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TPS Info

Ranked #1 Extended Stay brand by J.D. Power
& Associates, 2013

TownePlace Suites launched in 1997

Competes in the Moderate / Extended Stay
segment

Over 220 TownePlace Suites in North America

Recognized as #1 Mid-Priced Extended Stay
Brand by Business Travel News
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30% - 38% More Room




30% - 38% More Room




One Bedroom Plan

470 SF




Two Bedroom Plan

635 SF
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Developer’s Objective

Provide a high quality product in an
appropriate location.

Provide a long nheeded community component.

Blend in with, as well as enhance the
surrounding community appearance standards.

Become a good neighbor.



Good Neighbor Policies

Full disclosure of development goals to all
surrounding and interested parties.

Met with and received comments from
neighbors: west, south and east.

Followed all code requirements.

Adopted and incorporated community
standards into the final design. Includes
Incorporating suggestions from neighbors:
architectural and landscape.
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EDRC — Site Comments

EDRC/Public Responses — Site Plan

Tom McLean Civil Engineer presented the Site Plan. EDRC/Public took exception to the site
plan layout that placed the dumpster location in primary view of anyone entering the project
site. The Applicant’s response that gates infront of the dumpster would suffice was not

found sufficient by the EDRC/Public. This dumpster location should be elsewhere on the
property and not the primary focus of a customer coming into the site. This is not
appropriate site planning for Estero.

Applicant Response:

We have revised the site plan to accommodate the dumpster location as
requested. The dumpster enclosure has been relocated to the south end
of the parking area.



EDRC — Site Plan Revisions

Original

Dumpster
Location

Relocated
Dumpster




EDRC — Site Comments

Pedestrian interconnection; The Applicant noted that Lee County was resistant to providing
a protected pedestrian crosswalk across Via Coconut Point. The EDRC/Public, noting the
years of effort and current proposals to code to make all projects pedestrian friendly, found
the lack of a protected pedestrian crosswalk from the project to the Coconut Point Mall
unacceptable. The appropriate infrastructure for a pedestrian crossing from this project to
Coconut Point needs to be made especially in light of the fact that this project is an
extended stay facility. Forcing pedestrians to walk south the Coconut Road and then back
north to the Mall is an unacceptable and unreasonable solution.

Applicant Responses:

With respect to Pedestrian Connectivity, the project is part of the Coconut Point
DRI, which has an approved pedestrian connectivity plan. The Site Plan follows
the DRI approved plan and on-site side walks are connected to the overall
surrounding plan. The request for a connection across Via Coconut Point
Parkway constitutes a mid block crossing, and would require a traffic signal to
provide adequate public safety. The location considered is in the middle of a
curved section of the roadway approaching Coconut Road to the south, which is
the least safe location for a crossing. Finally, the road is a county owned and
maintained roadway and the County would need to construct the crossing and
take on the safety liability.
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Coconut Point DRI — Pedestrian Connectivity
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Architectural Design



Prototypical Elevation Plan



Design Documents Architectural Plan
First Floor

FIRST FLOOR PLAN @
3/327 . 1°- 0"

ROOM MATRIX BUILDING AREA SUMMARY
Floor level Area (SF)

1 2 3 4 Unit totals First Floor 17,110
King studio 17 22 22 22 83 Second Floor 15,960
Two bedroom 3 3 3 3 12 Third Floor 15,960
One bedroom 0 3 3 3 9 Fourth Floor 15,960
Double queen 0 2 1 1 4 Floor totals 64,990
Accessible studio 1 1 2 0 4 Note: Areas do not include pool storage or balconres.
Accessible double 1 0 0 0 1
Accessible two bedroom 0 0 0 1 1
Floor totals 22 31 31 30 114




Design Documents Architectural Plan
Typical Floor

SECOND FLOOR PLAN @

3/32":1°-0"
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EDRC — Architectural Comments

> Preliminary design to final design began with a Joe McHarris
sketch. This worked well to create visual movement and dynamic
spaces in the building to provide relief in the building.

» The EDRC/Public noted that the series of drawings presented by
the Applicant from concept to final lessened the value, style, and
design of the building in response to the required style in Estero
along the way.

» The Final design as presented does not go far enough to meet the
requirements of style based on the mass and form of the building.

» The EDRC/Public did commend the applicant about taking a
symmetrical building and working to make it unsymmetrical details,
but the final design has shed to many details in terms of roof line,
material massing, and forms to found sufficient.



EDRC — Architectural Comments

The EDRC/Public asked about the parapets being removed and desired
integrating that feature back into the design to better define the facade.

This will provide the ability to make it looks like 3 buildings versus one.
There has been too much of a loss of symmetry at the entrance.

The EDRC/Public felt that the initial conceptual design is what Estero
mandates and the final design is bland anywhere USA.

Creating the applications of the parapets illustrated in the conceptual
sketch is a cost that isn’t significantly greater, but without it, the details get
lost and do not evoke the appropriate design style required in Estero.



EDRC — Architectural Comments

Additional Comments on detailing:

» Window structure is lost
«» Tower shutters lost detail
“ Break up the banding/moving it across the line.

“ Band get rid of....look at areas to break up the mansard so floor
plans/tower heights/changes in detailing of middle tower

Applicant Responses:

The elevations of the building have been revised to
accommodate the comment and requests of the
EDRC to the best extent possible.



Original Front Elevation

Revised Front Elevation



Revised Front Elevation

Cornice Treatment/
Detailing

Roofline Change/ Roofline Change/
Building Massing Building Massing

Cornice Treatment/
Detailing

Cornice Treatment/ Roofline Change/
Detailing Building Massing

Revised Banding &
Trim Detail

Revised Color/
Texture Scheme

Revised Banding
& Trim Detail

ST Revised Entry . -
evised Color/ Fenestration & Arcade Additional Window
Treatment

Texture Scheme

Revised Color/ Revised Banding &
Texture Scheme . .
Trim Detail

Roofline Change/Building Massing
Revised Banding & Trim Detail

Cornice Treatment/Detailing
Additional Window Treatment Revised Color/Texture Scheme
Revised Entry Fenestration & Arcade






Project Sighage



Project Sighage



Project Sighage



EDRC/Public Responses — Sighage

» Applicant conforms with Marriott prototype and the
Estero requirements.

» Wall sighage proposed each 64 sfin area.....Sign has
been modified to blend into the surrounding area.

» The EDRC/Public noted that the base height is too small
and EDRC was concerned about losing it with plantings.

» The EDRC/Public recommends increasing the height
to at least thirty-six inches to better incorporate the
proposed landscaping.







Landscape Design
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Landscape Elevations



Landscape Elevations

Building Entry




Landscape Elevations

West Elevation — Street View




Landscape Photos - Trees



Landscape Photos - Shrubs



EDRC — Landscape Comments

EDRC/Public Responses — Landscape Architecture

Greg Diserio, Landscape Architect presented the Landscape Design. All noted that the
design was in compliance and exceeds required materials to buffers with added berming in
front of the parking area to better shield the parking from the adjacent Via Cocount Point.
Some material was added with larger heights mixed with smaller species to create a more
human scale and transition for the pedestrian. EDRC specifically thanked the Applicant for
increasing the density of the front buffer as committed to during public presentations to the
ECPP. The buffer widths are 15" street tree planning buffer rather than 20" per the Coconut
Point DRI.

The EDRC/Public asked about the dry detention area north of the project as being a current
eye sore... if the Applicant or if Simon was going to increase or do something.....south edge
also... Nothing was assured or resolved in this matter as it is off of the Aplicant’s property.

Applicant Responses:

The dry detention area to the north is currently owned and maintained by
the Coconut Point — Area 2 Property Owners Association. We do not have
the ability to make changes to this area.
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