
July 19th Board Meeting 
 
The video of Terra Realty’s presentation to the CUHSD Board is at this link 
http://www.ustream.tv/recorded/116177093 or this one 
 
https://www.cuhsd.org/apps/pages/index.jsp?uREC_ID=425082&type=d&pREC_ID=962360 
 
00:50:40 is where they talk about the District property and rezoning.  The discussion goes to 
about 1:40:00. 
 
Notes: 
 
Here are my notes from watching the video, along with notes from my 7/27/18 meeting with Dr. 
Barry Schimmel, a Sr Project Management Consultant for Terra Realty Advisors, the firm tasked 
by the board with looking at how to maximize the value of CUHSD’s assets. Notes from the 
meeting with Barry are italicized, while additional questions are bolded.  
 

1. They are at the "Beginning of the beginning" in the process of city approvals. 
1. City will need to approve the general plan change from PQP/R1-8 to what they 

are proposing, which includes single family homes, day care center, senior care 
living facility and storage. This will go to the October planning commission 
meeting and then the December Council. 

2. The City of San Jose is conducting all traffic studies, in conjunction with all other 
proposed GPA.  Assuming a General Plan change, then entitlements would be in 
late Q4 2019 

3. Ground breaking in the 2020 timeframe 
2. Details on the current plan (numbers are approximate): 

1. Day care site is 2/3rd acres +/- where the current building is, off of Union. Ground 
lease using joint occupancy section of the education code. Sounds like they have 
talked to an operator. No capital cost for district and approximately $73k per year 
with increases and a fair market value “re-set, with a total term of 66 years for the 
ground lease.  

2. Silverado memory care - 2 story footprint with center atrium. Ground lease - 1.75 
acres +/- on Union with 40,000 sf +/- with approximately $195k/year on 66-year 
term. Fair market value “reset” after 30 years. 

3. Exchange property - Heritage Property on Campbell – 44,000 sf +/- (where the 
post-office is) - District would need 30,000 sf +/- (TBD), and the balance of 19k 
square feet would give them $600-$800k annual revenue. According to Barry, the 
district would own the entire site, including land and building. It also is close to 
the Campbell Elementary School District, so there could be some possible 
synergies.  $22.15M is the exchange value - of the property. Robson Homes 
http://robsonhomes.com/ would acquire the building, upgrade to meet the 
district’s needs and then the exchange would happen. 
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4. Robson Homes would then own 6-acres of land (the “pole” portion of the Districts 
“barbell” shaped property between Camden Avenue & Union Avenue). They are 
planning 40 to 42, single family detached homes, incorporating ADUs in the 
design. According to Scott Sheldon, the preliminary ADU count is 20 – 24 +/- 
ADU’s. From the presentation, "If there are more homes, then the district gets 
more value from the exchange."  

5. 66-year ground lease payment and revenue share agreement for the self storage 
on Camden - working with Toeniskoetter Development – In the meeting it was 
suggested that it could include 1 story storage, 2 story storage (about 20 feet 
tall). 130k sq feet ($40/square foot - very confusing what the $/square foot is 
because of the discounts). Scott Sheldon followed up with this clarification, 
“There is not a final site plan at this time.  The development will include single 
level buildings, and may include 2 and/or 3 stories, TBD.  The final agreement 
with Toeniskoetter is not completed, so there are no final economics to report 
and this time.”  

6.   Access would be from Camden. It appears that the new development going up 
across the street at Camden Plaza would be a built-in market for these storage 
units. 

7. Buses would be distributed to the schools - this could actually be a good thing, 
as, the buses wouldn’t have to transit through traffic to reach their initial or final 
destination point.  Also by relocating the busses to the school sites will decrease 
greenhouse gas emissions. 

3. In the presentation given to the board by Terra, there isn't a presentation of the Terra's 
analysis that looked at the disposition of all the properties. Barry said he will send me 
their analysis/report. This should be part of the public record and, for 
convenience,  linked to this webpage - 
https://www.cuhsd.org/apps/pages/forthekids 

1. The District Office property was considered to be the best and most efficient 
property to create revenue generating opportunities, as there isn't a school and 
the district office needs refurbishing. It is also near the Cambrian Urban Village 

2. Barry indicated they had meeting(s)s with the surrounding homeowners to gauge 
what could be put on the property in terms of height, etc. The neighbors were 
sensitive to multi-story buildings.  There was a community meeting held on May 
29th.  Barry, I assume the minutes to these meetings are in the 
analysis/report. Again, these minutes should be part of the public record.  

3. Similarly, and I could be reading into this, but the idea of using SB-35 to 
supersede city zoning was accounted for when looking at all the options.  I 
assume this will be in the report. Similarly, this seems like an opportunity 
to talk to the County about how they might leverage Measure A bond 
money to build housing. 

4. It sounds like there has been some discussion with the city as to how this fits into 
the Urban Village plan, even though it is outside the strict boundaries. It does 
border it. Again, I assume these discussions are outlined in the 
analysis/report.  

Commented [SRS1]: There is not a final site plan at 
this time.  The development will include single level 
buildings, and may include 2 and/or 3 stories, TBD. 

Commented [SRS2]: The final agreement with 
Toeniskoetter is not completed, so there are no final 
economics to report and this time. 

Commented [SB3]:  You will need to check with the 
district as to minutes from the meeting.  I do think there 
are some.  Maybe web page.  

Commented [SRS4]: This was a community meeting 
with a presentation by the District, and then participants 
were invited to meet informally with staff and the 
developers at tables with additional information. 

Commented [SB5]: I am unaware of SB 35 and it is 
not part of any report  

Commented [SB6]: The urban village plan is not part 
of this project and no discussions with the City have 
taken 
place as to the Weingarten project.  



4. It sounds like the developers were chosen based on track records and what they offered 
in terms of potential revenue. Again, the selection criteria must be in the analysis/report. 
This is a different approach than, for instance, what the VTA is doing with several 
properties where it is reaching out to developers to propose Transit Oriented 
Developments.  

 
Commented [SB7]: The process was not a RFP.  
Selected, knowledgeable developers were selected for 
each of the various aspects of the project. 
Since, the law provides for negotiations to be 
conducted in closed session as to terms and price, the 
board provided direction to create letters of intent which 
were introduced and acted upon by the Board in public 
session on July 19th.  Pending approval of a general 
plan amendment by City Council, a formal exchange 
agreement/contract will be recommended to the Board 
in open public session in early 2019. 
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