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HAPA Potluck Gabfest Seasonal Celebration 
Our annual get-together will be Thursday, December 3rd, starting at 5pm 

more or less, 6pm for the well organized and a little later for the 

reprobates. Thanks to Gail Lundholm, we are partially organized (her-
organized, me-partially). We are hoping for the usual suspects and some 
visitors. Bring food or drink if you feel so motivated.  

Topics for discussion: litigation strategy (see story below), the downtown 
community center, Lincoln Landing, and anything else you want to bring up.   

 

Solving the Problem of Good News 
The problem with good news is that there is too little of it and the solution 

is to report it twice. In our last issue, we reported on “Nine hundred ninety 

acres of open space!” In this issue, we will thank the East Bay parks personnel 
who have made it work with years of effort and attach a map by David 
Drueckhammer. This beautiful map shows the contours of Wapert Ridge hills 

in half-tones, streets, parklands, and trails. A black - orange line shows a trail 
going from five canyons on the North through the Stonebrae property and five 

new miles of trail down to Niles Canyon in Fremont—a wonderful addition to 
the Bay Ridge trail. The map shows the existing Garin Dry Creek park, the 
Stonebrae development, the golf course, and in orange, the new dedications to 

a park ownership. Finally, the map also shows the Fries property above 
Stonybrook Canyon just south of the Chouinard winery. The Fries property not 
only has magnificent views in all directions, but is very close to the new trail so 

we can hope for a trailhead in the canyon and a trail up to it and on over to the 
Bay Ridge trail. 

HAPA advocacy and litigation was one link in a chain leading to this new 
trail, acquisition, and dedications. Since then, East Bay park personnel have 
worked for years to get property transferred and easements recorded. The 

general public has little or no understanding of the work that goes into 
acquisition, planning, development, management and everything else for their 

enjoyment of a great park system. HAPA now gives them special recognition, 
and thanks them all.  
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Honor Roll of EBRPD Staff  
Acquisition, Stewardship and Development Division 

AGM ASD Bob Nisbet 

Chief of Planning/GIS Larry Tong 

Chief of Stewardship Matt Graul 

Senior Planner Annie Thomson 

Land Acquisition Manager Liz Musbach & staff 

Environmental Programs Manager Chris Barton 

Trails Development Program Manager Sean Dougan & staff 

Operations 

Interpretive Parklands Unit Manager Terry Noonan 

Garin Park Supervisor Mark Pearson 

EBRPD Retirees 

Retired AGM Land Nancy Wenninger  

Retired Senior Planner Linda Chavez 

Retired Garin Park Supervisor Ron Mueller  

 

 

HAPA v CSU Inches Along 
HAPA’s suit against the CSU for plans to build parking structures on the 

Hayward campus has been on hold for about three years pending the California 
Supreme Court’s decision in a San Diego case. The Supreme Court recently 

ruled that California State University San Diego cannot require the City of San 
Diego to pay for costs associated with its planned expansion. The 7-0 ruling 

backed the appellate decision that challenged CSU’s refusal to pay for traffic 
costs around San Diego State. 

Now the CSU has to take responsibility for the impacts it creates. While this 

decision was specifically for San Diego State, it will also apply to Hayward, due 
to the similarity between the two cases.  

The unanimous ruling upheld what the City of Hayward and HAPA, 
represented by attorney Stuart Flashman, have argued all along: the CSU 
cannot avoid CEQA. Stuart sent a letter to the Supreme Court asking that they 

retain jurisdiction or provide clarification for HAPA’s issue in their remand, but 
he was ignored. 

So, the Hayward case has been remanded to the court of appeal up here 

(First Appellate District), which ruled the other way, for the CSU and against 
the city, with direction to reconsider in light of the Supreme Court’s decision in 

the San Diego case.  
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How can we get attention for our issue? While the Supreme Court ruled on 
one issue, it is a matter of law that it affirmed in full the appellate court 

decision, including other issues that were not argued. The parking structure 
issue is part of Transportation Demand Management, which was also involved 

in San Diego. When the Supreme Court ruled against the CSU down there, it 
also indirectly ruled that the San Diego TDM was inadequate, which it was. The 
CSU attorney may argue that the Supreme Court decision should be construed 

narrowly, but Stuart is arguing for collateral estoppel, a wonderful legal 
doctrine that holds that since the Supreme Court’s decision stops the San 
Diego campus plan on all litigated issues; it should also stop the Hayward plan 

on all issues including TDM. 

The need for Pioneer Way, a new access to the campus, is great and long 

overdue, as is the need for a rapid shuttle. The campus administration has 
long promoted unsustainable auto-access to the campus while claiming to 
commit to sustainability. The current president seems more committed to 

sustainability, but may not understand what it means for access. He may also 
be controlled by the CSU lawyers in Long Beach.  

At the HAPA meeting the Board will decide what to do, possibly some offer 
for settlement to unfreeze the paralysis of development on the campus. 

 

Lincoln Landing at Mervyn’s  
The Mervyn’s property is a large opportunity site on upper Foothill Blvd. It 

has advantages of easy access from freeways via Foothill Blvd., shopping and 
employment across the street, proximity to downtown Hayward amenities like 

restaurants, shops, and movies, and closeness to BART. Dolinger’s proposed 
Lincoln Landing: 486 rental apartments, bundled; 1,064 parking spaces, 
82,000 sq ft retail. 

Nearby projects: Main and Maple, 250 rentals wrapped around parking; 
Centennial Hall, 250 single family.  

Major problems: 

 Unsustainability: huge increase in subsidized parking and auto traffic; suburbia crammed 
into a smaller space 

 Orientation to north on Foothill and freeways, taking residents out of Hayward 

 Extra costs for those wanting a sustainable lifestyle 

 Massive buildings, street frontages dominated by garage doors, hostile to pedestrians 

Major opportunities: 

 Orientation south to downtown, bringing residents into downtown 

 Riverwalk shopping and restaurants 

 Downtown circulator from BART to Foothill Center 

 Reduced parking, reduced traffic, same unit count 

 Unbundled parking, more sustainability 
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 Alternative transportation: build for walking, circulator, car share, car rental, taxi, shared 
ride 

 Reduce building mass, no garage doors, friendly to pedestrians 

 Staging of development, initial surface parking on north, reduce risk 

Orientation: The heart of the project, and the key to its image and identity 
as a special place, would be the south entrance area off City Center Dr. with a 

court, porte cochere, and atrium. From left to right: an entry lane to the 
parking structure, walkway to Riverwalk, porte cochere for circulator, taxis, 

and shared ride, a big entry atrium with apartments behind, café (semi-
covered, landscaped, outside seating area with a floor about 2 or 3 feet above 
ground level, inside seating, counter for fast food service near high foot traffic), 

parking for carshare/rental parking, and apartments through to Foothill. 

Riverwalk: Have a controlled flow of water from San Lorenzo Creek 

Channel to create a more natural embankment and a landscaped walkway. 
Water flow would come through near ground level by edge of the channel, 
landscaped, with abutting walkway and businesses, from City Center to Hazel 

Ave, as a Riverwalk pedestrian-only walkway. Closed at night when businesses 
close. 

Downtown Circulator From BART to Foothill Center via the south 

entrance. 

 The best route requires reforming the Loop, also needed for better circulation generally, to 
revive commerce on Loop streets, to reduce the width of the pedestrian crossings, and to have 
safety medians for pedestrians—all necessary to enable pedestrians to walk between downtown 
and Lincoln Landing and for the circulator to work on A St. and Foothill.  The A St. remodel 
also would help the crossing from the senior center being built on the north side of A St. over to 
Luckys. 

 If traffic can go east on A St., then the circulators would go from BART via A St., Maple Ct., 
and City Center Dr. to Foothill Center, a distance of .8 miles taking 6 minutes. The return trip is 
0.9 mile via City Center, Lincoln Landing, Foothill and B St. With rapid bus technology (details 
in the Beeline Bus proposal) and five stops, the run time would be 6 minutes and layover, one 
minute. Two buses can maintain a 10 minute or better headway.  

 The capital cost for two buses and way improvements would be about $2 million, mainly for two 
high tech buses and traffic light equipment. It would be funded in part by the developer, but the 
developer would be able to seek reimbursement from other sources based on serving more than 
Lincoln Landing riders. However, the cost is only $4,100 per residential unit. Sources could be 
Community Facilities District revenues, city parking revenues, and fixed charges on the property 
tax which could partially replace AC Transit’s $96 per year property tax fee. This project would 
also score well for AHSC and TCAC funding as a two-sponsor project and due to low GHG.  

 Operating costs would come to some extent from rent and HOA fees. All residents would ride 
for free (eco-pass). 
The operator would be managed though an RFP for cost-effective management and cost 
control, and run about $50 per bus revenue hour. 

 The planning should include all properties along the route with financial support as 
redevelopment occurs.  
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Reduced parking: Surface parking and only on the north side of project, 
with approved conversion to building if parking not needed. Project could be up 

to 5 stories high with unbundling and circulator. Retain and use the existing 
parking structure, with an exclusive new walkway access for residents into the 

atrium and big building. Reserve upper level parking for resident use and lease 
spaces to residents. Use lower levels for access to commercial and the entry to 
the atrium building. No minimum parking requirements; no new structured 

parking; no parking underneath integrated into a single unit. 

Unbundling: Parking charges based on willingness to pay, hourly rates 
open to all users for short periods and leases for residents. Unbundling 

requires parking management of nearby parking to prevent spillover and 
poaching. Design the parking so that market charges would be easy to pay and 

to adjust with changing demand.  

Alternative transportation: The project would have car share, car rental, 
taxi vouchers, shared ride, guaranteed ride home and bike lockups integrated 

with the shuttle at the south court.  

Building mass: Lowering the building by two stories of parking levels 

creates a more human scale, allows entrances at street level, and a pedestrian 
friendly design. 

Phasing to reduce risk: Phase one on the south side with limited initial 

retail would test the market for affordability, unbundling, and alternative 
mobility. It would use existing parking in structure and north side for retail 
and residential parking. Successive phases would depend on the success of 

reduced demand for private surface parking on the north, which would be 
converted to housing based on lower demand for private on-site parking. 

Reduced demand for parking would also increase patronage for on-site retail. 

Marketing Would include a special effort to reach those people not wanting 
to park on site for environmental, life-style, and economic reasons. They may 

park someplace else, use car share or car rental, or not have a car. The 
marketing could include a roundtrip BART ticket and pick up at the BART 
station, showing attractions along the way (library, post office, banks, cinema, 

eating places, hardware, antiques, book shop, CVS, Lucky), and a meal at a 
local eatery, so a BART user would see how it would work for them. 

Documentation would show savings relative to owning a car and overall travel 
time to jobs in Oakland and San Francisco.  

Performance criteria would determine if an outstanding project could 

continue or would revert to an auto-based system.  

Other: Put solar panels on the top floor of the parking structure as a roof 

for rain.  

Foothill Blvd. would not have enough parking for supporting retail and the 
proposed parking lot off Foothill is just one more strip commercial car-oriented 

development like the Foothill Center across the street. Foothill Blvd. is too wide 
to have walking on both sides and easy crossing. The alternative is putting the 
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retail on Riverwalk and use the existing structure and north side surface 
parking for parking in the first phases.  

City politics: Integral’s proposal was denied by City Council, not usually a 
good way to treat developers. Any project requires greater clarity of policy as to 

what the City wants and an iterative process towards approval. Such a process 
has a discussion of the basic idea of the project, Council approval, low cost 
applications with sketches and outlines of a proposal, and then a more 

detailed, expensive application.  

 

More Info about Lack of Info 
On Nov. 6 I asked the City Clerk for “engineering reports on the library 

building. I do not need retrofit costs; I need assessments of the roof, electrical, 
plumbing, mechanicals, foundation, reports relevant for maintaining the 
building for new uses after the books move out. I do not need to know why it 

would not work as a library, only why it may not work as a building.” 
Eventually I received two documents, Page + Moris, Hayward Main Library, 

Community Analysis, January 2008, and a 2015 email. I also searched “Noll 
Tam architects” on the city’s website and found many references, but no good 
information.  

The discussion below is based on the fact that this is all the city has sent 
me, and it is hard for me to believe that no cost estimates of any kind were 
ever made for either upgrading the old library or for retrofitting it for any 

use. There are no engineering reports.  

We have virtually no information needed for studying reuse. 

It is increasingly clear that the city, however excellent a job it did for 
planning a new library, ignored the potential for new uses for the old 
building. I believe the primary reason is incompetence on the part of Sean 

Reinhardt on this part of the process, and secondarily the failure of other city 
staff and Council to see the problem. Council and staff are now hoping no one 

will care, when they should be taking the lead to solve the problem, which does 
not necessarily mean saving the old building, but rather getting some decent 
information about the issue. Do not expect any leadership or help from the 

City. 

There is also a third problem: the lack of leadership by citizens. I see no one 
taking this on to try to figure out what to do. I can’t do it; I can only help if 

there is some leadership by others. So far, no one has emerged.  

 

The 2008 report had 3 pages out of 83 on the old library. Keep in mind that 

Page + Moris was answering the question given them, the new library, and it 
looks like a great report on that question. I am asking a different question, 
reuse of the building.  
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“Mechanical and electrical spaces and distribution are convoluted and 
decentralized.” Too vague to be meaningful and not relevant for reuse. 

“Plumbing and restrooms are inefficient and hard to maintain.” “The 
building is served by eleven single-occupancy restrooms scattered throughout 

the interior. These are inefficient and labor-intensive to maintain as well as a 
source of ongoing security problems. Clustered multiple-occupancy restrooms 
are needed adjacent to the public entrance and the meeting room.” The only 

security problem I’ve heard of was at the front entrance, which won’t be solved 
by a new library. I lack expertise in public restrooms. Are there bad things 
people do in a single they wouldn’t do in a multiple? Can you help me here? 

The restrooms in the new library will also be labor-intensive unless there is 
something about cleaning bathrooms that I don’t understand. The intensive 

use problem seems likely to go to the new library. Relevance for reuse? Not 
enough info to determine what this means.  

“Data and electrical wiring conduit is at maximum capacity and cannot 

accommodate additional computers or other electronic technology even though 
more equipment is needed.” Not likely to be relevant for reuse purposes.  

“The building location at the center of the park deters use by individuals 
with limited mobility, such as seniors, the physically handicapped and parents 
with young children in strollers.” Sorry, this looks like complete BS to me. 

Access is not going to get much better.  

“Transients gather in the park, intimidating many potential visitors and 
creating a perception that the Library site is not safe.” I doubt that this is true 

to any great extent. The same report states that the library is too small for the 
large number of people trying to use it. The problem is likely to occur or worsen 

with the new library and a plaza. Use of the bathrooms will move the new 
library and loitering may get worse if there is a park without a building. The 
thing is, libraries do not get rid of transients. I have not seen any discussion of 

how the new library would affect this issue. We need better policing and 
services for our marginal population, regardless; we need to catch up with 
Europe. 

“Although the heating and ventilating system has been upgraded, the 
system must support a convoluted interior layout created by multiple 

remodeling and expansion projects. Several building areas, therefore, have 
recurring hot or cold spots that cannot be remedied.” This does not pass my 
smell test. The interior space is not that complicated. As with other issues, the 

vagueness makes this report useless for reuse purposes.  

 

The memo from Scott Salge to Kevin Briggs of Aug. 20, 2015, refers to the 

cost of bringing the library up to code, retrofit, HVAC, structure, accessibility, 
elevators, and finishes. Salge estimates the cost at $300 to $350 per square 
foot, about $8,000,000 total. However, the 2008 Page + Moris Report makes no 

reference to codes, retrofit, HVAC upgrade, structure, accessibility upgrade, 
elevators, or finishes. None of the other documents I found had estimates; the 
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focus was entirely on the new building and plaza. So it is hard to know how 
Salge could have made his estimate.  

In fact, the 2008 report has no dollar figures on any cost for the old 
library building: Searches for “$” and “cost” found no references in the report. 

There also are no references to asbestos, roof, foundation, plumbing upgrade, 
mold, odors, or HVAC upgrade.  

Related issues: Appendix B p. 50 lists reasons why people do not use the 
existing library. Every one of them would also apply to the new library.  

Conclusion: Sorry, we are on our own and have to start from scratch. I 
recommend we have a civil engineer with old building expertise look at the 
building. We need some estimate of costs to make it functional as a building (if 

any), and things that might be desirable but are not necessary. Then we need 
an appraisal of some kind to determine the value of the building.  

I’ve been looking at the new library bid summary from Sept. 15, 2015 
contract award and it is hard to decipher. The library is part of Area 2 with 
construction cost of $8,542,000, but much of it is for the cistern, landscaping, 

irrigation, pavers, concrete, utilities, benches, and art work, some of which 
may be necessary and some of which is a result of destroying the building. 
Demolition and haz mat totaled $278,000. I would guess about $2,000,000 

would be available for the building and tenant improvements. New libraries 
cost about $700 per square foot, so rehab of a building for a community center 

should be much less. What can we do with $2,000,000? 

 

If the building is to be saved, it will have to eventually become a HARD 
project. The whole idea does not need to be worked out, just enough to turn the 

building and some funds over to HARD, and move the cistern a few feet. 
Advocates of a community center should respect the good job the city did on 

other aspects of a new library and the attractiveness of an open plaza. We will 
need a sound financial plan and support from groups that want to use a 
community center. 25,000 square feet is big. Otherwise, downtown is unlikely 

to get a community center for decades, if ever.  

 

Sherman Lewis, President 
Hayward Area Planning Association 
510-538-3692 sherman@csuhayward.us 
2787 Hillcrest Ave. Hayward CA 94542  
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