RESOLUTION NO. 2005-87 APPROVING FINAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN FOR GRAMERCY CLUB OF EDINA – 5101 WEST 70TH STREET Affidavits of Notice were presented, approved and ordered placed on file.

 

Staff and Proponent Presentation
Planner Larsen noted the Council, in July 2004, rezoned the subject site located at 5101 West 70th Street from Planned Residence District 3 to Planned Residence District 4 allowing a higher density for the proposed redevelopment.  He noted that several proposals for redevelopment had been considered before approval was given for 117-units in two separate four-story buildings under separate ownership.  One building was to have been rental units and the other condominiums.  Following City approvals the property was sold to a third party who does not intend to develop the site as previously approved.  

 

Mr. Larsen said the subject site was now proposed to be redeveloped with a four-story 128 unit co-operative.  The units would range from 970 to 2,000 square feet.  He noted that 190 underground garage parking spaces were planned with 36 surface spaces, adding that the City’s surface parking requirements had not been met and a proof of parking would be necessary if the plan were approved.

 

Mr. Larsen stated the proposal complied with the Zoning Ordinance’s density requirement even with the increased unit count.  However, he said the plan would need setback variances at the northeast and southeast ends of the building, similar to those previously approved.  He added that the proposed exterior materials exceeded ordinance requirements.  

 

Mr. Larsen noted the Planning Commission recommended approval of the Final Development Plan and Plat; however, due to a deficiency in the published notice, the Plat will not be heard until October 4, 2005.  Mr. Larsen said the Planning Commission’s approval was conditioned upon revisions to the landscaping plan and watershed district permits.  Mr. Larsen said the proponent had just submitted a new landscaping plan. He briefly reviewed the new plan for the Council noting the size and number of plantings on the north side of the property fronting West 70th Street had been increased as suggested by the Planning Commission.  

 

Mr. Larsen introduced Tim Nichols, the proponent to review in further detail the proposed 128 unit co-operative.

 

Tim Nichols, 12750 Nicollet Avenue, Burnsville, said it had been a long process to get to the point of presenting his proposed development for Council consideration. He introduced his sales and marketing director, Dena Meyer and also Link Wilson of Miller Hanson Partners, Architect for the Project.  In addition, Mr. Nichols said that Aravind Gottemukkula of Benshoof and Associates was present to discuss his review of the traffic impact.  

 

Mr. Nichols stated this would be the eighth Gramercy Co-op project that he helped develop.  In addition, he has also participated in the development of approximately 30 co-ops.  He noted the Gramercy of Edina will offer many amenities, such as guest suites, virtual golf, and a business center.  Mr. Nichols said the co-op offered a great affordable housing alternative to persons desiring to leave their large homes.  He added that three units would be affordable housing as had been previously promised.  The units would be marketed between $192,000 and $652,000 with square footages of between 800 square feet and 2500 square feet.  Mr. Nichols asked the architect to give further details of the proposed project.

 

Link Wilson, Miller Hanson Partners, 1201 Hawthorne Avenue, Minneapolis, using a computer slide show, reviewed in detail the proposed four-story 128-unit project. Mr. Wilson pointed out the building would include many resident amenities such as a fitness center, swimming pool, library and business center  He displayed samples of the proposed building materials for the exterior of the building noting the exterior would consist of brick, and Hardipanels with stone trim. Mr. Wilson stated he felt the project would become a gateway to the commercial and residential developments surrounding the property. 

 

Mayor Hovland asked why it was decided to use multiple materials instead of building an all brick building.  Mr. Wilson explained that mixing up the materials gave the building a human scale, making it feel like home to the residents.

 

Member Masica asked about the northern elevation, about the placement and height of the proposed berm, for an explanation of condominium vs. co-operative, and how the units were planned to be sold.   Mr. Wilson used a graphic to demonstrate how the berm would be built on the northern edge of the property, where it would start and stop.  He said that it would be five feet tall at its tallest point and that from across the street residents would not see the first floor of the building.  Mr. Nichols explained that a condominium owner owns his unit from the walls in along with an interest in the common areas of the property.  He said that with a co-operative, each person owns one share of the building, land and all amenities.  Each shareholder, for the value paid for their share plus a monthly fee, has the right to occupy the premises.  Each share holder pays a monthly fee similar to condominium owners.  Co-operative owners would be buying a share of the co-operative, not an actual piece of the real estate.  Mr. Nichols said the Gramercy plans to develop a waiting list of persons who have met the Boards criteria of ownership.  Those persons meeting the criteria will purchase reservations and after 128 reservations have been sold, a fee for a spot on the waiting list will be offered.  

 

Member Housh asked for clarification of the ownership of a co-operative, how many units were being designed with the $192,000 price point, and were the purchase prices of the shares controlled by the Board.  Mr. Nichols said the purchasers would own one share in the co-operative with 128 shares being sold, that there would be three units in the $192,000 range all which would be one bedroom units.  He said the price points for other units would range from $240,000 for the one bedroom units to approximately $625,000 for the large 2,500 square foot units.  Mr. Nichols stated the Board would not control the cost of the units that would be controlled by the market.

 

Member Housh commented the units’ design looked similar to the apartments at Cornelia Place.  He asked staff if the affordability of the units could be protected.  Manager Hughes explained that the introductory price could be controlled, but that any re-sale prices would not be subject to the affordability requirement. 

 

Member Swenson asked how many total parking spaces were on site, whether a resident could obtain more than one stall, was there facilities for commercial food preparation, and were identical units stacked one on top of another.  Mr. Nichols stated there were 184 parking spaces on site, that each unit has been allocated one stall with additional stalls available for approximately $15,000 each.  He said that no facilities were planned that could prepare food commercially and that like units would be stacked with some exceptions of area such as the entryway.

 

Member Hulbert asked the number of employees scheduled to be on site, if there would be restrictions on residents requiring personal care attendants, and what structures would be needed to meet the Nine Mile Creek Watershed District requirements.  She expressed concern about the landscape plan to the west and asked that particular attention be given to the north side of the property.  Mr. Nichols said there would be a residential services coordinator, concierge, maintenance staff and housekeeping staff on site.  He added that the building was designed for active individual aged 55 plus.  If an individual needed assistance, home care would be allowed, but if constant care were needed then a consultation would take place and decision made on what would serve everyone’s best interest.  Mr. Nichols said as the developer they want the property attractive to the neighborhood and buyers so the landscaping would also be very well done.  Mr. Wilson added the Watershed District would be seeing the development after it had received all necessary approvals from the City.  

 

Member Swenson pointed out that if residents owned dogs, the property appeared to be landlocked and she inquired if there was room for a sidewalk.  The Council briefly discussed with staff whether a sidewalk installed around the perimeter of the property would be desirous.  Consensus was that a perimeter sidewalk would be desired along West 70th and Metro Boulevard. Mr. Nichols agreed to install a sidewalk as long as it could logically connect to something.  Mr. Wilson suggested they work with staff to develop the periphery of the site satisfactory to the city. 

 

Member Housh expressed concern that the berm height not be reduced and that it be kept in mind the close proximity to commercial properties.  

 

Mayor Hovland asked for another example of a comparable building to the one proposed for Edina.  He expressed concern for the lighting plan for the neighbors to the north, questioned the safety of the holding ponds, and asked for more detail from the traffic engineer. Mr.  Wilson suggested that the Summerhill building in Eden Prairie would be comparable; he noted the developer would submit a point by point lighting plan for City approval.  Mr. Wilson added the holding ponds were designed to be overflow storage after large rainfalls and stated his reluctance to install any kind of fencing fearing that it could also become a safety hazard.  The ponds were not designed to be a water feature, but would be well manicured because it would be in the developer’s best interest to keep things in top shape.  

 

Aravind Gottemukkala, Benshoof & Associates, 104 Excelsior Boulevard, Hopkins reviewed the traffic data from his memorandum.  He pointed out his conclusion from August of this year stating the proposed development would generate significantly fewer trips than the previously approved redevelopment for the site.  Mr. Nichols added that many co-operative owners were snowbirds and were gone over the winter.  

 

Mayor Hovland opened the public hearing.  

 

Public Comment
Delano Remboldt, 5129 Abercrombie Drive, explained he received a notice about the project several days ago.  Mr. Remboldt stated he liked the proposed project but was concerned about the traffic the co-operative would generate.  Mr. Remboldt said 128 units would be twice what had been on the site previously and that further study was necessary before approving the redevelopment in an already congested area.

 

Celeste Lucktenberg, 5104 Abercrombie Drive, agreed with her neighbor in that she was pleased with the overall development’s design but was concerned about the impact on traffic.  Ms. Lucktenberg stated it was difficult to access West 70th Street today and with the traffic generated with 128 units she was fearful of the potential for congestion.  Mr. Houle said this area was on the staff’s agenda in the very near future to review for a potential rebuild of the street and traffic measures would be reviewed carefully.  

 

Alan Hohenstein, 5104 West 70th Street, expressed his various concerns with the proposed redevelopment including: which type of co-operative was being proposed: a limited equity co-op or a market value co-op. He said Edina already has enough empty nester units; proposal needs more parking places; quality of surface materials on exterior, quality, amount and placement of landscaping, berm, berm height and placement, setback variances requested, object to nearness to a residential area, inadequate parking, overall size of proposed development and lighting plan.

 

Council Discussion/Action
Member Hulbert made a motion to close the public hearing.  Member Housh seconded the motion.  

   Ayes:  Housh, Hulbert, Masica, Swenson, Hovland

   Motion carried.

 

Member Housh asked for a clarification of the difference between market value vs. a limited equity type of co-operative; what would the developer do if selling the co-operative failed and how long did he anticipate it would take to sell the ‘reservation list’.  Mr. Nichols said that with a market value co-operative, the marketplace would determine the price of each unit perhaps through the use of comparables which could include condominiums.  Mr. Nichols said that by using a reservation list, the units of the co-operative would be pre-sold before the building would be constructed.  He anticipated it would take until November of 2005 to sell the reservation list and for certain by year end.  

 

Member Hulbert indicated that she liked the price points of the proposed project.  She appreciated the willingness of the developer to work with the City regarding the berm, trees and sidewalk and stated her intent to vote to approve the plan.

 

Mayor Hovland expressed some concern regarding the height of the trees proposed to be planted on the berm on the north side of the property.  Mr. Nichols suggested the Council require all trees on the north side be planted with a tree spade because that would ensure the largest possible trees would be planted.  He indicated that they would adhere to the Council requirement for the berm’s construction.  Mr. Wilson added that the engineer his firm has used informed them; they could only fit a five-foot high berm on the north side of the property.  He pointed out where the berm would need to stop and start, but added his agreement to the requirement that all trees be planted with a tree spade to ensure the largest possible specimens were planted.  

 

Member Masica stated she felt the proposed redevelopment would make a nice buffer to the single family homes; she liked the price points offered, and believed the proposed redevelopment would create less traffic than what had been previously approved.  Member Masica said she supported the proposal with the perimeter sidewalk condition.

 

Member Swenson stated she felt people were in need of housing options such as offered by the proposed redevelopment and indicated her support of the proposal. 

 

Member Housh said he felt a little caution and wanted to be sure the dynamics of co-operatives and their pricing would be achievable.  He added he could support the proposal, but he would like to see staff oversight on the berm, landscaping and exterior features.  He added that he was in support of the three affordable units and would like to see them made a condition of approval.  Mr. Wilson commented that the Hardipanels proposed for the exterior of the building had a fifty year warranty while stucco would only last about twenty years.  Mr. Nichols added the building would have a substantial reserve for maintenance and replacement.

 

Mayor Hovland agreed with his colleagues in their concerns adding this was a difficult property to redevelop.  He said he believed the proposal accomplished the buffer needed to both the residential and commercial properties surrounding it.  

 

Member Masica made a motion introducing the following resolution and moved its adoption granting final development plan conditioned upon:  1) Revised landscaping plan acceptable to City Planning staff showing a five-foot berm on the northern side of the property; 2) Trees planted on the north side of the property shall all be planted by a tree spade; 3) Three units shall be deemed affordable housing and priced at $194,700 or the most recent affordable price set by the Metropolitan Council at the time of construction; 4) Developer shall install sidewalks around the perimeter of the property at a location acceptable to City staff at developers expense; 5) Exterior lighting plan that complies with Edina Zoning Ordinance; 6) Proof of Parking Agreement; 7) Watershed District Permits; and 8) Exterior materials to be as presented at the September 20, 2005, City Council meeting. 
RESOLUTION NO. 2005-87
APPROVING FINAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN
GRAMERCY CLUB OF EDINA
BE IT RESOLVED, that the Final Development Plan dated August 15, 2001, submitted by Nichols Development, a LLC and presented to the Edina City Council, September 20, 2005, is hereby approved subject to:  1) Revised landscaping plan acceptable to City Planning staff showing a five-foot berm on the northern side of the property; 2) Trees planted on the north side of the property shall all be planted by a tree spade; 3) Three units shall be deemed affordable housing and priced at $194,700 or the most recent affordable price set by the Metropolitan Council at the time of construction; 4) Developer shall install sidewalks around the perimeter of the property at a location acceptable to City staff at developers expense; 5) Exterior lighting plan that complies with Edina Zoning Ordinance; 6) Proof of Parking Agreement; 7) Watershed District Permits; and 8) Exterior materials to be as presented at the September 20, 2005, City Council meeting.
Passed and adopted this 20th day of September 2005.
Member Hulbert seconded the motion.

   Rollcall:  

   Ayes:  Housh, Hulbert, Masica, Swenson, Hovland

   Motion carried.

