URBAN DESIGN COMMISSION MEETING REPORT March 4, 2026

Agenda Item #: 2
Project Title: 5555 Odana Road & 5534 Medical Circle - New Mixed-Use Building in Urban
Design District (UDD) 3. (District 19)
Legistar File ID #: 89886
Members Present: Shane Bernau, Chair; Rafeeq Asad*, David McLean, Jessica Klehr, Anina Mbilinyi, Davy Mayer
Prepared By: Jessica Vaughn, AICP, UDC Secretary

*Asad was recused on this item.

At its meeting of March 4, 2026, the Urban Design Commission GRANTED INITIAL APPROVAL of a new mixed-use
building located at 5555 Odana Road and 5534 Medical Circle. Registered and speaking in support were Nick Orthmann,
Adam Templer, Jacob Webb, Ari Irfano, and Patrick Terry. Registered in support but not wishing to speak was Nicholas
Davies. Registered in support and available to answer questions were Michael Siniscalchi, and Steven Rosandich.
Registered and speaking in opposition were Victoria Williams, Margaret Poco, Jim Lottridge, Laura Kvalheim, Todd Dale,
and Erin Riley. Registered and speaking neither in support nor opposition was Anna Andrzejewski. Registered in
opposition but not wishing to speak were Diana Weng, Abigail Liedl, Kendra Wochos, Natalie Harburn, Daniela
Sponseller, Nathaniel Liedl, Rosemary Russ, Alison Eng, David Scott Grove, Amanda Ryan, Loren Shaw, Sarah Bannen,
Kaylie Palmon, Phil Palmon, Elliot Meyerson, Maggie Luptak, Havva Kissiova, Gwen Fuhrmann, Julia Jensen, Gena Casper-
Gohr, Christina Noel, Stephan Schmid, John Grabel, Natalie Smith, Jessica Spotts, Mike Anderson, and Gillian Brown Fink.
Registered in opposition and available to answer questions were Manying Wieselman, Aaron Kats, Cory Casper, Kathleen
Alfin, Patrick O’Connell, Emily Foster Hill, and Lisa Kucek.

Summary of Commission Discussion and Questions:

The Commission inquired about the northwest elevation on Odana Road, the pedestrian pathways and the utility banks
along the ground floor. The applicant clarified that the walks are private and the intent is that the walks will serve the
residents, but that non-residents would also use them.

The Commission inquired about the utility banks and the transistor pad in this same location. The transformer is located
to the southeast of Building A. There are gas meters and a concrete pad.

The Commission noted that the facade on Odana and Medical Circle, the windows seem higher and smaller with less
glazing on those two facades. The applicant noted the grading pushes the building up a little, the windows are up higher,
but not fewer in quantity. They are less connected to the sidewalk but will screen blank walls with landscape. The entry
will be lowered to grade.

The Commission inquired about the landscape and the location of the fence; the fence is not rendered in. The
Commission confirmed that the landscape plan is correct versus the renderings.

The Commission inquired about the grade across the site. The applicant noted that the site sits higher on the Odana
Road side and Medical Circle side. The overall site elevation is being lowered. There is 18 feet of fall from Odana to
Medical Circle. The small concrete flume will be removed — will be cutting down 5-6 feet on the backside of the



playground, which will be closer to the grade of the school’s playground, but the site’s grade at Medical Circle will be
slightly lower.

The Commission inquired about the site’s cross-access agreements and what is required; the drive aisle and parking or
just one or the other. The applicant confirmed that the drive aisle is not on the project site, but will stay long term.
There is a parking easement that multiple users would like to continue for the parking along the building and south of
Building A.

The Commission commented on the southeast corner of Building A, and how it transitions to a windowless base,
expressing concerns for the lack of buffer and screening. There is an understanding that the cross-access agreements
lock in the parking but the landscape is inadequate, including the lack of ornamental scale or deciduous trees and is
what would help to step down the building mass.

The Commission inquired about whether it would be possible to create a couple of tree islands in that row of parking or
additional landscaping. The applicant noted that tree islands would be difficult given the agreement and the number of
parking stalls that need to be provided. There is a number of ornamental grasses that are planted there to break down
hardscape.

The Commission noted that the swath of ornamental grasses does not do much against a six-story structure. It is this
space along the east elevation that a tree or trees is needed to step down the building mass. Can we get much needed
tree islands in the parking spaces? The applicant acknowledged that they can look at that right away — another option
would be trellises.

The Commission inquired if the entire parking lot was being replaced. Yes, the intent is to start fresh — noting that the
trees on the south side of the site are in ok shape, not great shape, and will be removed due to undergrounding utilities.
The applicant noted that they are open to coming back with refreshed landscape package; putting trees back along the
property line and a more robust planting plan.

The Commission inquired if their heat island effect, lighting and reflectivity were studied. The applicant noted that they
do have a lighting plan and they feel it complies with the ordinance noting that the school only operates until 5 PM, so
night lighting would not impact them. The applicant noted that a stormwater management plan for the site has been
done and it will be managed through different methods, including green roofs to underground storage. The parking lot
proposed is reducing the amount of paving that is there now, so they are reducing the amount of paved area. The
building materials and how they impact the surroundings were studied and a shadow study was completed, which
showed that there is limited impact on the neighboring properties, minimal even during the winter solstice. A lot of that
is driven by the pattern of the sun —we did look at the context of the buildings and the impacts that this development
would have.

The Commission clarified that there are multiple entry points into Building A from the parking areas — specifically on the
south side of Building A — there is a man door and garage door.

The Commission asked about the base condition of Building A versus the top of building noting that the language is
pretty different, especially the alignment of the windows. The applicant noted that the first two levels are precast, the
windows flank the columns. Above is stick frame and the base is separated with a banding. The alignment of these
windows is ok and acceptable, it will be viewed always in perspective. The east elevation is going to be highly visible.
Something to think about.

The Commission inquired about the decision to locate the retail entrance not on Odana. The applicant noted that the
vast majority of the commercial space is in Building B. The entryway to the commercial space on Building A is focused
close to the walkway and convenient for those coming from Odana and providing separation from the residential lobby.



The Commission asked about the use of materials noting the West Area Plan calls for modern designs; why lap siding?
The applicant note that the materials are cued from the Urbana Building; the color palettes were changed to be cooler
too.

The Commission inquired about the grade difference between the parking lot and the adjacent site. The applicant noted
that the parking lot is lower than the neighboring property. There is also functionally a berm condition between the
parking stalls and the neighboring property. There will be a three-foot-tall berm after proposed conditions are installed.
There are two fences, one on the school site and one on the subject site.

The Commission asked if alternatives to the white vinyl fence were considered. They are shiny and reflective; the
applicant noted that they are open to a different application.

The Commission asked if stepbacks were considered. The design team noted that they referenced the zoning code and
adopted plans when they designed the building and the building complies with those requirements. Incorporating
stepbacks would take away livable space.

The Commission inquired about the transitions between panel materials and if there was a planar transition between
panels. Currently there are 4-foot recesses for the balconies. There is a trim that separates the two materials but they
are in the same plane.

The Commission asked if there was a way to increase the depth of transition change or provide something that
separates them in a planar fashion. The applicant noted that they could look at a deeper trim so that it is more
pronounced and creates a shadow.

The Commission inquired about the paired balconies on the east side of Building A and whether opening the top of the
building so they were not covered would create variation in the roof line.

The Commission inquired about adding more interest to the east elevation of Building A. The applicant noted that the
goal was to make the corner the main field, the accent blue color is the attempt to break up the monotony. The
challenge is to create more articulation and have the elevation not be busy. The Commission acknowledged that long
facades are not easy to design, but noted that the west fagade is broken up more and has more interest than the east.
The Commission inquired about the stone plinth where the lap siding abuts it. The applicant confirmed that there is a
concrete band where the two materials meet. The Commission suggested maybe introducing a color there to
differentiate those. There may be a better way to transition between the two different materials.

The Commission was not necessarily drawing a parallel between tall building height and an unsafe environment, which is
where much of the registrant discussion has been presented. There are some really beautiful, amazing outdoor play
spaces, schools, and playgrounds that are surrounded by very tall buildings and look like incredible joyful vibrant spaces.
Concern with the project isn’t so much in the height of the building, but feeling the tension of a really large footprint
maxing and pushing out. If the building was shifted west there would be enough space for trees, transition for grade,
help with heat island effect, fit in better with context, all the things UDD 3 talks about. There’s some additional space
that needs to be allocated for transitioning to the neighbors. The earlier comments about pedestrian connectivity, that
is cleaned up and better. The landscape buffer immediately to the west of MCH is a pretty generous space, you are
improving that condition dramatically, but removing more landscape than providing new, and that is felt in other edges
and areas of the project.

The Commission agreed that the pedestrian path could use some work, and questioned the outdoor area abutting the
next door building, wondering if the courtyard belongs on the opposite side facing the pool. The Commission also
commented that the utility banks are a pretty unfortunate view from Odana Road, noting a priority of the West Area
Plan is walkability of the street. The path is not there yet.



The Commission commented on adding more planting so there is more connection to nature at the base of the building.
The applicant team has addressed a lot of the Commission’s previous comments, this is a great improvement from last
time.

The Commission encouraged the applicant to coordinate with MCH to create a beautiful and artistic edge to their
property with the fence, in addition to establishing that boundary and security.

Commissioner McLean asked other Commissions how they felt about the parapet detailing and language opinions.
Commissioner Klehr responded that the parapet is just one question on this facade, in addition to other massing and
material questions. It may not functionally be a problem, but it is questionable, as well as subjective.

The Commission commented the architecture is acceptable for the most part, most of the comments deal with
landscaping and other site issues. The building massing creating the courtyard space versus displacing it to the east side
could be a pretty big shift in massing, initial approval approves general massing. Softening those surfaces means making
the building smaller, and requires reordering and shifting in the site plan to accomplish these landscaping issues. Full
sized trees are needed along that edge.

On a motion by Klehr, seconded by Mayer, the Urban Design Commission GRANTED INITIAL APPROVAL, with the
following conditions:

e The applicant shall revise the landscape plan to incorporate additional landscape islands along the east elevation
of Building A and southern property line shared with the school, including considering full size trees, additional
tree islands, reducing parking, etc.

e The fence material shall be revised to be a more organic material to be more contextually appropriate. The
applicant shall provide a fence detail.

e The building design shall be revised to introduce a change in plane where the flat fiber cement panels transition
to horizontal siding, including a deeper joint or larger trim.

e The building design shall be revised to incorporate additional design and detailing along the east elevation of
Building A focusing on design techniques that would help to break down mass and scale of the building base, as
well as differentiate between building components, similar to the other facades.

e Revise the finish at the top of the building to provide a positive termination.

e The Commission requested a site section and surrounding site contextual information to the landscape and site
plans. If the applicant has conducted a shadow study, the Commission requested that it be provided.

The motion was passed on a unanimous vote of (4-1-1) with Klehr, Mayer, McLean, and Mbilinyi voting yes; Bernau non-
voting; and Asad recused.



