meeting; this is against what the Alder had hoped for, a back and forth dialogue to ensure a good process where 
the building would work with the neighborhood and everybody would be in agreement. It appears as though 
much of the overview you received is largely positive when many of the comments at the neighborhood 
meeting were largely negative. The height is of great concern, 2-stories should be the limit. Many of the 
changes offered appear to be minor. He has strong concerns about noise and privacy. The addition of the trellis 
will do very little to nothing to address those concerns. Movement of the garbage bins is not an improvement, 
rather it increases maneuvering the garbage truck vehicle. The rendering doesn’t include any lighting. The 
drawings do not necessarily appear to be accurately scaled, nor do they have any perspective from the 
neighbors.  
 
Steve Keidl spoke in opposition. Of concern is the massive scale of the building. A 3-story building would be 
much more in keeping with the neighborhood. He is concerned about the already existing problems in the 
neighborhood, including noise, especially with the “echo chamber” configuration.  
 
The Secretary noted that the streetscape along Park Street needs more of an enhancement, right-of-way and 
setback. Jessica Vaughn of the Planning Division highlighted staff’s concerns. The streetscape is important, this 
is the first domino of what can happen in the future along this side of Park Street. The interface with the alley 
and how it’s treated and will look like in terms of landscaping and screening, and recognizing that we are 
considerably stepping down in terms of density and building size over here, and how those two things will 
relate to each other. The TSS zoning district sets the building height at 3-stories; the UDD says 4-stories. The 
way it sits today from a zoning perspective, this is a 5-story building. The UDD allows for additional stories, 
but that depends on the quality of design and the building materials. The corner element needs to frame the 
street and create some sort of distinctive architectural feature, where right now this happens to be a story shorter 
than the top and is not a solid corner element. The UDD looks for a 15-foot stepback at the third floor; the 
applicant is showing a 5-foot stepback. Staff noted that there was concern about this being on the agenda; there 
is a process in working with the neighborhood and the Alder where we expect that the applicant will coordinate 
their activities with them directly and inform them when things are happening. The City’s responsibility for 
notification is only when they make a formal application, we are required to send out formal notices on that.  
 
Comments and questions from the Commission were as follows: 
 

 There’s a contradiction with how you’re entering the site. We talked about combining the curb cuts, and 
in the perspective there it appears that the sidewalk is interrupted by greenspace (A 3.3), and in this plan 
there doesn’t appear to be any greenspace to walk across. It’s a different plan. It looks very confusing 
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for traffic, but also you have pedestrians there now crossing a very long curb cut. It doesn’t seem safe, is 
there a way to actually enter the alley and then come into the site so the curb cut can be more restrained?  

 That doesn’t reflect this, which is the proposal. When we get an application we’ll actually know, an 
artist’s rendering is not always what’s being proposed.  

 What I’m seeing here, it looks unsafe for pedestrians and confusing for motorists.  
 If you do increase the sizes of units, the Juliette balconies make the building even more flat. If there’s a 

way to set that patio back and have the patio or garden area or recess on the upper floors so they can face 
the street.  

 The front does seem quite flat. I think there have been improvements but there’s a ways to go.  
 This alley could be 24-feet wide until it turns 90-degrees into your parking lot. This entire zone can be 

green or townhouses through here, a 2-foot height could bring it down to the scale of the homes across 
the street, it would help with the shadow study, and this is creating activity where really Park Street 
needs to have that created. Anything that starts to slow traffic, activity here would help with that. If you 
look at The Ideal there are townhouses there, and it blends better with things across the street. The 
outdoor area needs to relate to this part of the street. Something needs to happen here that really is a 
buffer; work with the neighbors to help them create a buffer on their property is you don’t have the 
space. You don’t have a lot of room to work with, if you lose a few parking stalls your site will be that 
much more improved. The building is too tall, townhouses on the north side will help reduce that height. 
If you don’t put something blocking this area, this is like a runway to the parking lot. See what you can 
do to bring in the drive on this side after you get through the alley.  

 As I mentioned before about the setbacks, the sidewalks on Park Street are very narrow. If you’re going 
to have a concrete planter here and you’re only 5-feet from your property line, you’re making it even 
more narrow than what it normally is. You definitely need to have a 15-foot setback in order to create a 
decent sized sidewalk. This is a walkable neighborhood. This area of Park Street is not as commercial as 
going towards downtown, and this development needs to reflect the neighborhood it’s in. If you want to 
do this down by East Washington Avenue, go for it, but if you’re going to do it be Olin Avenue and 
Emerson, it needs to be reworked correctly the next time you come in. The other thing is the community 
room – this project is too tall, 4-stories are sufficient, I would even go down to three, but the community 
room needs to be incorporated within the floors that you have and not sitting on top. You need to create 
an area where the trash trucks are coming and having enough room for them to turn around without 
parked cars in their way. Reduce the number of efficiencies, 20 is still too many.  

 If you were able to do the curb cut off of Park Street, does that eliminate that awkward intersection? 
o This drive off of Park would get a lot of the commercial traffic.  

 A lower building mass along Emerson is needed. I’m very concerned that you’re building too close on a 
transit corridor on Park Street.  

 You might be able to push the building back and cantilever over your parking if you have enough 
height. It’s already a 63-foot setback from the property line, maybe a few more feet in order to get relief 
on Park Street.  

 I like the smoothness of the front façade.  
 Balconies are a wonderful way of starting a neighborhood to have interaction.  
 The regulations are pretty clear about the stepback above the third floor.  
 You have a great opportunity to set the tone here.  
 This could become a model for development on this side of Park Street.  

 
ACTION: 
 
Since this was an INFORMATIONAL PRESENTATION no formal action was taken by the Commission.  
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  AGENDA # 7 

City of Madison, Wisconsin 
  

REPORT OF: URBAN DESIGN COMMISSION PRESENTED: June 29, 2016 

TITLE: 32 North Bassett Street – Alteration to a 
Previously Approved Project in the 
Downtown Core District. 4th Ald. Dist. 
(42737) 

REFERRED:  

REREFERRED:   

REPORTED BACK:  

AUTHOR: Alan J. Martin, Secretary ADOPTED:  POF:  

DATED: June 29, 2016 ID NUMBER:  

Members present were: Richard Wagner, Chair; Cliff Goodhart, Michael Rosenblum, Lois Braun-Oddo, Tom 
DeChant, Sheri Carter and Richard Slayton. 
 
 

SUMMARY: 
 
At its meeting of June 29, 2016, the Urban Design Commission GRANTED FINAL APPROVAL of an 
alteration to a previously approved project located at 32 North Bassett Street. Appearing on behalf of the project 
was Jim Glueck, architect; and Bobby Peterson, representing ABC for Health. The top railing would be 
replaced with a traditional pyramid type cap on it and add a horizontal at 36-inches. A painted cedar sample was 
shared. The mural will remain.  
 
Comments and questions from the Commission were as follows: 
 

 This railing could be so much better. If you’re going to put a railing on a place where your employees 
are going to come out and sit and have lunch, you can just do better than that painted cedar.  

o Our mission is to work in a community serving low-income families, we could spend a lot of 
money on the railing but we’re trying to find that sweet spot between a space that’s appropriate 
for our employees, a price point we can afford for a non-profit, or take money away from our 
mission. Putting in a lot of expensive materials would be nice but it’s not necessarily appropriate 
to our non-profit mission. It’s going to help our employees, improve the aesthetics of the 
building, it’s going to harmonize with the neighborhood, this is an 1890s building, we’re doing 
the best we can with the resources we have.  

 Did you look into vinyl? I remember us talking about that, did you just look into it or are you just 
shaking your head? 

o I’m shaking my head. This Commission has hated vinyl since I started working and I think it’s 
totally inappropriate on a historic brick building to use vinyl. 

 Anything else you looked into? Because I don’t remember you saying that you looked into various 
things. 

o If you buy a cheap metal railing, it looks cheap. If you buy a quality railing it costs a ton of 
money and it just doesn’t reflect the building’s architecture.  
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 I agree with Jim on this, an expensive metal railing on that would actually look out of place, cheap 
doesn’t do anything for you. This is a reasonable choice given its context.  

 
ACTION: 
 
On a motion by DeChant, seconded by Braun-Oddo, the Urban Design Commission GRANTED FINAL 
APPROVAL. The motion was passed on a vote of (5-1) with Carter voting no. 
 


