AGENDA
City of Monona Plan Commission
Monona Public Library – Municipal Room
1000 Nichols Road, Monona, WI
Monday January 27, 2020
7:00 p.m.
1. Call to Order
2. Roll Call
3. Approval of Minutes of January 13, 2020
4. Appearances
5. Unfinished Business
A. None
6. New Business
A. Prehearing Conference on Request by Galway Companies for Approval of Phase II
Precise Implementation Plan (PIP) of “Yahara Commons” for a 140 Unit Residential
Building. (Case No. 2-002-2020)
7. Reports of Staff and Commission Members
A. Staff Report Regarding Status of Development Project Proposals.
1. Potential Upcoming Items
2. Upcoming Meetings: February 10, 2020 (Tentative), February 24, 2020
(Tentative)
B. Plan Commission Requests for Information from City Staff.
8. Adjournment
NOTE: Upon reasonable notice, the City of Monona will accommodate the needs of disabled individuals through
auxiliary aids or services. For additional information or to request this service, contact Joan Andrusz at (608)2222525, FAX: (608)222-9225, or through the City Police Department TDD telephone number 441-0399. The public is
notified that any final action taken at a previous meeting may be reconsidered pursuant to the City of Monona
ordinances. A suspension of the rules may allow for final action to be taken on an item of New Business.
It is possible that members of a possible quorum of members of other governmental bodies of the municipality may
be in attendance at the above state meeting to gather information or speak about a subject, over which they have
decision-making responsibility. Any governmental body at the above state meeting will take no action other than the
governmental body specifically referred to above in this notice.
Agenda posted 1/21/2020 on the City Hall, Library, and Community Center bulletin boards and on the City of
Monona’s website, www.mymonona.com.
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Minutes
City of Monona
Plan Commission
Monday January 13, 2020
The meeting of the City of Monona Plan Commission was called to order (7:00 pm).
Present:

Alder Nancy Moore (Chair), Alder Kathy Thomas, Mr. Chris Homburg, Ms. Coreen
Fallat, Mr. Josh Peterson, Mr. Robert Stein, Mr. Brian Holmquist and Ms. Susan Fox

Also Present: Doug Plowman, City Planner and Elisa Guerrero, City Planning Intern
Approval of Minutes
A motion by Ms. Thomas, seconded by Mr. Peterson, to approve the minutes of December 9,
2019 carried with no corrections.
Appearances
There were no appearances.
Unfinished Business
There was no unfinished business.
New Business
A. Public Hearing on Request by the Monona Grove School District, represented by Eppstein
Uhen Architects, for Approval of a Zoning Permit for Exterior HVAC Renovations at 800
Greenway Road. (Case No. 2-001-2020)
Mr. Homburg and Ms. Fox abstained from this agenda item.
Mr. Maclain Schramm, of Eppstein Uhen Architects, presented the commission with an overview
of the work that the architecture firm is completing for the Winnequah School. In addition to new
windows and a new security vestibule, a new HVAC system is being installed for the school.
Given the current design of the building, the architects and school staff decided that placing
various smaller HVAC units across the roof of the existing building was the best option for the
school. Each HVAC unit will be enclosed by a decorative screen that will be painted the same
green color as the building’s roof, and will be approximately 7 feet tall.
B. Consideration of Action on Request by the Monona Grove School District, represented by
Eppstein Uhen Architects, for Approval of a Zoning Permit for Exterior HVAC Renovations
at 800 Greenway Road. (Case No. 2-001-2020)
Planner Plowman shared the staff report for the permit, explaining that the windows and
vestibule were approved administratively, but the HVAC units needed commission approval.
Given the limited ceiling space for ductwork within the building, it was necessary to place the
HVAC units on the roof, but their impact has been minimized as much as possible. The city’s
zoning code requires that HVAC units be screened, for which the applicant has submitted
specifications.
Mr. Stein asked Mr. Schramm if any alternative options to the proposed design were considered,
and Mr. Schramm responded that the architects had discussed other options but ultimately
decided that the proposed design was the best solution, given the scope and budget of the
project. Mr. Stein also asked if the existing HVAC system would be removed and if there were
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noise implications, given so many units would be installed. Mr. Schramm replied that the existing
system would be removed, and that the screening around each unit would act as a visual and
acoustic barrier. Alder Thomas stated that these were necessary improvements for the school
and that there were limited options as to how to make the improvements, given the design of the
building. Mr. Holmquist and Ms. Fallat agreed that the units seemed like the best option given
the conditions of the building and their efficiency.
Alder Moore asked if there was any flexibility in the placement of the HVAC units should the
School District decide they want to put solar on the roof of the school. Mr. Schramm responded
that the HVAC units were placed to most efficiently match the placement of ductwork within the
building and that he did not believe that it would affect placement of solar panels, should the
District decide to install them. Alder Moore also asked how the screening increased the overall
size of the units and Mr. Schramm responded that the screens had to be placed far enough
away from the units to allow for air flow and maintenance, so they approximately doubled the
footprint of the units.
Mr. Peterson asked, since there are not currently units on the roof, if adding these units would
create a need for OSHA approved fall protection along the roof. Mr. Schramm said that the
screens themselves provided some fall protection, but that he was not sure if more fall protection
would be required. Mr. Peterson recommended that they check OSHA standards.
A motion by Alder Thomas, seconded by Mr. Stein, to approve the Zoning Permit for Exterior
HVAC additions to the Winnequah School located at 800 Greenway Road, according to
Chapter 480-55 of the Monona Municipal Code of Ordinances with the following conditions of
approval:
Conditions of Approval:
1. All required building permits from state and local agencies shall be obtained. The
applicant shall contact the City of Monona Building Inspection Department to confirm
requirements.
2. Compliance with the Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA)
requirements.
The motion carried.
Reports of Staff and Commission Members
A. Staff Report Regarding Status of Development Project Proposals.
1. Potential Upcoming Items
Planner Plowman informed the commission that the Precise Implementation Plan
pre-hearing conference for the final phase of the Riverfront development would be on
the agenda for the next meeting. He also updated the commission about working
with staff from the Immaculate Heart of Mary to dim the lights in front of their building,
since they were distracting. Finally, Mr. Plowman said that he was continuing to
compile materials about municipal lighting ordinances and plans to bring those to a
future meeting.
2. Upcoming Meetings: January 27, 2020, February 10, 2020 (Tentative)
B. Plan Commission Requests for Information from City Staff.
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Adjournment
A motion by Ms. Fox, seconded by Ms. Fallat, to adjourn carried. (7:25pm)
Respectfully submitted by:
Elisa Guerrero, City Planning Intern
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PLAN COMMISSION STAFF REPORT
CITY OF MONONA

Project:
Project Address:
Applicants:

MEETING DATE: JANUARY 27, 2020
AGENDA ITEM 6A
CASE NO. 2-002-2020

Prehearing Conference on Request by Galway Companies for Approval of
a Phase II Precise Implementation Plan (PIP) of “Yahara Commons” for a
140 unit apartment building.
6406 Bridge Road; Yahara Commons GDP Phase II Site
Developer - Galway Companies (Steve Doran and Aaron Kostichka)

Proposal Summary:
This proposal is for the Phase II Precise Implementation Plan (PIP) of the Yahara Commons GDP.
The proposed land use is for a 140-unit residential building, containing studio, one, two, and threebedroom market-rate units. Plans call for a building that is similar to, and compliments The Current,
which was built as part of Phase I of the Yahara Commons GDP.
Applicable Regulations, Policy, or Practice:
The GDP and PIP process is regulated by Article VI of the Monona Zoning Code Planned
Community Developments. This property is also located within Redevelopment Area No. 9. Any PIP
must be approved by the Plan Commission, CDA and Council.
The Plan Commission must review the plans for consistency with the zoning district, as well as code
standards for parking lot, landscaping, and lighting, building and signage design elements, and other
sections that apply including the Stormwater and Erosion Control Ordinance. Strand Associates will
complete a detailed engineering review on site plan layout and grading, erosion control and
stormwater management, utilities, and vehicle circulation for future reviews.
Recommendation:
No action is recommended at this prehearing conference. Suggested points of discussion include:
•

Conformity to the approved General Development Plan

•

Proposed architecture:
o The similarity to Phase I at The Current
o What changes (if any) from that design would the Commission like to see

•

Proposed site design
o Landscaping opportunities and requirements (including the green roof)

•

Parking adequacy and compatibility with the overall GDP
o The opportunity to add public parking as part of this phase of the development
o Assessing parking demand as part of the overall development and assessing current
utilization

•

Future plan submittal shall include detailed engineering, architectural, site lighting and
landscaping
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STAFF REVIEW
Proposal
This pre-hearing conference is for the Phase II Precise Implementation Plan (PIP) of the Yahara
Commons GDP. The proposed land use is for a 140 Unit Apartment Building with 279 covered
parking spaces.
Process
PIP Approval requires the following procedural steps and approvals:
(1) Plan Commission prehearing conference, where initial feedback is sought on the project.
(2) Plan Commission public hearing and consideration of action, preceded by a Class I notice in
the newspaper and a public hearing mailed to surrounding property owners within 200’.
(3) Authorization by the CDA for compliance with the goals of the Redevelopment Area.
(4) Approval by City Council of the PIP and Redevelopment Area compliance.
Zoning
Precise Implementation Plans (PIP) are reviewed for detailed zoning and site approvals for each
individual phase. The precise implementation plan shall present in greater detail the information
given approximately in the general development plan. The precise implementation plan shall include
detailed construction and engineering plans and related detailed documents and schedules.
A precise implementation plan submitted for approval shall be deemed to conform substantially to
the general development plan approved provided any modifications therein, including any
modification in location, design, and number of buildings does not:
i. Change the concept or intent of GDP
ii. Increase gross residential density or intensity of use by more than 10%
iii. Reduce the area set aside for community open space by more than 10% or in any case
below a minimum requirement
iv. Increase by more than 10% the floor area for non-residential use
v. Increase by more than 5% the total ground area covered by buildings or structures
No revision of the GDP is proposed at this time.
Land Use
The proposed building is for residential use. It includes 140 apartment units, ranging from studio
through to 3-bedrooms. The property would contain 279 covered parking spaces across two levels.
One level of parking would be underground, while one would be at grade and wrapped by the
building. There will be no commercial component to this development.
Architecture
Preliminary perspective images have been submitted, future submittals shall include architectural
drawings of each elevation. In the approved GDP, the materials proposed for Building A included
cream city brick bases, piers of masonry, wood brackets and soffits, as well as a blue colored metal
panel system and beige glass fiber reinforced concrete panels. Many of the same materials are
planned for Building B, which will visually unify the development. The submitted letter from Mr.
Fredendall states that materials will follow the same palette as Building A. Proportions of color will
shift slightly to allow for differentiation between the two buildings. The originally approved GDP
outlined the architecture of this residential building as:
“The massing of the second phase of the project creates a visual extension of the Yahara
Commons park with a private green roof. There are three green roof areas to strengthen the
2

terraced vertical activity concept. Balconies of a similar language to phase 1 will provide
people spaces on all elevations of the building.
This phase will create the edge on Bridge Road. As this is the part of the site that directly
engages other residential buildings, we plan to design the façade in such a way that breaks
the scale down by utilizing massing strategies as well as having 1st floor walk up units on
Bridge Road.
The materiality of phase 2 will be the same or very similar to phase 1. Utilizing the same
palette of materials for these buildings is an important aspect to creating a strong sense of
identity and place.”
Site Design
Lot Coverage
The Zoning Code requires that “all sites
will generally be required to cover up to
thirty percent (30%) of the site in open
green space.”

Area Calculations (Preliminary)
1.86 Acres
Total Site Area
81,000 SF
Required Green Space (30%)
24,300 SF
Provided Green Space (24%)
19,754 SF
Provided Green Space with Green
38,192 SF
Roof (47%)

This information is shown on the
preliminary site plan. Greenspace at the
perimeter account for 24% of the site.
The green roof was a key component of the GDP, and including this raises the green space
percentage to 47. This, combined with Grand Crossing Park across the street may be sufficient to
overcome these requirements, and allow the roof to be included in the green space calculations.
Setbacks
The applicable zoning districts do not include dimensional guidelines for building setbacks from
property lines. Instead, proposals are reviewed according to the district performance standards,
general site performance standards, surrounding uses, and other applicable ordinances and plans.
The Plan Commission should consider how the current proposal interacts with both Inland Way and
Bridge Road. Consideration of both setbacks and engagement with pedestrian traffic are important
factors to continue the mixed-use vibrancy of the development. The GDP includes walk up units
facing Bridge Road, and the submitted renderings do not currently show this. Any true ground floor
units will also impact parking at that level, so it would be best to discuss at this juncture.
Vehicle Access / Circulation and Traffic
Per the Zoning Code, safe and efficient vehicular circulation, parking, and loading shall be assured.
Vehicle circulation will be reviewed by the City’s consulting engineer according to the vehicle
circulation of the city’s largest fire truck. Additional review will be completed by the city’s consultant
engineer.
Parking
Phase III PIP - Parking Summary
Parking standards are regulated by
Attachment 2 of the Zoning Code and is
Stalls Required
Stalls Proposed
Difference
reviewed for the overall master plan
(per code)
development in the GDP. For the Phase
222
279
+57
II site specifically, parking requirements
Stalls Required
Stalls Proposed
Difference
are provided in the table.
(1/bedroom)
As this is the final phase of the
186
279
+93
development, there is the opportunity to
consolidate and to finalize the parking for the development. As currently proposed the development
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is 57 stalls above the Zoning Code requirements, and 93 stalls above the approved rate at Phase I
of 1 stall per bedroom. Below is an overview of parking approved throughout the development.
-

Phase 1 – 135 indoor parking spaces & 105 surface parking spaces
Phase 2 – 279 proposed indoor parking stalls, with any surplus available for public parking
Phase 3 – 85 surface spaces, with an additional 14 shared with Monona Bank
Note – A cross access parking easement was recorded for Phases 1 and 3
Phase I PIP - Parking Summary (Per approved GDP)

Residential
(96 Units/120 Bedrooms)
Office (9,780 SF)

Stalls Required
(per code)

Stalls Provided

Difference

146

120

-26

22

20

-2

Restaurant (9,780 SF)

99

63

-36

Retail (8,656 SF)

29

24

-5

Phase 1 Total

296
227*
*Note – GDP is 13 spaces lower than what was built (total of 240 spaces)
Phase III PIP - Parking Summary (Per approved GDP)
Hotel (92 Rooms)

99 (Incl. Shared
Parking Agreement)

104

-69*

-5

In addition, there are 98 public parking spaces throughout the site, plus parallel street parking along
Bridge Road.
The Commission should consider parking at the whole development, and what parking should be
provided in the final phase. The applicant has indicated that they are willing to build additional
parking above what is required for the development, charged to the City that could be dedicated for
public use (discussion continues with the CDA regarding this matter). The balance of parking
available will be determined by both what is required of the residential building, and the design
constraints the project has to work within.
Pedestrian/Bicycle Access
Sidewalks and bicycle lanes are located throughout the GDP. The PIP should be consistent with the
overall plan. 123 bicycle parking spaces are provided in the underground parking garage. There
appears to be good circulation around the building for both pedestrians and bicyclists. There are
multiple curb cuts around the perimeter of the building, and potential vehicular conflicts could be
discussed by the Commission.
Lighting
Photometric and light fixture details shall be submitted for future review.
Engineering Review
Strand will review site layout and design, stormwater and erosion control, utilities, and vehicle
circulation for future submittals.
Signage
Future signage requires Plan Commission review.
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Landscaping
Landscaping standards are regulated by Appendix A of the Zoning Code. Point standards are to be
the minimum standards on the site, and acceptance of the landscaping plan will also be based on
the distribution of landscaping on the site. All off-street vehicular parking areas with more than six
vehicles shall provide and maintain one canopy-type tree for each twelve parking spaces. The
Commission should discuss how landscaping requirements can be met, and balance what would be
appropriate given the number of parking spaces proposed in conjunction with the adjacent green
space.
Department Head Review
Plans were provided to City Department Heads for review and comment.
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January 20, 2020
Douglas Plowman, AICP
City Planner / Assistant Economic Development Director
City of Monona
5211 Schluter Road
Madison, WI 53714

Dear Doug,
Per your request, the following summary and enclosed site plan is intended to supplement the
plans and renderings previously sent via email. There are (10) copies enclosed and a digital
file has been emailed with the content herein.

The final phase of the Monona Riverfront project will occupy the 1.86 Acres (approximately
81,000 sf) between Bridge Road and Inland Way adjacent to the new Grand Crossing Park.

It is anticipated that the project will include 140 apartments on (4) floors as well as residential
amenity space. There are no additional commercial spaces planned for the final phase.

The exterior materials will be the same palette as The Current Phase 1. The masonry will match
the cream city color for the base of the building and vertical elements will be utilized to tie the
architecture together for phase 1 and phase 2. The windows will be the same Pella line in
Dark Bronze. Although the proportions of color shift a bit, the same Hardie Plank Aged Pewter
and Monterey Toupe colors will be used as well as the Rustic Series Winchester Brown, which is
a fiber cement product finished to look like stained wood. This is the material used for soffits,
balcony fascias and canopies on phase 1. The dark grey metal panel system will be utilized in
a similar fashion to break the massing of the building down by interrupting the horizontal
roofline.

The building footprint is 55,660 gsf, 18,438 of which is green roof space. The green roof for the
final phase was one of the driving concepts for the master plan for this development.
Although technically private for the residents, it will visually connect to Grand Crossing Park
completing the central organizational green space. The balance of the site area is 19,754 sf of
green space at perimeter of building, and 5,586 sf of paved access drives. Roughly 47% of the
site area will effectively be green outdoor space.
2418 Crossroads Drive – Suite 2300

|

Madison, Wisconsin 53718

|

608.241.9500

|

jla-ap.com

The Current
JLA Project No.: 17-0117
May 14, 2019
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The current plans have 124 parking stalls at the lower level and 155 parking stalls at the upper
level. Further parking analysis will be presented at the Plan Commission Meeting.
Regards,

Adam Fredendall – Vice President | Madison Office Director
JLA Architects
800 West Broadway Suite 200
Monona, WI 53713
afredendall@jla-ap.com
608-442-3823

jla-ap.com

Attachment 1

Summary of Current Available Parking-Monona Riverfront

Attachment 1

Parking Issues
• Limited available parking for neighboring businesses (neighboring businesses have directed their
customers to park in The Current parking lot and designated it a public parking lot)
• Limited available public parking (Public parking in commercial lot and walking to ice rink, park
area sometimes before and after eating but sometimes never visiting an establishment at The
Current)
• Buck and Honey’s and other restaurants/retailers performing at higher levels than anticipated
• Peak demand at Buck and Honey’s (including events for lower level banquet space)
• Initial residential leasing required 1 stall designated per unit limited ability to do shared parking
with commercial ability. Total underground parking stalls equal 135. Initially only 37 were
available for residents’ second vehicles and commercial tenants. 98 remaining stalls were
designated residential.

Attachment 1

Solutions We’ve implemented
• As of January 1st all new lease renewals with all residentials have required all parking in lower level to
go non-designated. Not all leases have renewed at this point but to date we currently have 90
undesignated stalls and 45 designated stalls. (total 135 underground parking stalls)
• Top surface lot only used for visitor and customer parking.
• Residents were offered free parking for their 1st car for as long as they were a resident to go
undesignated. 2nd stall parking fee was dropped from $100 stall to $40 stall to encourage all Tenants to
park underground.
Results:
• Allowed us to park all office tenant employees downstairs and a significant amount of restaurant
employees (currently approximately 60 cars per day). Goal is to increase to 90 by end of 2020.
• Remaining undesignated stalls being used by residents 1st and 2nd vehicles.
• Total resident vehicles currently stands at 156 (1.24 per bedroom) of which 131 are currently
parking inside and approximately 25 parking outside. Management is working hard to get as many
resident stalls inside as possible.
• Management has noticed underground parking occupancy is at 50% of sold parking during the
day, 75% early evenings up to about 9pm, and 90-95% at nights during the week. **Even at night
residents have different professions, nurses, night shifts, vacations, etc. and many residents are
not home over the weekends.

Attachment 1

Phase 2 Options
1. Construct a 80-90 unit apartment project with self-contained parking for such
units with no shared or public parking.
2. Construct a 140-unit apartment building with two levels of parking. One level
would be exclusively for the residential units and the other level would be shared
between residents’ 2nd vehicles, the public plaza and ice-skating visitors, as well as
other users who are part of the Monona Riverfront project.

Attachment 1

Parking Requirements for Phase 2 based on
Phase 1 current operations
Phase 1

Phase 2

Total Resident Vehicles

156

232 estimated based on Phase 1

Phase 1 Number of Units
Phase 1 Number of Bedrooms

96
125

140
186

Required Parking Stalls at 95% Peak (weekday nights past 9pm)

148

Required Parking Stalls at 90% Peak (weekend nights past 9pm)
Required Parking Stalls at 75% Peak (early evening during week)

Designated Stalls
Phase 2

# additional
stalls required

remaining stalls
for public and others

221

155

66

58

140

221

156

65

59

117

174

155

19

105

Required Parking Stalls at 60% Peak (weekend days)

94

139

155

(16)

124

Required Parking Stalls at 30% Peak (weekday days)

78

116

155

(39)

124

•
•
•
•

Current plans show 155 self contained stalls exclusively for the residential and 124 stalls which would be shared
public/private stalls.
Strongest Demand for Parking of Residential project is after 9pm on weekdays and weekends.
Strongest Demand for Public Parking (including ice rink, plaza, and visitors to all other commercial establishments is
at nights prior to 9pm and weekends)
The above matrix shows that using data from Phase 1 a shared parking structure would typically provide up to 105
parking stalls for the public weekdays prior to 9pm and all 124 stalls on weekend days
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Parking Requirements for Phase 2 based on Phase 1 current operations
PHASE 1

PHASE 2

(assumptions based on Phase 1)

Number of Units

96

140

Number of Bedrooms

125

186

Total Resident Vehicles (est.)

156

232

PHASE 2
Suggested two-level parking structure
Residential Designated Stalls

155

Additional Required Stalls

66

Additional Stalls for Public Use

58

Total # of Parking Stalls

279

Phase 2 with two levels of parking
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ESTIMATED RESIDENTIAL PARKING USAGE
250

Demand for residential
parking is strongest during
overnight hours
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Phase 2 with two levels of parking
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ESTIMATED PUBLIC PARKING NEEDS
140

120

Demand for public parking
is strongest during
daytime hours before 9pm

100

80

60

40

20

0
MON-FRI (DAYTIME)

MON-FRI (EVENING)

MON-FRI (AFTER 9PM)
Available Public Parking

SAT & SUN (DAYTIME)

SAT & SUN (AFTER 9PM)

Phase 2 with two levels of parking
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ESTIMATED RESIDENTIAL PARKING USAGE / PUBLIC PARKING NEEDS
250
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parking is strongest during
overnight hours
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is strongest during
daytime hours before 9pm
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Phase 2 with two levels of parking
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ESTIMATED RESIDENTIAL PARKING USAGE / PUBLIC PARKING AVAILABILITY
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200

150

124

100

stalls available
for public use

Demand for public parking
is strongest during
daytime hours before 9pm

105

124

stalls available
for public use

stalls available
for public use

50

0
MON-FRI (DAYTIME)

MON-FRI (EVENING)

MON-FRI (AFTER 9PM)
Stalls used by Residents

SAT & SUN (DAYTIME)

Available Public Parking

SAT & SUN (AFTER 9PM)

Attachment 2

Galway Companies

General Development Plan

• Architectural Entrance monument and signage at the new
Broadway entrance.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION, HEIGHTS AND AREAS (cont.)
Phase 2 (2.06 acres):
To be completed no later than December 31, 2021
City of Monona will complete the following prior to completion of The
Phase 2 Building:
•
•
•
•
•

Reconstruct Upper Metropolitan Lane (UML)
Bury overhead electrical service of UML
Construct roadway between LML and Bridge Road
Construct park amenities
Complete necessary water, sanitary sewer, city storm sewer and
electrical

The development team will construct a 4 story residential building over
a lower level parking garage. This building could potentially have a
senior living component, but will not include any commercial space.
The building will be approximately 55’ tall and the total gross square
footage is approximately 170,400 s.f. The lower level parking garage
is the entire footprint of the building as well as the three green roof
areas. Building features include:
• 140 residential apartments – 25% Studio, 50% 1BR, and 25% 2BR
• Private green roof area over parking garage. Geometry of
building aligned to engage and strengthen the organization
around the public park.
• 178 indoor parking stalls
• Club room at the public park level.
• Potential shared green space along bike path for public bike
parking
• Walk up units along Bridge Road

Now Phase 1B

9 May 2018

Attachment 2

Galway Companies

General Development Plan

Phase 2 Architecture
The massing of the second phase of the project creates a visual
extension of the Yahara Commons park with a private green roof.
There are three green roof areas to strengthen the terraced vertical
activity concept. Balconies of a similar language to phase 1 will
provide people spaces on all elevations of the building.
This phase will create the edge on Bridge Road. As this is the part of
the site that directly engages other residential buildings, we plan to
design the façade in such a way that breaks the scale down by
utilizing massing strategies as well as having 1st floor walk up units on
Bridge Road.
The materiality of phase 2 will be the same or very similar to phase 1.
Utilizing the same palette of materials for these buildings is an
important aspect to creating a strong sense of identity and place.
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