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HVNA Community Meeting Series on UC Extension Campus

May 9, 2005

SF Planning Department Presentation & Questions 

(John Billovits, Geoffrey Nelson, AnMarie Rodgers)

Total attendance: 80 counted, 67 signed-in 

I. Welcome: Paul Olsen, President HVNA 

· Welcomed audience, brief comments about purpose of meetings

· Announced that any questions not answered tonight can be put on index cards and sent to relevant parties. 

II. Brief Recap of last meeting and Summary of topics in the Series: Peter Cohen, Urban Solutions

· Minutes of last meeting with Jeff Bond of UC are online at www.hayesvalleysf.org. 

· Summarized next meetings, also listed on website.

III. Introductions   









· Board of Supervisors representatives

· No supervisors or aides were in attendance at beginning of meeting. 

· Aide to Supervisor Dufty (Boe Hayward) arrived later and stayed for about 1 hour. He did not make a statement regarding the UC Extension. 

· Supervisor Ross Mirkarimi arrived later, and left before the conclusion of the meeting. He did not make statement regarding the UC Extension. 

· Community members in attendance

· Quick introductions of all members in audience (mixture of HVNA members, interested neighbors not identified with HVNA, and various community organizations including CAPA, New College, and Historic Preservation groups)

IV. Zoning for UC Extension Site: John Billovits: Planning Department is here to inform HVNA & wider community's deliberations on UC Extension. 
· What is "Public" Zoning?

· State delegates zoning authority (land use controls) to local governments. 

· State retains the right to exempt itself from local zoning and local general plans

· For example, city had no control over plans for building the Federal Bldg, because Feds are exempt from local zoning. 

· 'P', for "public" is actually designated by localities, such as City of SF, to show that city does not have zoning authority over the parcel.  

· The UC site, as it is currently situated, is not subject to city zoning controls as long as UC upholds its mission of education on the site. 

· UC does not need city approval for re-use of the site if it is keeping within its educational mission. 

· What if UC wants to re-use property that is divergent from its educational mission?

· See diagram on page 3 of policy framework document (www.ci.sf.ca.us.  Go to Planning Dept site, look for “Guidelines for Re-Use of UC Berkeley Extension site.”)

· UC must go through the city approvals processes including: 

· EIR (Environmental Impact Report) 

· General Plan Amendment – change zoning from 'P' to whatever changes in use are being proposed

· Rezoning – for land use & height (to Planning Commission) 

· Planned Unit Development (for large scale development projects)

· Coordinated integrated large-scale development usually required in process 

· Process requires public hearings 

· Landmarks preservation board – advises planning commission

· Planning Commission hearings on General Plan Amendments and possible individual buildings on property 

· Goes to Board of Supervisors for final approval after planning commission  

· Lastly, gets signature of the Mayor 

· Existing zoning regulations in the vicinity of UC Extension (showed maps; 2 major components – land use and heights) 
· Use zoning – what kinds of land uses are permitted

·  'P' : allows government or non-profit buildings and structures

· local designation of publicly held land that is exempt form local zoning controls 

· typical for parks, freeway land parcels, 

· allows small accessory uses (up to 25% of development) for things like retail stores (college campus bookstores, cafes, etc) 

· can require conditional use permit with a hearing in front of the planning commission 

· Residential Housing-3 (RH-3) – 3-unit residential house; exclusively residential but can have variety of density 

· Many schools and churches are in RH-3 with conditional use permits – not residential but allowed 

· Residential Mixed-2 (RM-2) – mixed residential – apartments 

· Neighborhood Commercial-3 (NC-3) – high density neighborhood commercial district – residential above stores allowed 

….John Billovits, continued 

· Current height zoning (second major component of zoning) 

· 80 foot heights are currently allowed under present “p” zoning on corner of Hermann & Laguna (1/4 of UC Extension campus) 

· 40 foot heights are currently allowed on remaining 3/4 of parcel

· 105 foot heights allowed across street near previous freeway  

· Proposed Market & Octavia Better Neighborhoods Plan zoning changes in vicinity of UC Extension campus

· UC Ext Property 

· UC Extension redevelopment was not anticipated by staff when Market/Octavia Plan was drafted. 

· Left designation as 'P' for that reason, assumed the site would remain as an educational use. 

· Residential Transit Oriented development (RTO) – surrounds parcel to north, east, and west – flexible density, intended to be primarily residential, with reduced parking requirements. 

· Neighborhood Commercial Transit Oriented Development (NCT) – along Market to south of UC Extension, more intense with greater heights and mix of residential with ground-floor retail with reduced parking requirements. 

IV (continued) Questions/Comments from community on issues of "public" zoning, and process of rezoning the UC Extension Parcel    





(Boe Hayward from Bevin Dufty's office arrived and was introduced by facilitator Peter Cohen.)

· Comment (not a question) 1: UC Abandoned educational mission on site and neglected it. The political leadership should try and take property away from UC. City should take property back. They should not have title to it and we could build a legal case.  We could put a bond measure on the ballot to finance upgrade of property. Possibly for New College? [Rob Anderson]

Answer: [John Billovits]: No question asked, so no answer. Planning's role in this dynamic is to respond to what is put in front of us. Cannot  address larger politics. We respond to initiatives put forward to us. We don't even have a real application in front of us. We just wanted to get out front. 

(Ross Mirkarimi arrived) 

· Question 2: I still don't understand the difference between 'P' zoning and public use. I'm confused how all this fits together.  [Bill Ruskoni] 

Answer: [John Billovits]

· Understand that this is confusing to some people 

· All property in the city is technically given a zoning category regardless of who owns it 

· But all property that is technically outside of the city's jurisdiction is zoned 'P'

· Exempt from local controls – state can exempt itself – it has the right to do that 

· Some jurisdictions might decide not to exempt themselves and work with city, but legally they can exempt themselves. 

· Until they come to the city to request taking property out of pursuant use, city has no zoning control power 

· UC makes the decisions about the disposition of their property. 

· Question 3: If UC changes use, then wouldn't this eliminate this problem? [John Boling] 

Answer [John Billovits] Yes, UC is trying to change use, and so therefore will need to rezone. 

· Question 4: As long as UC is doing educational mission, it is not subject to city zoning, but if UC changes use away from education, then it is subject to city regulations. What is dividing line to determine whether the use is within mission (educational) and not. Such as student housing, faculty housing, etc. [Chris Pederson, HVNA]

Answer [John Billovits] – we have discussed this with attorneys. There is a large gray area. I am reluctant to say where that line is. If there is contention it goes to attorney's office. Aside from obvious educational uses, it gets into gray area. There would be much deliberation. Where on spectrum is use legitimately educational or not – I don't know. 

· Question 5: Well done explaining zoning and thanks for working on the Better Neighborhoods Plan. But it is not complete, and we thought UC parcel would be zoned 'P' in the plan. What is the sense in relocating the discussion to where the developer wants (i.e rezoning) when the Better Neighborhoods Plan  has it zoned  as 'P' and that was what community came to accept in the Better Neighborhoods  planning process? [Michael Mullin, CAPA]

Answer [John Billovits} The Market-Octavia Better Neighborhoods Plan does not have within it a proposal to rezone the UC Extension campus. The plan is ready to go. It will go through the city’s process and be approved first. Deliberation on UC Extension’s proposal will come next. And when it does, it will have to be reviewed in the context of the Better Neighborhoods Plan. So they are separate issues. The UC proposal is not a city proposal. Better Neighborhoods is a city proposal. If we are asked to approve a plan for UC Extension that involves a request to rezone the property, the UC proposal will have to fit into the Market/Octavia Better Neighborhood Plan. 

Follow-up [Peter Cohen] To what extent does UC Extension’s proposal  need to fit into the Market/Octavia Better Neighborhoods Plan? 

Answer {John Billovits] – this is outlined in the Policy Guidelines we drafted for the site, which will be discussed shortly. But it was our intent with this policy guide to apply the Better Neighborhoods guidelines to site.  The Market/Octavia Better Neighborhoods Plan  is a draft plan that will come up for city approval soon.  

· Question/ comment 6: The EIR for the new UC/Evans/Mercy proposal is already underway, without having had a public scoping process. I have email from planning that says public scoping was not needed. I left a petition in back of room for people to sign and demand a public scoping for the EIR. My question: What kind of density bonus would be available if all historic buildings are preserved? [Cynthia Servetnick, Historic Preservation]

Answer [John Billovits] – I don't know that a public scoping was not considered, frankly surprised and think there should be public scoping. Your question is tricky. The property does not have zoning yet – still needs to be reclassified to allow private housing. That classification will then impact what kind of "bonus" is asked for. We would need to rezone to create conditions for a density bonus. (we will not know bonus until we rezone). It will be a function of building forms in terms of heights and scales. How integrates into site.  

· Question 7:  The Better Neighborhoods Plan will not recommend rezoning of the site? [Joe Curtin, CAPA]. Is the large amount of surface parking on the site considered an accessory use? 

Answer: [John Billovits]. First question – yes. Second question: Good question, UCSF is using parking lot. Don't know how else to answer. 

· Question 8: I am still confused about whether you are going to incorporate this into  the Market/Octavia Plan and will it have an independent EIR?  Is the Market/Octavia Plan going to oppose this rezone, or remain silent on it?  Will the Market/Octavia Plan take a position?  I suggest that if you remain silent on it, it will be the  anchor that takes down the Market/Octavia Better Neighborhoods Plan.  I have read the shiny book, and wonder why planning has budget problems. [Mary Miles]

Answer [John Billovits] – In the Market/Octavia Better Neighborhoods Plan there is no proposed rezoning of the UC parcel. The plan is not approved yet. We are not proposing a rezone on the UC Extension. We will see how things play out. Deliberations will occur over the next year.  This is an interactive community process. Sequentially, the Market/Octavia Better Neighborhoods Plan comes first.  The goals and values of the Better Neighborhoods Plan would be applied to any proposal for a new use on the UC property.  

Q 8b: Mary Miles – this book does not speak one word to "public" use. 

Answer John Billovits – not exactly. But it is not meant to, it assumes UC decided to ask for a rezone, and is meant to inform process, provide a framework for discussion of how the parcel would hypothetically fit with the Better Neighborhoods Plan if it were rezoned.  

· Question/ comment 9: Just a point of clarification: We (AF Evans) asked for public scoping meeting for EIR. We encourage you to sign petition to schedule a public scoping meeting. Hopefully they will schedule a public scoping meeting. [Sarah Zahn, AF Evans]

V. Planning Dept’s “development guidelines” for UC site, Geoffrey Nelson, Planning Dept.

· Why did we create policy framework and development guidelines document? 

· It was desirable to get ahead of any potential development

· Make basic conclusions about existing framework and apply to potential future rezoning

· Pre-supposes a decision has been made by UC to ask for redevelopment 

· This is a decision by UC, not Planning or the city. We can't ask if this is the right decision. UC makes this decision. 

· At a policy level, we recognized that potential redevelopment was coming – so we examined existing policy guidelines and applied them to the site. 

· We tried to determine what would constitute a good redevelopment of this site – and how to prevent disaster or misuse of site. 

· We used Page and Turnbull historic resources report, as well as transportation consultant, Nelson/Nygaard, technical report for Market/Octavia, etc. (updated to 2000) 

· Guidelines do not propose any specific design or building locations

· Everything comes from Market/Octavia document or General Plan 

· Divided report into 5 broad themes or groupings   

· Nelson reviewed Policy Document – you can see a copy at (www.ci.sf.ca.us  Go to Planning Dept website, look for document “Guidelines for Re-Use of UC Extension site”.)

· Policy document did recommend that a portion of the UC Extension site be retained for public use  

B. Questions/Comments from community on Policy Guidelines 





· Question 10: If UC  retains the site for  an  educational use, could they develop the property any way they want? [Joe Curtin, CAPA] 

Answer [Geoffrey Nelson] Yes, we can't say much if they stay within their current mission. We can ask to be consulted, but we would have no control. Hastings Garage is example – city had no control, outside of city zoning.  But did exercise political pressure at the state level. 

[John Billovits] – This guide was prompted because of public discussion about changing from public use to private development. We were trying to inform the discourse. The Planning Dept’s “development guidelines” do not represent the only possible future for this site. 

[Geoffrey Nelson] – We are not prescribing anything specific for the site. 

· Question 11: Thank you for the  policy guidelines. It is interesting I think if AF Evans actually followed this, there would be less opposition. That you came up with this gives the impression that you are leaning towards this redevelopment. To get across that you are not doing this, can you make a corollary document that shows an evaluation of implications to the Better Neighborhoods Plan  if site is altered this way? [Jim Warshell, HVNA]

Answer [John Billovits] Don't know what a corollary document would look like or what it would say. I think that this guide shows how broader city policy (charter, General plan, M & O plan) and applies to the site if hypothetically this change occurs. It is not taking place in a vacuum. We will address implications to the Better Neighborhoods Plan as the process evolves. This is part of the deliberation. This document was informational. The purpose was to inform deliberations, not determine them. The “guidelines” do not respond to any specific project, but were constructed in the event that the city might receive a request to redevelop the site with mixed use housing. 

· Question/ comment 12:  Jean, [New College] Thank HVNA for holding meetings. Thank planning staff for coming out to explain process. We want to work with the neighborhood. We want property to stay zoned public. We would like New College to be invited to do a presentation on how we could fit into this parcel. We are interested in providing community services on the site (daycare, law clinic, hosting scholars). HVNA should work with us.  I don't think you want to see another shiny loft. Work with us for a better plan.  

Q12b: [Daniel Cassidy, faculty from New College]. Heart of issue is ecology of cities. This is a key strategic point in the city. We need to bring the planner with us. We need to teach them like they teach us. The last thing we need is a private, for profit development. New York was decimated by for profit development. Don't take into consideration the neighborhood or city. New College will work with neighborhood for plan.   

· Q12a: Is New College private? [Joe Curtin]

· Answer – yes, but non profit.  

To follow up: How does New College status fit with public use designation?

· Question 13: Whatever happens, take down retaining wall on Laguna. It is not safe at night. If UC sells property, where does 'P' go? [Steve, lives nearby]

Answer: [John Billovits] If UC sells, it also sells property with 'P' zoning. But typically, the new owner wants to do something different, and so typically, it would be rezoned. This is what happens with Freeway parcels. 

· Question 14: Can a private institution like New College use the site if zoning stays 'P' OR would zoning change be required? Clarify specific uses that are permitted under public zoning? And what is allowed under mixed use zoning? Does M & O mean that most of site should be occupied by housing, or could there be a mix of public-private uses? [Patricia Walkup, HVNA]

Answer: [John Billovits] 1st Q: Yes, childcare center, secondary school, New College, if they have community service, they can be allowed and if approved by planning commission with conditional use. Parcel can stay 'P'.   2nd Q: City Hall, Parks, city storage, streets, Right of way are all 'P'. City owned parking garages are 'P' Fire stations, police stations. And so on… 

Mixed use – would be what you see on Hayes, Market, etc. Retail ground floor, residential upstairs. Q3: We are just doing a logical extension of surrounding zoning. 

· Question 15: Would like to see a park here. Turn parking lots into public space – parks. AF Evans proposals for open space are inadequate. What would a policy paper for keeping the parcel public look like? [Bill Bulkley, HVNA]

Added to list of requested follow up questions. 

· Question 16: Nobody wants to keep retaining wall. It can be cut into, and is not really a retaining wall. Historic preservationists are not talking about keeping the wall.  [Ed Bedard, HVNA]

VI. Wrap-up & Adjournment   

· Peter Cohen: Please fill in cards if you have further questions, and turn them in. 

· Paul Olsen: Thanks for coming, Come to the next meeting, May 23rd. 

www.hayesvalleysf.org.

