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HVNA Community Meeting Series on UC Extension Campus

April 25th 2005

Total attendance: 82 signed in

I Welcome
· Paul Olsen, HVNA President 

· Olsen asked that audience keep an open mind 

· This meeting is not about reacting to the AF Evans/ Mercy proposal 

· This series of meetings is about coming to a consensus about what the community wants on the UC Extension site, regardless of any  proposals 

· Peter Cohen, Urban Solutions, Moderator

· Meeting minutes will be posted on the HVNA website 

· Meeting will be recorded for back-up

II Introductions 

· At this point everyone in attendance was asked to introduce themselves

III Summary of Topics to be covered 

· Peter Cohen reviewed the next 6 meetings

· John Billovits, from San Francisco Planning Department 

· Reviewed schedule for Market-Octavia Better Neighborhoods Plan 

· Draft EIR for the M-O BNP should be ready by late Spring (May?)

· Reviewed the reasons for Planning Department creating “development guidelines”  for the UC Extension site 

· Better Neighborhoods’ Plan was drafted before staff knew of any proposals for the site other than remaining  an educational facility 

· Since redevelopment proposal was not anticipated, the site was not addressed in the Market/Octavia plan. 

· In Dec 2004, Planning published a draft of  their development guidelines for the UCE site based on the principles of the Market/Octavia Plan.. The purpose of the guidelines was to inform public dialogue around the planning of the site and did not represent a reaction to any current proposal. 

· Thanked HVNA for holding the meeting and stated that he was there as a resource. 

· Peter Cohen reviewed some "ground rules" for the meeting format 

· Discouraged cross-talk, equal opportunity to speak, refraining from long winded statements 

· Asked audience members to introduce themselves when they speak 

IV UC Goals for Laguna Extension Campus – Jeff Bond, Senior Planner for UC 

· Jeff Bond was designated by UC Berkeley to manage the "conveyance" of the property for UC after Extension closed in January, 2003, so that the property would produce income to support the educational programs for UC Berkeley.   

· 2 broad themes of questions – Financial Objectives and the Condition of the property 

1) Financial Objectives 

· UC is in financial trouble but has increased enrollment – State support has decreased 

· Increased student fees – it costs about $20,000 a year to attend 

· There is a strain on UC resources and UC has 3 choices 

1. Increase fees further – would exclude more people from attending UC 

2. Cut educational programs

3. Surgical cuts – operational savings [This is what happened with UC Extension campus] 

· Bond was given "marching orders" to use property to avoid further cuts in educational programs or fee increases 

· His job is to yield "fair market value" for the UC Extension parcel 

2) Condition of Property & potential use for another institution of higher education  

· Mr. Bond stated that in his opinion the UC Laguna Ext Campus is not suitable for re-use by another institution of higher education 

· In hindsight, this was not communicated adequately to the public "we didn't do anything to communicate."

· Problems 

· Seismic condition [Richardson Hall in particular]

· Asbestos 

· ADA Access – must be redesigned 

· Computer/ Technology  - needs modernization 

· Leaking roofs – deferred maintenance 

· Retaining Wall – falling apart 

· Landscaping – needs attention and revitalization 

· Would cost between $3-$4 million a year to adequately maintain and pay debt service on the site [would be happy to go over details later in meeting]

Questions & Comments from the community 

· Question 1: What is fair market value of the UC and how did you reach that number? [Devin Maloney, resident of Page Street]

Answer: [Jeff Bond]: We are in process of negotiating what the price is. We are currently about to hire an independent appraiser. 

· It is well over $10 million 

· Real estate negotiations delicate – can't really talk about it. University policy does not allow me to discuss I can't give detailed information about market value. 

· Question 2: How much money, as a return, are you trying to generate? Are you solely looking at housing, and have you looked at anything else like retail, etc? [Richard Johnson, HVNA]

Answer [Jeff Bond]:

· Hard to say. Falls in gray area 

· We will have a better idea when you finish your process on July 7th, and figure out your collective vision of property, and how it interacts with what UC want.   Then we will have better sense of how the community’s objectives fit with the University’s and what we can negotiate.  

· Question 3: What happened to HVNA letter addressed to UC Regents in Oct 2004? Why was there no response? [Richard Johnson, HVNA]
Answer [Jeff Bond]

· Send me a copy and I will make sure you get a prompt response. 

· Apologized on behalf of UC 

· No intent not to respond 

· Don't know if it got lost or whatever 

· Question 4: What do you have in mind for mixed use? [Norman Rolf, representing  SF Tomorrow, an urban environmental organization]

Answer [Jeff Bond]: Development team has already provided a lot of details about this, but there are still more details to work out. UC is hands-off, leaving it to the design team. 

· We are not saying there should be this many units, or so on…

· This is better dealt with locally 

· You don't want the Board of Regents as your planning commission 

· Question 5: What happened between closure announcement and decision to hire development team [seemed like a quick turn-around]? What were UC's criteria for selecting the development team? What options were considered but ruled out? Did you have a preconceived notion of housing on this site? [Chris Pederson, HVNA]
Answer [Jeff Bond]: 

· University has done no physical planning 

· Process to select partnership was "Request for Qualifications" (RFQ) 

· Criteria – demonstrate experience & capacity to handle project in neighborhood like Hayes Valley

· Decided against issuing an RFP because of the cost to the University of reviewing proposals. 

· Development team has explored a lot of ideas and shared with community

· UC has not participated – wanted this to be locally based 

· We did have a preconception that the highest and best use of property is ultimately housing (to get fair market value and provide revenue for UC)
· Our solicitation for development teams was for a mix of market rate and affordable housing 

· Question 6: What about public benefits? Did UC tell developer that it needs a certain amount of parking, certain amount of open space, etc? After all this is public land that was given to UC. [Robin Levitt, HVNA]

Answer [Jeff Bond ]

· First, wanted to address public use – UC got property from state of CA, does not know if it was purchased. 

· There were no deed restrictions on this property that UC or the SF County Recorder is aware of. We encounter deed restrictions all the time.  No intent was ever documented for this land. There is no deed restriction telling us what to do with the property once we stop using it for education. 

· Question 7: What about the dental school? And why not sell the property outright? [Robin Levitt, HVNA]
Answer [Jeff Bond]

· Dental School 

· Everybody at UC is disappointed about Dental School not moving 

· But it would cost $6-8 million to build new. Current building is functional and is fairly new (late 1970's) in institutional terms

· It is a shame it is not moving, but we really can't afford to move it 

· Selling property 

· UC is holding onto the property 

· Ground leases are used to help, to give the seller and buyer flexibility in reaching an agreement and phasing in cash flow to support project

· We believe we will get a greater return, and development team has more financial flexibility 

· Theoretically we could sell it but we would get far less than with a ground lease 

· Question 8: You have never paid taxes since 1957. You are cashing in your chips. That is outrageous. [applause] UC is Imperial Institution and that is reality. You should tell us what you're paying on lease at 425 Market (2 floors operating Ext program) and at 3rd and Market. What are you paying there? [Rob Anderson]
Answer

· I don't know the answer to that offhand  

· I will get back to you on that

· Question 9: Why is Dental School not moving? Was not satisfied with answer. It was originally part of negotiation, and $6-8 million not much money considering air rights. What are the negotiations internally regarding the dental clinic? What about value of air rights? [Bill Bulkley, HVNA]

Answer [Jeff Bond]

· We did math and cost of replacement building would be significantly greater than land where current building is - not affordable 

· We did not consider elaborate design (air rights) over dental school?

· I have never heard a serious proposal to build 8 stories over the dental clinic

[audience said they had seen plans for 8 story building]

Peter Cohen:   What is central question?

· Question 9a: Why is relocation of dental school [ and $6-8 million] such a big deal? Can it be put back on table for discussion [Bill Bulkley, HVNA]

Answer: Jeff Bond will bring that question to UC and get back to us 

· Question 10: What is the exit strategy in 99 years? Can UC evict thousands of tenants when lease is up a century from now? [Alan Martinez]

Answer [Jeff Bond] – interesting, never thought of that 

· Question 11: Does UC see itself as having obligations to provide public benefits? Are the financial goals of this project so high that you cannot provide community benefits and park, retail, etc? [Peter Cohen]

Answer [Jeff Bond]

· We are really hoping that the community planning process comes to a consensus about this site 

· We [UC} thought it was best to stay out, and step back 

· We are relying on HVNA, Board of Supervisors, Planning Commission to strike a balance with the developer 

· Question 12: Again, why not just sell property now and get out – no worries and headaches? Why bother with all the trouble with meetings like this? [Hope Swift]

Answer 

· Actually, that is what I do for a living – I worry about those things 

· If we sold now, we would get 50 cents on the dollar (we are still working on how much)

· Hypothetically selling before parcel is rezoned would lose money for UC 

· We would sell to a speculator, and this speculator would go through the same process with you. That speculator would eventually get something passed, and they would then make the other 50 cents that UC should have made 

· And you will probably get a similar project – but with a layer of profit not available to UC education system 

· We are here to get more financial assets out of property to protect education programs  

· Question 13: What is plan for this parking lot?  Did you consider a more public RFQ process? [Joe Curtin, CAPA]

Answer [Jeff Bond]

· Parking

· Can't comment on proposal for parking in project; But UC is using Laguna as remote lot for Parnassus and Mission Bay Campus right now 

· Public RFQ 

· No, we did not consider a more elaborate RFQ process, We did not have money for that. It would cost $100,000's. 

· We just wanted development team to look at property, work with community, and city – and if city rejects, then that’s what happens 

· Question 14: Is this just lip service to the idea of keeping an educational facility? (property should remain public, educational). Will you convey to the senior management? [Jo Hanson, HVNA] 

Answer 

· I hear you loud and clear. I will convey to senior management of UC. 

· There are financial issues that will weigh on this. They will be told, but that is all I can do.

· Question (comment)15: This is frustrating. We are not being heard. These meetings are fine, but it is more effective to talk to your supervisor. Go down there and make yourselves known. Presently this site is zoned public. We are losing public zoned lands. We have thousands of units coming in Mid Market, and Market/Octavia project. There is no room for public facilities. No room to grow for SFSU, New College, Etc. We need to hold on to public uses. Keep higher education in area. We should fight this to keep it public use. Public property that is rezoned for private use is highly unlikely to ever become public again – reconverting to “public” would be considered down-zoning.  [Michael Mullin, CAPA]

Answer – no response (not a question) 

· Question 16: Should this community be held liable for UC's financial problems? Was any money transferred to teachers college? Should UC make money when there is no money transferred to teachers college? Was there a transfer of money in 1957? [John Mc Golding?]

Answer 

· Fiscal reality – we (CA) have surplus property and statewide it is being sold because of fiscal problems 

· Question 17:  Surplus property – how does that work? [Peter Cohen]

Answer 

· UC is not a state agency as you think of one – empowered by state constitution – not subject to many normal state laws 

· Not under normal state surplus rules 

· Stull Act – process for UC to sell property, short law

· Run ads in newspapers, for certain days, take bids. And process is done 

· Ground lease is governed under different code from surplus property – technical process different – contract code – negotiated contract.  

· Question 18:  What is value of land? Did quick math – and calculated that (using Octavia Blvd parcels as a proxy) 8.7 acres worth over $40 million. This is 6 acres, and I calculate the value at $27 million. So why hold on? [Robin Levitt]

Answer 

· We are not interesting in managing project ourselves

· Leasing it seems more flexible

· No hidden agenda 

· Question 19:  If someone else came up with a proposal would you negotiate? What would be the process to bring that to your attention. If we hold onto public zoning, value would stay low. So that would be good for potential educational use – right? [Michael Mullin]

Answer

· The site is worth more than $10 million 

· Those buildings cannot be used for education 

· Embarrassed that UC actually used them 

· Not ADA accessible, dangerous, bad shape 

· Will cost a lot of money 

· University is not… will post response 

· We are not soliciting proposals right now 

· We think we have a good development team 

· The strike balance of policy objectives of the city 

· We encourage you to work with that team 

· Question 20: Made comment that UC only wants money and does not care what happens [Jack Price]

Answer 

· Not the case at all 

· Question 21:  How can HVNA and development team proceed? [Peter Cohen]

Answer: prefer to answer later 

· Question 22:  Do you develop other commercial rental property? Are you prepared to deal with residents of neighborhood and tenants? [Alan Martinez]

Answer [Jeff Bond]

· Yes, we have student housing, hotels 

· We are sure there are examples around the state 

· We will not manage day-to-day, development team will do that. 

· Question 23:  Wants to see copy of RFQ  You already picked developer and proposal. You are doing an EIR on it, which means you picked a proposal. What if community does stop the development plan? Will you issue another RFQ [Mary Miles]

Answer [Jeff Bond]

· We would be back – answers questions we were saving to the end. 

· Another development team, with a similar project

· UC will not go back into the facility 

· No other institution will realistically take on this property – too expensive (my judgement)

· There is change coming to the property 

· Your organization should articulate a vision for that

· Change is inevitable 

· Question 24:  What is the point of keeping money a secret? What public interest is served keeping this secret? How much is this deal? Is AF Evans’ development team going to pay you monthly rent? What percentage of rents will you get? Who are decision makers? [Mary Miles]

Answer [Jeff Bond]

· I am operating under clear guidelines from UC

· Can't violate guidelines – can't reveal real estate negotiations

· Decision makers – Chancellor of UC will make recommendation to Board of Regents, which will vote on it.  

· Question 25:  Comments: Change is going to happen. Change is good. We need consensus. Neighborhood needs public facilities. [Joe Curtin, CAPA]

Answer – no response 

· Question 26:  A lot of innovative things have not been discussed, including housing options. This should be part of it. My question:  What are the limits of the contract? Please describe. What is implementation of long term contract? [Patricia Walkup]

Answer [Jeff Bond]

· We have an exclusive negotiation agreement with AF Evans and Mercy Housing

· they will devise plans, work with city

· work on EIR is part of contract 

· work with UC on business arrangement. 

· If SF approves project, then we go to Board of Regents. Board of Regents reviews and has series of incremental agreements that lead to a ground lease. (current contract then ends)

· Ground lease is long-term contract – 

· Establishes maintenance obligations, etc 

· UC is passive in role – not financing, designing, managing

Peter Cohen: Just want to acknowledge that Ross Mirkarimi has just arrived.

· Question 27:  We don't feel like we have been heard. We don't feel like AF Evans listened. The tone has not been constructive despite well attended meetings. We hope you (Jeff Bond) stay involved.  We understand there are money problems at UC. We need more of a public spirit. Current development team has not displayed that. [Jim Warshell] applause

Answer [Jeff Bond] – no comment 

· Question 28:  Why not just sell? If you don't want the property, why hold onto it? [Jeff Hoffman]

Answer – no comment – already answered this?

· Question 29: What would UC do if city refused to rezone from public? [John Boling?]

Answer [Jeff Bond] – don't know 

· Question 30:  Made comments about HVNA – Tore down a freeway, stopped chain stores. Community feels lied to. We have a hard time believing the letter to the Board of Regents got lost. [Ed Bedard]

Answer – no response 

· Question 31:  My comments reflect the people here. I don't like the project at all. I didn't like the process. It was too elusive. People here are skilled in land use battles. Zoning will come before me and I won't support this project. I would like to see dialogue to facilitate discussion. You should work on dialogue with community. Need an inclusive process. Send a message back up – there will be opposition at City Hall – unless you modify the approach. I like the idea, if possible, of re-use for public. I don't know how far fetched or not, but use for SFSU, New College, or public use, should be given merit. If housing is ultimately decided upon, then you should take our feelings at heart. You should listen to us on parking, green space, historic value of property. And there should be a community benefit returned to Hayes Valley and Western Addition. There are lines that can be drawn.  [Ross Mirkarimi] Applause

That concluded questions & comments

V Meeting Evaluation [Peter Cohen}

· Please provide comments and feedback

· Also fill out yellow forms for additional questions

· Thanked Jeff Bond for coming (applause) 

VI Next Meeting: Monday, May 9th 

VII Wrap-up, Adjournment  (Paul Olsen, President of HVNA)

· Thanks to Jeff Bond for coming, and thanks to Peter for facilitating 

· Meetings won't do it, you need to talk to your supervisor about what you want

· And talk to planning commission, write letters 

· We are here to find out what you want us to do 

