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Summary of November 4, 2006 Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC)

Community Workshop III and Follow-up

Summary of November 4 Workshop

The third Community Workshop for the Shipyard Legacy Fund (SLF) took place on November 4, 2006 from 10:00AM-1:00PM at the Bayview Opera House. It was attended was by approximately 20 residents and 6 members of the CAC. The purposes of the workshop were to explain the SLF, review the CAC’s decisions on program and investment strategies, and to gather community input on the organizational structure that should manage the funds. 
CAC Chair Scott Madison welcomed participants and introduced the other members of the CAC and the consultants from Urban Strategies Council and PolicyLink. Scott Madison reminded the community members about what the Shipyard Legacy Fund is and explained the purpose of the SLF planning process. Scott then described the process for deciding on the recommendations the CAC will make to the Redevelopment Commission regarding the Quasi-Public Entity (QPE) structure and the initial investment roadmap. Scott also informed attendees of the CAC’s October 16, 2006 decision to select a Community Benefits Project, Center for Working Families, Environmental Justice Fund, Signature Economic Development Project, and Community Parcels as projects for investment. Scott reminded participants of the recent change in the projections of the size of the SLF fund. On the basis of new projections, the fund will likely be $18 million. No one knows for certain how much money there will be because it depends on market conditions.
Victor Rubin of PolicyLink then gave a presentation of possible options for the Quasi Public Entity (QPE) to manage the fund. Victor identified several key questions the CAC needs to think about for the organizational structure including: who should be on the board; how should they be elected or appointed; what should be the conflict of interest policy; and what programs should be internal or external. Victor also offered five (5) models of boards of similar organizations to the proposed QPE: Dudley Street Neighborhood Initiative (Boston), Dudley Neighbors Incorporated (Boston), Sawmill Community Land Trust (Albuquerque), Empower Baltimore Management Corporation (Baltimore), and Neighborhood Connections Fund (Cleveland). 
Attendees were able to make comments and ask questions in several public comment periods. One attendee asked “If the developer does not make money from the project we don’t get any money but how will the community know if he doesn’t make money?” Scott responded that the Redevelopment Agency has its own economic advisors who look through the developer’s records and estimations. Thor Kaslofsky of the Redevelopment Agency responded that financial records have been shared with CAC and are available for members of the public to review.
Another participant asked if the community will they own the six (6) acres or will they just have usage of the six (6) acres. Scott responded we’re not sure at this point. Thor responded that the agency’s position is that community will control the parcels but it isn’t determined if the deed will be in their name, or in whose name it will be. 
One attendee commented that there have been stories in the paper about the San Francisco Olympic site bid and housing that will be in the Hunter’s Point Area. How will this affect the Community Benefits? CAC members responded that they are hosting a sub-committee meeting to discuss the Olympics proposal. The CAC hasn’t had this come before them before at all yet. Thor responded that the land that is proposed for housing is not owned by the city or the Agency, but is on the naval yards so it will not affect what we’re discussing today.
Scott Madison then commented that the current Urban Strategies Council contract to provide technical assistance to the CAC expires at the end of this year and so the CAC is supposed to make recommendations by the end of this year. However the CAC doesn’t think they will be finished by the end of this year, so they’ve requested that the Redevelopment Agency extend the contract so that the consultants can help the CAC and the community members understand and create the best possible QPE structure. 

An audience member asked if members of Dudley Neighbors Incorporated (smaller board) are also members of the larger board or are they different people? Victor was not sure but said he will look into it.  CAC member Doris Vincent commented that she thought a board should always have an odd number of people so that a tie could always be broken.  Victor also recommended an odd numbered board. One attendee asked how many members must be present to make decisions. Victor responded that all boards have requirements about how decisions are made based on their by-laws. The QPE must have a process to generate new members after its initial formation. Scott asked the audience if it would be helpful to have a public meeting where people from models we’ve highlighted would attend and present. The majority of attendees thought that it would be a good idea. Former CAC member Alma Robinson commented that it would be useful to learn about their specific work and barriers and obstacles that these organizations face and have overcome. 
Audience members then broke out into small groups to discuss possible board compositions for different sized boards. Participants of each group decided who should be on the board, whether they should be appointed or elected, and whether they should have a vote. Each group then presented its top issues and strategies to the large group. Tables 1-7 show the results of each groups’ decisions.
· Group 1 (w/ 7 seats): all 7 members would be elected. Youth, Elders, Faith-Based Organizations would be represented, as would Mayor’s Office, CAC, Supervisor’s Office, but they would not have a vote.

· Group 2 (w/11 seats): 5 would be appointed, 6 would be elected. All must be passionate about Bayview Hunter’s Point. Important to have someone focused on Health and Education both on the board. Interview process for appointed members (by CAC or some other board) to make sure we choose the correct people. Focus on residents (majority of board should be residents) but we don’t want to exclude talent from outside. All board members can vote and invite outside consultants as needed. Consultants cannot vote.

Elections should come before appointments. 5 vacancies would then be appointed and CAC would make sure that all groups identified were represented once the 5 spots were filled.

· Group 3 (w/15 seats): wide range of people from Homeowners to Mayor’s Office to be fairly evenly represented. Technical experts category was too ambiguous. Identified types of experts (bankers, CPA, etc.) who would provide specific purpose and expertise. One idea is to have 2/3 appointed and 1/3 elected. Certain groups that will be represented (Mayor’s Office, Supervisor’s Office) would necessarily appoint their members while representatives of renters or homeowners would be elected. Board can elect new members if the organization that is supposed to appoint new members has not done so in a timely manner (deadline to be determined in by-laws). Concern that outreach/effort is made to include all ethnic groups in the area and engage them in the discussion (and the board). Do not need to focus on organization just in BVHP, but any that does good things in wider community (education, economic development, workforce participation). Feel that all members should be able to vote, especially if there is a wide range of representation. There wouldn’t be the risk of one group taking over the board. Avoid conflict of interest by having members who have a stake in topic being discussed to recuse themselves in that vote.

· Group 4 (w/21 seats): Added category of medium/larger business that will have influence in Bayview in the future. We’re not sure if they should be included, but it should be considered. Added category of Merchant Associations. Heavy representation of CBOs. Spread dots fairly evenly, least support for Redevelopment Agency, Mayor’s Office and Supervisor’s Office. Focus of this board is on the community. Variety of opinions on appointed vs. elected. 10 appointed, 11 elected; majority appointed, minority elected. Issue of election is that elections can be messy and we’d have to ensure that the election process was a smooth process in which the full community could vote. CBOs would be a good source for nominations because they are familiar with the people they work with and people in the community so they could make knowledgeable recommendations for appointed. All people vote for all elected members. Not sure who would vote and not vote. Mayor’s Office, Supervisor’s Office, PAC and CAC (other govt. groups) etc. wouldn’t vote, Technical experts and residential membership orgs. may or may not vote, it would require further clarification as to who they really are. Ethnic diversity is essential for a group to have credibility in BVHP, with a group this large you could reserve certain spots for ethnic groups. We didn’t exactly resolve the issue, but feel that, while going through the process, we should make an effort to work out to all communities, in different ways, to make sure that as many ethnic groups are involved in the process and have the chance to participate along the way and in the future. 
During the final public comment period on attendee asked how this group will be informed about redevelopment and Olympic village. Scott Madison responded there will be a joint meeting of CAC sub-committee and Mayor’s Office in January. The Mayor’s Office will update the CAC at their November meeting. Another attendee commented that one of the organizations that was presented as an example (Dudley Street) had two different boards of two different sizes. They liked the idea of having a large board for policy decisions and a small group for implementation.

Junious Williams commented that there appeared to be consensus among the small groups that majority of seats (in all boards) would be appointed and that was surprising. CAC Member Marcia LeWinter commented that she needed clarity about categories (Technical Experts, Resident Membership Organizations) and that elections can guide appointment process. One attendee asked how much dues are for Dudley Street. Junious Williams responded it was $1 or $5- just a nominal fee. Another question was “what is the administrative overhead for keeping track of membership?” Junious Williams was not sure but said they are also an organizing entity, so to them, it would be a necessary cost that’s already covered in their organizing processes and events. 

Attendees were then given a questionnaire where they could give their own feedback on board composition. The workshop adjourned at approximately 1:15PM.

This summary of the workshop will be emailed to all participants as well as others on Urban Strategies’ emailing list. Materials from the workshop are available on the Urban Strategies website at www.urbanstrategies.org/slfp or at the CAC site office on the Hunters Point Shipyard.

Thank you for your participation!!

For information, contact:  
	Urban Strategies Council 

Sarah Price

Program Assistant

672 13th St. 

Oakland CA 94612

(510) 893-2404 x132

sarahp@urbanstrategies.org
	Citizen’s Advisory Committee (CAC)


(415) 822-4622

SanFranciscoCAC@aol.com 


	San Francisco Redevelopment Agency (SFRA)

Thor Kaslofsky 

(415) 749-2464

Thor.Kaslofsky@sfgov.org



Table 1: Comparison of Small Groups’ Results

Shipyard Legacy Fund Workshop III (11/4/06)

	
	Representation on board
	7 Members 
	11 Members
	15 Members
	21 Members

	1
	Renters
	0
	.75
	.5
	1

	2
	Homeowners
	.66
	1
	1.5
	1.75

	3
	Each Ethnic Group
	1
	.5
	.5
	1.25

	4
	Youth
	.33
	.75
	.5
	1.25

	5
	Elders
	.33
	.25
	.5
	1

	6
	Small Business Owners
	1
	.75
	1
	1.5

	7
	Technical Experts 
	0
	.75
	1
	1.5

	8
	PAC
	0
	0
	1
	1

	9
	CAC
	1
	.25
	.5
	1

	10
	Resident membership groups (ACORN, POWER etc.)
	1
	.5
	.5
	1.25

	11
	Community Based Organizations
	1
	.25
	1
	2

	12
	Faith-Based Organizations
	.33
	.75
	0
	1.75

	13
	Each different neighborhood 
	0
	.5
	0
	.75

	14
	San Francisco Redevelopment Agency
	0
	.25
	.5
	.5

	15
	Mayor’s Office
	0
	.25
	1
	.5

	16
	District 10 Supervisor
	.33
	.25
	1
	.75

	17
	Other: education – adult or other
	0
	1.75 - adult education
	.5 –Educator, teacher- retired
	0

	18
	Other_(bankers/ investors)
	0
	0
	1 -bankers/ investors in/from BVHP
	.75 -big businesses

	19
	Other – technical specialists
	0
	0
	1 -urban planner/ development
	0 

	20
	Other
	0
	1 - public health
	.5 -accountant (CPA)
	1.5 -local merchants organizations

	21
	Other
	0
	0
	1 -community arts organizations
	0
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Tables 2-7: Tallies of Small group dot exercise


11/4/06
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