10/13/2016

City of Portland Mail  FW: Guide to Participation in the Planning Process

PC8

Helen Donaldson <hcd@portlandmaine.gov>

FW: Guide to Participation in the Planning Process
Elizabeth Spencer Adams <elizabethspenceradams@gmail.com>
To: Helen Donaldson <hcd@portlandmaine.gov>
Cc: stone.geno3@gmail.com

Wed, Oct 12, 2016 at 4:08 PM

Nell,
This just came in. Gene is the immediate abutter to the north on Merrill
Street so it seems really important his voice be heard. Could you please
do whatever you can to see that the Planning Board is aware of his
comments?
Thank you very much,
Lisa
On 10/12/16, 4:04 PM, "Stone.Geno3" <stone.geno3@gmail.com> wrote:
>HI,
>This is Gene Stone, 34 Merrill Street.
>I spoke with Peter Adams on the phone yesterday early evening.
>A: I am not a late night person, so, can't make this important meeting.
>B: If you schedule a workshop as, Peter Adams, noted and no later than 5pm
>I'll be glad to attend.
>C: My issues are. Being blind, My son has told me according to the
>illustration of the building going up next to my house/driveway. That the
>side facing my house, looking from the front, it would be the right side,
>to my Privacy fence/Chainlink fence. Is the concern 5 feet. I did not
>know
>till, Peter Adams, informed me of the rezoning.
>D: The front of the building is the showing of the rail on all levels,
>for a
>Deck?
>E: the Driveway in what they are showing might be wide enough for a
>car/van/SUV to drive on but not a dump truck ETC. I would be concerned if
>and being the main entrance is to the rear of the property to the parking
>lot of only 6 cars, that people walking to the sidewalk, Safety.
>F: In talking to, Peter Adams, I explain, I know few with only one car, he
>tells me the rezoning allows only 4 of the 67 condo/Apartments where are
>you going to put all the cars/vans/SUVS?
>G: The last time I knew for fire safety, there has to be two door openings
>to the outside to escape freely from the fire or toxic fumes ETC. I don't
>see this in the material provided. A main Entrance to the parking lot and
>a
>door to the Storage in the basement, is All I See!
>There might be other cncerns and I don't think this should be stamped for
>approval without discussion on these issues and what you all have.
>Thank you for the time,
>Gene Stone
>
>Original Message
>From: Elizabeth Spencer Adams [mailto:elizabethspenceradams@gmail.com]
>Sent: Wednesday, October 12, 2016 3:21 PM
>To: Bruce Davis <bruce.davis21@yahoo.com>; Katy Harkleroad
><katyharkleroad@yahoo.com>; Stephanie Doyle <sdoylemaine@gmail.com>; Cyrus
>Hagge <chagge@me.com>; Ben O'Connell <boccontracting@gmail.com>; Dogwise
>Obedience <christine@dogwiseobedience.com>; Carolyn Swartz
><carolynswartz@gmail.com>; Wayne Valzania
https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=f75a4d2e64&view=pt&search=inbox&msg=157ba82e3f1fae38&siml=157ba82e3f1fae38
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><Wayne@Redhookdesignalliance.com>;
>brittknowlton@gmail.com; stone.geno3@gmail.com
>Subject: Guide to Participation in the Planning Process
>
>Just found A Guide to Public Participation in the Planning Process
>(http://www.portlandmaine.gov/documentcenter/view/1038) It is worth
>looking at. Among other things 3 minutes is allocated to each member of
>the public.
>
>I will try to quickly go over my major concerns about the process and
>about the design and conclude by saying it needs to go through the
>workshop process to answer the many open questions that we have not had
>adequate time to express opinions about.
>
>Onward!
>
>Lisa
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>On 10/12/16, 12:19 PM, "Elizabeth Spencer Adams"
><elizabethspenceradams@gmail.com> wrote:
>
>>
>
>
>

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=f75a4d2e64&view=pt&search=inbox&msg=157ba82e3f1fae38&siml=157ba82e3f1fae38
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Carolyn Swartz
th
27 Merrill Street
28 East 10 Street 8D
Portland, ME 04101
NYC 10003
carolynswartz@gmail.com
917.714.5743

Planning Board
Planning and Urban Development Department, City of Portland
389 Congress St
Portland, ME 04101
Re: 30 Merrill Street

17 October 2016

To the Members of the Planning Board and Planning Division Staff:
Since I can’t attend the upcoming meeting, I’d like to offer my response both to the rejiggering of the rendering and the process.
On process, I find it disturbing that Tom Landry chose to send a revised rendering less
then twenty-four hours after the Hearing. This is simply not enough time for the architect to
have given serious consideration to depth of concern expressed by neighbors and the
Board.
I sent Evan Carroll an email expressing this concern. He responded with an assertion of
his familiarity “with the vocabulary and tools” of design. “As much architecture (sic) is an
artistic pursuit,” he wrote, “it is also a scientific one, as we are restricted by the real world
of human occupancy.” Scientific, not artistic –- indeed.
Still, in “the real world of human occupancy”: how will he defend the slightly altered, but
unimproved, “front door”? Or the now-vertical windows that don’t appear to function -- i.e.,
open and close? Would double-hungs, much more in keeping with the neighborhood, really
break the bank?
My opinion: The revised rendering is even worse than the original design. The blank middle
with its sad square portholes is too wide to balance the boxy bump-outs on either side. The
side view is, from what I can see, as bricklike as it was in the earlier iteration.
We’re talking about construction that threatens to diminish the character of Munjoy Hill,
setting a dangerous precedent for future development. I sincerely hope that the developers
will take our concerns seriously, and give Evan time and flexibility to work out a thoughtful
response.
Thanks.

Carolyn Swartz
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Elizabeth Spencer Adams
49 Merrill Street
Portland, ME 04101
Planning Board
Planning and Urban Development Department
Planning Division
City of Portland
389 Congress St
Portland, ME 04101
Re: 30 Merrill Street

October 21, 2016

To the Members of the Planning Board and Planning Division Staff:

My husband Peter and I live at 49 Merrill Street. We also own a twofamily house at 51 Merrill and an empty lot across from our house at 46
Merrill. We attended the neighborhood meeting, the initial Planning
Board hearing on this project and the follow up meeting with the
developers and the architect earlier this week.
I would like to present again our position regarding the main entrance
to the building. The following is a revised version of the position set
forth in the neighborhood October 4, 2016 letter to the Board.
Revisions are in italics

Design Standard C-1 states: “Emphasize and orient the main entrance to
the street.” The street entrance to this building is not a main entrance at
all. In fact, it is an entrance to the basement that contains only storage
areas for the units. Although it is possible, as the developer argues, to
enter, descend to the basement, walk to the back of the building and
then climb the stairs to the units, this seems highly unlikely given the
human desire to get from point A to point B as quickly as possible.
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The rear entrance will, in fact, be the main entrance to the building
and it does not orient to the street. It seems to be the argument that so
long as it looks like a main entrance (which has certainly been improved
through the planning process and neighborhood input) that is enough.
It is not. There is a rationale behind this design standard that has been
well articulated by numerous urban designers (Jan Gehl , Cities for Real
People; Jane Jacobs, The Death and Life of Great American Cities;
Christopher Alexander, A Pattern Language), planners and articulated in
municipal standards. The rationales relate to the life of the street,
community, walkability, and the safety of the inhabitants and passersby.
The interaction between people living on and walking along a street
happens at the front door and in the “transition space” between the
sidewalk and the door. People pause at the front door to find their keys
and someone walking by says hello. A conversation starts and they
linger chatting for a few minutes, community begins to form and street
life is enhanced. In the proposed design, the residents will use the front
door only for storage purposes, occasionally putting a bike in or out a
few months of the year, pulling out the snow tires, grabbing skis for a
weekend trip. This is not the 2, 3, 4, 5 times a day in and out of a
building to go to work, run for groceries, make a trip to the gym, etc.
that happens from the true main entrance to a building. Instead, they
will enter the building at the back, unseen by passersby, a much less
safe proposition, and much less likely to result in contact with the
neighborhood. And will they linger at the sidewalk? Not if they are
already in their car, of course, and even if on foot, they will have already
begun their walk to wherever they are going and are not in a transition
space and are far less likely to pause. Jane Jacobs explains that

.

A central challenge of [a] city, therefore, is to make its inhabitants
feel safe, secure, and socially integrated in the midst of an
overwhelming volume of rotating strangers. The healthy sidewalk
is a critical mechanism for achieving these ends, given its role in
preventing crime and facilitating contact with others.

Standard C-1 requires that the main entrance either be at the front of
the building or on a covered porch to the side that extends all the way to
the front of the building. It makes a mockery of this design standard to
interpret it to mean that something that looks like a front door is good

enough. It also fails to add to the city’s goal of walkability and health.
Sam Newburg in his 2014 article “Front Doors and Walkable Cities”
writes:
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A city that is genuinely trying to be walkable must not only build
public infrastructure that truly prioritizes the pedestrian, not just
accommodates them, but also has buildings that relate well to
those streets, and therefore front doors are very important. In a
perfect world, a common sense approach would suffice; if the
developer, architect and planning commission agree they’d be
comfortable walking in and out of that door every day, then it is
probably good enough.

The current design cannot even attempt to pass the test of “be[ing]
comfortable walking in and out of that door every day” because it is not
actually a main entrance that one will walk in and out of on any regular
basis. That it might be dressed up to look like a main entrance is most
definitely not good enough.

Finally, on this point of where the true main entrance is sited, the
requested waiver for a narrowed driveway aisle makes stopping to visit
even less likely for a resident who must take care not to be hit by a
fellow resident turning into or coming out of the driveway. Many design
standards require a full walkway in the event that an entrance to a
building is at the back so people coming and going are not walking along
a driveway. Not having a walkway is bad enough; narrowing the
driveway is clearly unsafe.
In summary, the interpretation of the main entrance to mean “looks
like a main entrance” is not in keeping with the governing design
standards. We request that if the plan is otherwise to be approved
by the Board that it be approved with the condition that the front
door in fact be the main entrance. Otherwise, we ask that a waiver
or variance or whatever is the appropriate planning procedural tool
be used to make it clear that this is an exception to the main
entrance rule, not an interpretation of the standards that the Board
will employ in the future unless adequately compelling reasons exist
and an appropriate waiver/variance is obtained. The last thing we

need is a number of large buildings on a street of predominantly
small residential homes, all with much greater number of residents
than is typical and entrances in the back. We welcome carefully
designed density, but we need to be able to interact with our new
neighbors in a way that allows us to weave them into the friendly
and diverse neighborhood that we, the current residents, and
hopefully future residents as well, enjoy.
Thank you for your consideration.
Elizabeth (Lisa) and Peter Adams
49 Merrill Street
cc: Evan Carroll
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From: carolyn swartz <carolynswartz@gmail.com>
Date: Fri, Oct 21, 2016 at 11:40 AM
Subject: 30 Merrill Street
To: Helen Donaldson <hcd@portlandmaine.gov>

HI Nell,
I’ve looked the revised sketches and appreciate the architect’s and developer’s willingness to work with the
community. I’m resigned to the Board’s likely approval of this somewhat improved design.
A few points:
Color Scheme
I’d like the architect to consider reversing the color scheme of dark and light grey (white?) on the front of the
building, choosing the darker grey (now used in the cornice and side trim) for the bumpouts and the lighter
color for the trim. This will make the stark contrast between the sides (around the larger windows) and the
middle area less jarring and more in keeping with the look of the neighborhood.
Front door that’s not a main entrance
Despite cosmetic reconfiguration, the front door still doesn’t function as one. We’ve talked about the good
reasons for the long-standing practice of main entrances in front, e.g., resident safety and organic interaction
between neighbors. While I haven’t seen the interior design, a neighbor has brought up another kind of safety
issue: the possibility of police or the fire department automatically assuming that the front door leads to dwelling
units, when it does not. Beyond that: the embarrassment for all residents, even those with street-facing units,
who will have to instruct every guest to “come around the back”. Not nice.
If approved - an exception, please
If the Board decides to approve the building as is, I hope it will be as an exception. To preserve the character of
the neighborhood, I’d like to ask that the faux front door design be prohibited for all future builds on Munjoy Hill.
Thanks for all your help, Nell.
Carolyn

Carolyn Swartz | Writer/Director | 917.714.5743 | view my films here

