Community Development Committee Meeting Minutes,

July 11, 2006 at Matthews Center

Attending: Charlie Hoffman (chair), Bob Hain, Kathy Sikora, Jean Johnstad, Alice Rasmussen, James Rasmussen, Carol Greenwood, Brad Kaspari, Laura Millberg (Sustainable Development Unit, MPCA), Ewart Martens, Dick Westby, Sheldon Main, Brian Miller (Redesign) and Bernie Waibel (Seward Neighborhood Group, minutes).   


    The meeting convened at 7:05 p.m.  The minutes of the April meeting were reviewed and approval moved by Kathy; Bob seconded.  Approved. 


 Charlie briefly reviewed the process by which the Riverside Market Task Force advises the SNG Board through the Community Development Committee (CDC).   A motion from the Task Force would be discussed at the night’s meeting but prior to that there would be a discussion about incorporating energy saving features into a new building by means of the Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) certification.  

Laura Millberg explained that she works for the MPCA and is a board member of the U.S. Green Building Council - Mississippi Headwaters Chapter.  USGBC is the creator of the LEED green building rating systems.  

The system has different levels of sustainability established by a point system, for which a developer can aim.  A base minimum of 26 points must be earned by a building to qualify.  A “silver level” certification requires a minimum of 33 points; a “gold level” requires a minimum of 39 points, and a “platinum level” requires at least 52 points.   The execution of the requirements is quite specific and is documented by submission by the builder to the USGBC, documents showing both preconstruction estimates of sustainable materials needed and the actual amount installed.  

Laura said that it is the architect who receives the charge from the developer to incorporate the LEED standards into the building from the very beginning –it’s far cheaper and easier to be thinking of LEED from the get-go.  

Carol asked whether orientation of the building was mentioned as a standard.  Per Laura, orientation is a consideration.  There are six areas in which the sustainability of a building is measured (details added.  See addendum to these minutes for further info on LEED): 

1. The sustainability of the site (stormwater design, heat island effect, light pollution reduction, alternative transportation, etc.); 

2. Water use efficiency (water efficient landscaping, water use reduction, etc.)

3. Energy and atmosphere (enhanced refrigerant management, on-site renewable energy, etc.)

4. Materials and resources (reduced construction waste, use of certified wood, storage and collection of recyclables, use of renewable materials, ..)
5. Indoor environmental quality (use of low emission construction materials, increased ventilation, indoor chemical and pollutant control, etc.)
6. Innovation and Design Process (innovation in design)
Certification of a project begins with registration of the project with USGBC and a fee paid on the basis of square footage/type of project.  This gives the applicant access to a database of other certified projects and the design methods and materials used in the project to achieve certification.  Before a building is constructed, the developers will know if it will meet certification standards.  Registration of the project also keeps the project on track as regards certification, acting as a checklist.  

The benefits of certification are many:

1. It establishes the project and the developer as a leader in sustainability and design.

2. Certification validates and corroborates what the builder has done.  The builder of a non-certified project can say that he's followed the construction standards, but the project needs a separate party to impartially document.  

3. Some state and local governments offer financial assistance for certified projects.

4. Certification creates a continuing dialog on sustainability in the host community.

5. Certification is valuable when marketing the building.  A plaque is provided by USGBC to recognize the achievement.

Laura stated that she is trained in the LEED system and is accredited to manage a LEED certification for a project.  

Jean said that the long-term savings for a building are quite evident but what are the up-front costs?  Jean replied that registration for certification at the lowest level costs about 1-2% but exclusive of that, the net cost can be nil.  The real cost comes in the documentation of the materials installed and techniques used.  

Sheldon observed that the new downtown library was built to LEED standards but that it wasn't certified because of the cost.  Laura said that the certification cost for the library would have been $0.025/s.f.  Brian said that many developers build to the standards but that they don't get certification because of the registration costs and the costs to document.  To a question as to the backlog in certifications, Laura said that developers are now waiting at least six months for the certification to come through as all of the paperwork needs checking by USGBC staff. 

In a national study, researchers found that there was "no statistically significant increase in costs" for a LEED certified project.  A California study conducted over a twenty year cycle found a ten times payback of up-front costs.  The White Group in a Minnesota study for Xcel Energy (conducted on energy related building components) found an initial cost increase of 1-3% but this cost was recovered within three years (in operating savings).  


There was a discussion about mortgages for condo buyers and how utility costs would be reduced, allowing buyers to qualify for a larger mortgage.  Additionally, the interest rate might be lower because there would be more inherent value in the condo for the lender.  The retail space would be more valuable as well given lowered utility costs. 

Charlie asked how many LEED certified architects there were in the metro area and Laura thought that there were about 200.  Minnesota has two energy standards of its own for construction, so there are only about ten LEED certified buildings within the state.  There are however, many in process due to the fact that so many buyers are now evidencing an interest in sustainability and green construction. 

The discussion moved to water saving and stormwater management.  Brian said that there is ground pollution under the site and that it appears to be "perched" and isn't moving.  He said that injecting stormwater into the soil might cause the lens of pollution to swell and move into adjacent areas.  The MPCA may have other ideas about dealing with storm run-off, including a cistern to collect the water for later use in irrigation.  The site is not an official brownfield.

Carol reported that there are funds available through the City and State to put in a pilot project for stormwater management and distributed a flyer from the Green Institute stating same.  Sheldon said that the downtown library got funding to install a green roof. 

The costs of certification per Laura can be parsed and paid as the project is built.  Initial registration cost is $600.  

There was a discussion about the motion coming from the SNG Environment Committee and later approved by the SNG Board (no official quorum though) asking the developer to construct according to LEED standards (see the end of the minutes for the motion).  Brad suggested that the motion go through the CDC process, beginning with the Task Force at its next meeting on July 20.  

At this point, Kathy reported on the last Task Force meeting (the Riverside Market Task Force reports to the SNG Board through the CDC).  At the last meeting, Sean Doyle, manager of the Seward Coop gave a thorough background on the grocery business.  The Coop needs a building that will handle its needs for 8-10 years at which time the Coop would construct separate branches.  

Kathy reported that surveys had been taken in the two Seward Tower buildings as well as the MPHA tower near Perkins.  The 148 residents who responded were all very affected by the departure of Riverside Market.  Joel and his workers at Riverside Market provided good service and pricing and took the time to work individually with shoppers.  Store delivery was common for infirm customers.  Residents think that Coop staffers are often too busy to help and the higher prices at the Coop are seen as a potential problem by the low income residents of these buildings.  

In terms of the process to date, Kathy said that neighbors' fears seem to be a driver and the mention of needed variances, particularly one for greenspace is particularly problematical. 

Charlie said that the Coop is fearful too in that the project cost is several millions and that the site is very tight for parking.  The perfect building is a square one with at least 75 parking spaces at ground level.  The current plan can provide no more that 58 spaces. 

Regarding the motion that the Task Force had sent to the CDC for its consideration, the motion approved the placement of the Coop on the site and only approved the proposed construction configuration in the most general way.   Brian said that the plan is flexible and the site a difficult one.

Kathy reported that at the visioning workshop on June 24 at Bethany Church, ample green space, energy efficient construction and sustainable practices were the most commonly expressed values by the several break-out groups.  The three groups consistently came up with the same "wants".   

There was a discussion as to the Coop's existing building and it's reuse -what would provide the eyes and ears on the Avenue that the Coop now provides?  This is an area that should be watched closely given the LRT station.  The Smiley's Clinic building will also be emptied in late summer 2007 as the clinic will move out.  

Jean said that she'd become involved in the process because she sees it as a unifying exercise for the neighborhood.  She fears that there will be a return to previous times when there was an East Seward and a West Seward.  

Charlie said that the Riverside Market site process has been invaluable in that the core values and principles of the neighborhood have been elicited.  In a side note, Charlie said that every morning that he awakes he thanks Dave Mann in his heart for his very competent and thorough handling of the RMS Task Force process.   

Bob said that in his break-out group on June 24, a "signature" design for the building was desired -this is the gateway to Seward.  His group wanted art, greenspace and innovative design and said that this would be good for both the neighborhood and for the Coop.  Bob went on to say that his neighbors were happy with the idea that the Coop was moving in but not with the design.  He's pleased to learn that the design showing a five-story tower and surface parking on Franklin remains flexible.  

Brian addressed concerns expressed, saying that the green space variance is merely a shifting of a 7' foot green border on the south along the fence to the north along Franklin.  Regarding the tower and the footprint, he and his development partner (Lyndale Partners) are willing to look at other configurations.  Brian said that he's been largely quiet during the process to let it work without pressure.  

Sheldon supported the project by saying that this developer (Redesign) is listening to the neighborhood and is more cooperative than any other developer would ever be.  Additionally, whatever is built is better than what is there.  This comment drew a reaction by a speaker who said that a well-constructed building can last up to a hundred years and that this kind of attitude will guarantee bad design. 

Brian said that the design process is at a point where it needs to ask the Coop for an infusion of money.  The total cost of the project will be $6-7 million but that he's heartened by the recent decline in construction across the city (bidders will sharpen their pencils) and the stabilization of some materials prices.  

There was a discussion about the wisdom of delaying the condo construction or even eliminate it.  Brian said that the building is on a major artery near the LRT and that the City wants denser construction.  The site cries out for mixed-use development. 

Condo sales have declined across the metro area so will this project of thirty units be in a niche that will guarantee sales?  Charlie thought that there wasn't a neighborhood in the city where a green building would go over better.  

In terms of delaying condo construction, Brian thought that it made sense to build the condos and store as a package not only to help condo sales, but to eliminate the problems that construction would entail for the Coop. 

Ewart said that in some of the condo projects that he's seen, shoddy construction often isn't detected for some time and that repair costs then fell on the condo buyers to pay.  He also worried that the flawed process employed at Hennepin and Lake to allow Lander Group to erect a tall condo building against the wishes of the neighborhood could also be employed across the city.  There was a compromise at Henn-Lake that allowed Lander to build a multistory building in excess of code guidelines but then other developers cited that building as a precedent to allow construction of tall buildings in adjacent areas against the wishes of the neighborhood.  Gary Schiff furthered these actions by coining the term "Uptown Midrise District" where none had existed before.  Is this going to be problem for Seward?

Brian responded that Cam Gordon is the only Green Party member on the City Council and that Schiff isn't Seward's Council representative.  Furthermore, the site is physically limited in what it can handle in terms of density.  Sheldon said that a five-story building is logical in that it is north of the residential area.  

Another speaker found a five-story tower visually jarring as one entered the neighborhood from the east.   Brad said that as a neighbor several doors to the south, he found the five-story aspect a "non-issue" and that he'd prefer to have the building aligned along the north-south 29th Avenue in that it would allow fewer eyes on his backyard which runs east-west.   Brad wants more street activity and hopes that the Coop will bring that. 

At 8:55 p.m., staff reminded the Committee that the Task Force had forwarded a motion for consideration and Charlie judged that all the different aspects of the motion had been discussed:  

Motion: We support the further exploration of the development of the Riverside Market Site for the relocation of the Coop to the site.  We understand that will include the likelihood of a site plan something like the one shown in Scheme N as provided by the development team and to include:

· Ground floor footprint of 20,000 ft2, primarily for grocery store use;
· Second floor commercial space of approximately 3,700 ft2 Co-op kitchen, offices and meeting space;
· 58 parking stalls at grade;
· Rezoning of the property at 2012-29th Avenue South to C2 and incorporation into the development;
· Vacation of the east half of the east-west portion of the alley between the principal site and the property immediately to the south, incorporation of the vacated portion into the development site and the creation of an "L" shaped alley.
Motion was moved and seconded.  Motion passed five in favor and four opposed.  Brian and Bernie recused themselves.  Motion as stated will be forwarded to the SNG Board of Directors.  

Meeting adjourned at 9:00 p.m. 

_______________________________

FOOTNOTE:

    At its meeting of June 19, the Environment Committee reiterated its position on the sustainability of a new building on the Riverside Market site by passing the following motion:

Motion: Moved that the Seward Neighborhood Group write a formal letter to Redesign reiterating the Environment Committee's earlier suggestions of energy saving designs for the Riverside Market site (from March 20, 2006) and additionally, urges Redesign to design and build a building that will be LEED certified.  

The motion was approved by the SNG Board of Directors at its June 21 meeting (though without quorum).

The “earlier suggestions of energy saving designs” referenced in the motion above are as follows:

________

SNG Environment Committee suggestions for the

Riverside Market site (from the Committee’s March 20th meeting)

The SNG Environment Committee urges that any project considered for the Riverside Market site be contingent upon:

-The employment of energy efficient construction so that there is no net cost to heat or light the building.  

-Green roof construction wherever there are flat roofs.

-The use of "step-back" architecture so that each floor above steps back a certain distance, allowing the full sun to light the terraces/patios/rooftop gardens of the residences below. 

-The use of pervious surfaces in the parking lot.

-The use of energy efficient shower heads and dual flush toilets.

-The use of geothermal heating, solar water heating, photovoltaic arrays and high efficiency lighting fixtures.

-The use of insulation as well as noise deadening techniques between the units.  

-The installation of strong traffic calming measures near the site to reduce noise and traffic.  

-Vacating the use of the alley behind the new building.  The alley should be fenced off from the building and should not be used by trucks making deliveries, condo residents entering a garage, business customers, etc. 

-The provision of parking for a reduced number of vehicles because many of the residents will be using mass transit and won’t have cars.  

ADDENDUM
Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design Checklist

	
	
	
	
	
	Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design

From: https://www.usgbc.org/ShowFile.aspx?DocumentID=1096 
	

	LEED-NC Version 2.2 Registered Project Checklist
	

	<< enter project name >>
	
	

	<< enter city, state, other details >>
	

	
	
	
	
	Sustainability of the Site
	5 Points

	Yes
	?
	No
	
	
	
	

	Y
	
	
	
	Prereq 1
	Construction Activity Pollution Prevention
	Required

	
	
	
	
	Credit 1
	Site Selection
	1

	
	
	
	
	Credit 2
	Development Density & Community Connectivity
	1

	
	
	
	
	Credit 3
	Brownfield Redevelopment
	1

	
	
	
	
	Credit 4.1
	Alternative Transportation, Public Transportation Access
	1

	
	
	
	
	Credit 4.2
	Alternative Transportation, Bicycle Storage & Changing Rooms
	1

	
	
	
	
	Credit 4.3
	Alternative Transportation, Low-Emitting and Fuel-Efficient Vehicles
	1

	
	
	
	
	Credit 4.4
	Alternative Transportation, Parking Capacity
	1

	
	
	
	
	Credit 5.1
	Site Development, Protect of Restore Habitat
	1

	
	
	
	
	Credit 5.2
	Site Development, Maximize Open Space
	1

	
	
	
	
	Credit 6.1
	Stormwater Design, Quantity Control
	1

	
	
	
	
	Credit 6.2
	Stormwater Design, Quality Control
	1

	
	
	
	
	Credit 7.1
	Heat Island Effect, Non-Roof
	1

	
	
	
	
	Credit 7.2
	Heat Island Effect, Roof
	1

	
	
	
	
	Credit 8
	Light Pollution Reduction
	1

	Yes
	?
	No
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	Water Efficiency
	5 Points

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	Credit 1.1
	Water Efficient Landscaping, Reduce by 50%
	1

	
	
	
	
	Credit 1.2
	Water Efficient Landscaping, No Potable Use or No Irrigation
	1

	
	
	
	
	Credit 2
	Innovative Wastewater Technologies
	1

	
	
	
	
	Credit 3.1
	Water Use Reduction, 20% Reduction
	1

	
	
	
	
	Credit 3.2
	Water Use Reduction, 30% Reduction
	1

	Yes
	?
	No
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	Energy & Atmosphere
	17 Points

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Y
	
	
	
	Prereq 1
	Fundamental Commissioning of the Building Energy Systems
	Required

	Y
	
	
	
	Prereq 2
	Minimum Energy Performance
	Required

	Y
	
	
	
	Prereq 3
	Fundamental Refrigerant Management
	Required

	
	
	
	
	Credit 1
	Optimize Energy Performance
	1 to 10

	
	
	
	
	Credit 2
	On-Site Renewable Energy
	1 to 3

	
	
	
	
	Credit 3
	Enhanced Commissioning
	1

	
	
	
	
	Credit 4
	Enhanced Refrigerant Management
	1

	
	
	
	
	Credit 5
	Measurement & Verification
	1

	
	
	
	
	Credit 6
	Green Power
	1

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	continued…

	Yes
	?
	No
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	Materials & Resources
	13 Points

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Y
	
	
	
	Prereq 1
	Storage & Collection of Recyclables
	Required

	
	
	
	
	Credit 1.1
	Building Reuse, Maintain 75% of Existing Walls, Floors & Roof
	1

	
	
	
	
	Credit 1.2
	Building Reuse, Maintain 100% of Existing Walls, Floors & Roof
	1

	
	
	
	
	Credit 1.3
	Building Reuse, Maintain 50% of Interior Non-Structural Elements
	1

	
	
	
	
	Credit 2.1
	Construction Waste Management, Divert 50% from Disposal
	1

	
	
	
	
	Credit 2.2
	Construction Waste Management, Divert 75% from Disposal
	1

	
	
	
	
	Credit 3.1
	Materials Reuse, 5%
	1

	
	
	
	
	Credit 3.2
	Materials Reuse,10%
	1

	
	
	
	
	Credit 4.1
	Recycled Content, 10% (post-consumer + _ pre-consumer)
	1

	
	
	
	
	Credit 4.2
	Recycled Content, 20% (post-consumer + _ pre-consumer)
	1

	
	
	
	
	Credit 5.1
	Regional Materials, 10% Extracted, Processed & Manufactured Regionally
	1

	
	
	
	
	Credit 5.2
	Regional Materials, 20% Extracted, Processed & Manufactured Regionally
	1

	
	
	
	
	Credit 6
	Rapidly Renewable Materials
	1

	
	
	
	
	Credit 7
	Certified Wood
	1

	Yes
	?
	No
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	Indoor Environmental Quality
	15 Points

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Y
	
	
	
	Prereq 1
	Minimum IAQ Performance
	Required

	Y
	
	
	
	Prereq 2
	Environmental Tobacco Smoke (ETS) Control
	Required

	
	
	
	
	Credit 1
	Outdoor Air Delivery Monitoring
	1

	
	
	
	
	Credit 2
	Increased Ventilation
	1

	
	
	
	
	Credit 3.1
	Construction IAQ Management Plan, During Construction
	1

	
	
	
	
	Credit 3.2
	Construction IAQ Management Plan, Before Occupancy
	1

	
	
	
	
	Credit 4.1
	Low-Emitting Materials, Adhesives & Sealants
	1

	
	
	
	
	Credit 4.2
	Low-Emitting Materials, Paints & Coatings
	1

	
	
	
	
	Credit 4.3
	Low-Emitting Materials, Carpet Systems
	1

	
	
	
	
	Credit 4.4
	Low-Emitting Materials, Composite Wood & Agrifiber Products
	1

	
	
	
	
	Credit 5
	Indoor Chemical & Pollutant Source Control
	1

	
	
	
	
	Credit 6.1
	Controllability of Systems, Lighting
	1

	
	
	
	
	Credit 6.2
	Controllability of Systems, Thermal Comfort
	1

	
	
	
	
	Credit 7.1
	Thermal Comfort, Design
	1

	
	
	
	
	Credit 7.2
	Thermal Comfort, Verification
	1

	
	
	
	
	Credit 8.1
	Daylight & Views, Daylight 75% of Spaces
	1

	
	
	
	
	Credit 8.2
	Daylight & Views, Views for 90% of Spaces
	1

	Yes
	?
	No
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	Innovation & Design Process
	5 Points

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	Credit 1.1
	Innovation in Design: Provide Specific Title
	1

	
	
	
	
	Credit 1.2
	Innovation in Design: Provide Specific Title
	1

	
	
	
	
	Credit 1.3
	Innovation in Design: Provide Specific Title
	1

	
	
	
	
	Credit 1.4
	Innovation in Design: Provide Specific Title
	1

	
	
	
	
	Credit 2
	LEED® Accredited Professional
	1

	Yes
	?
	No
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	Project Totals  (pre-certification estimates)
	69 Points

	
	
	
	
	Certified 26-32 points   Silver 33-38 points   Gold 39-51 points   Platinum 52-69 points
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	


-------------

Additional Websites for LEED Information:

https://www.usgbc.org/ShowFile.aspx?DocumentID=1096
http://www.practitionerresources.org/cache/documents/637/63788.pdf
From Alexis troschinetz, Environment Committee:

The organization that facilitates LEED certification is the U.S. Green Building Council.  They have a great website: http://www.usgbc.org/
They're running a campaign right now that has a three-page PDF on five buildings that did not have any additional costs to be built "green".  It is called The New Math: 5=0, and you can link to it here: http://www.usgbc.org/ShowFile.aspx?DocumentID=1430
The home page for LEED is here: http://www.usgbc.org/DisplayPage.aspx?CategoryID=19
http://www.usgbc.org/DisplayPage.aspx?CMSPageID=148
You can download a preliminary draft of their ranking system for LEED-ND from this site also.

I also found this certification process page useful: http://www.usgbc.org/DisplayPage.aspx?CMSPageID=64& <http://www.usgbc.org/DisplayPage.aspx?CMSPageID=64&amp;> 

It lists the prices of getting into this...

