Meeting Notes

Prioritizing Program Elements for the UC Berkeley Extension Site
Hayes Valley Neighborhood Association, July 7, 2005

1. Welcome by Chris Pederson, Hayes Valley Neighborhood Association’s (HVNA) Transportation and Planning Committee

2. Summary of process so far by Peter Cohen, facilitator

a. This is the last meeting in a series of six meetings sponsored by the HVNA Transportation and Planning Committee.

b. Written summary of program elements gathered from previous meeting displayed at front of room for reference.

c. Prioritization to be by colored dot placement 

d. Four program element boards 

i. Mixed Use Program
ii. Urban Design

iii. Transportation

iv. Housing
3. Preliminary Discussion and Questions
a. Comment on housing board – lease housing added as line item

b. Request that there should be a vote up or down on Mercy/Evans proposal- that idea was not adopted by group

c. Comment and discussion on outreach to African American community.  The observation was made that there were not many African Americans or other people of color in the room.  The question of how meeting notification was handled.  HVNA members responded:

i. Flyers

ii. Websites

iii. Phone calls

iv. Television coverage
Discussion continued with great concern on all parts about how to engage this group.  Suggestion made to engage churches and other community organizations in the area.  It was agreed that those with these concerns would meet with HVNA committee members to exchange ideas and phone numbers for future outreach.  Question was called about whether this issue was reason enough to postpone the night’s meeting.  Consensus of meeting participants was to continue.

d. EIR comment period to City of San Francisco City Planning Department for Mercy/Evans proposal open until 7/29. (See more information below, W. B.)
e. Question of zoning – Public vs. Mixed-Use or Residential not addressed on boards.  This is a complex question discussed by John Billovits in one of the earlier meetings.  Not necessarily that important to tonight’s meeting (P. Cohen.)

f. Comment on legality of voting. HVNA only has the legal voice to speak for the HVNA – not the entire community.

g. New College not participating in dot exercise, except for one member who is an HVNA member, because of their strong advocacy of becoming part of the development. Also not participating, AF Evans/Mercy development team.
4. Next Steps – Chris Pederson

a. HVNA will tally results of this night’s prioritization and send information to Mercy Housing and A.F. Evans

b. Developers will see what they can incorporate into their design and revise the concept plan as they see fit.

c. Mercy/Evans will present revised concept plan to the community at the HVNA general meeting on August 25, 2005

5. Review Prioritization Boards – P. Cohen.  Process stopped so that exercise could begin..

6. Dot Prioritization Exercise. Each of the four boards was color coded. Everyone in the room received colored dots that matched the boards.  They received five dots per color.  They were requested to place the dots on the lined paper next to the program element that they wanted to see in the proposal.  Some program elements on the boards were “big ideas” while some were more specific.  
7. Visual Summary of  Dot Prioritization –  What appeared to receive the most dots - Peter Cohen

a. Mixed Use Program
i. Education 
ii. Housing

iii. Swimming pool

iv. Everything got some attention

b. Urban Design

i. Preserve all buildings for reuse

ii. Public open space

iii. Open Waller Street for pedestrian use

iv. Terrace buildings

v. Smaller buildings on Buchanan and Haight

c. Transportation

i. No housing/No parking/No traffic

ii. Reduced parking w/ creative transportation solutions 
iii. No parking at all

iv. Creative Transportation – walkable environment

d. Housing

i. No Housing

ii. Housing as a component of project 
iii. Housing density - high density

iv. Housing type

1. Student/Faculty

2. Ownership

v. Affordability – few dots

8. Post Summary discussion by participants:
a. Comment on wording of boards.  Conflicts between line items.  Different lines actually mean the same thing.  Housing question should not have been on Mixed Use Program board.  Urban design category on Mixed use board. Other similar comments
b. Evaluation will be tough.  May have to cluster prioritizations.  For example,” No Housing” received most dots on housing board but if compared to all other lines that dispersed housing votes “Some kind of housing” would have more dots.

c. Maintain open space.  Preserve education, recreation, and community serving center.  Last opportunity to save land for this use in our community.  Recreation needed in neighborhood and Western Addition. Lack of it is a big problem.  Opportune time to focus site on public serving amenities.  If there is housing, should serve faculty and staff.

d. If there is facility for higher learning, community should still have access to gym and other recreation facilities.  School should be affordable to neighborhood residents.

e. Combine higher education with arts.  School of Performing Arts would be good use.

f. Good ideas presented.  Gym and affordable housing needed in the city.  450 to 500 units on site too many.  Preserve classrooms and fit in housing.  Should be low, low income housing.  I live in a mixed income building with market rate, public and section 8.  Not a problem except that seniors are on the ground floor and families above cause too much noise.  Mix education and housing for all groups.
g. Straw poll by show of hands called on question of having some type of housing on site. More than half the room raised hands. (Approximately 40)
h. Straw poll by show of hands called on question of having no housing on site. Approximately 12 hands raised.

i. Straw poll by show of hands called on question of not changing zoning from Public. About half the room raised hands.

j. Comment that straw poll not valid because many of the residential uses are allowed under public zoning. (P. Walkup)

k. No more straw polls. Enough on zoning. Continue with questions or discussion (P. Cohen)

l. UC has the responsibility to maintain public use onsite.  That was the deal when they received the land.  Deed restriction.  No one accountable at UC Berkeley.
m. Jeff Bond introduced himself. UC Planner in Real Estate Division.  Project Manager for UC on this project. Contact: jbond@cp.berkeley.edu. (510) 643-6869.  He is in a position to communicate with the leadership of the University.  Has done so and will continue to do so regarding this project. Has copies of deed and will provide to HVNA.

n.  Former employee of UC extension said that at time of Laguna street campus closure, Chancellor’s office and Dean Jane (?) said affordable housing would be built on site.

o. Notes from this  meeting will be delivered to UC.

p. A. F. Evans and Mercy Housing invited to General Meeting of HVNA on August 25. Comments from community members will be taken at that time.  This is the end of this particular process but not the end of the story.  There are many opportunities for public comment on this project.

q. Outcome of prioritization boards not always clear. HVNA will do summary.

r. A. F. Evans has been to all meetings in this series.  They have a good idea about what the community is saying. (A. F. Evans employee)

s. Thanks given to HVNA for outreach and scope of public meetings.  Unprecedented for single project in the city.  HVNA has gone overboard to do it right.  Amazingly successful process.
t. Special thanks to Peter Cohen and Patricia Walkup (Robin Levitt)

u. Twelve step process needed to recover (Hope)

v. July 28 HVNA General Meeting will focus on Public Safety.  Please attend.

w. Will A. F. Evans have any other public meetings?  Not schedueled.

x. Thanks to A. F. Evans, Jeff Bond, and John Billovits for attending meetings regularly.

y. Project Scoping proposal comments due by July 29. (Written comments of the scope of the EIR will be accepted until the close of business on July 29, 2005.  Written comments should be sent to Paul Maltzer, San Francisco Planning Department, 1660 Mission Street, Suite 500, San Francisco California.  Case number 2004.0773E – Laguna Hill Residential Project.  Additional information from June 15 Notice of Public Scoping Meetings. By SF Planning Department. W. B.)
z. Draft EIR of Market Octavia Neighborhood Plan is on the street. Public comment on this document closes August 7, 2005.Contact John Billovits, San Francisco Planning Department, (415) 558-6390. www.betterneighborhoods.org
END NOTES

Submitted by William Bulkley, HVNA

