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     Amit Ghosh of the Planning Department, and Planning
Commissioners Michael Antonini and Edgar Boyd will be
on the program of the CSFN general meeting on April 15.
We will be discussing the Housing Element. Dr. Ghosh will
also be bringing staff member Teresa Ojeida.
     Although Dr. Ghosh already presented the Draft Housing
Element at an earlier meeting, there may be a very brief
recap, however, at that earlier meeting there was no time to
voice our concerns and make comments. This will be our

Amit Ghosh, Chief of Comprehensive Planning, presented the Draft Housing ElementÕs objectives and timelines to the CSFNÕs Assembly

     An increasingly rare phenomena, neighborhood action, is
taking place on Moraga, between 15th and 16th Avenues. The
goal of the 16th Avenue Steps Tile Project is to bring people
who live in the community together to beautify the steps, using
mosaic or tile grouted to the step risers.
     Neighborhood residents of all ages will have a chance to
meet each other and create a beautiful design for the steps.
Students from the USF are currently working on this project,
assisting in organizing, budgeting and planning. Funds are
available from several sources, including local arts funding
organizations. The project is expected to take approximately
a year from start to finish.  And when itÕs all done, everyone
will be able to walk up the steps, admiring each riser, and say,
ÒWe did it, together!Ó
     A number of neighbors have signed up for this project, but
organizers are still seeking more participants. Whether you
can spare just a day to help lay tiles, would like to donate tiles,
or youÕre interested in helping to design and develop this
project, you are invited to help. For more information:
http://pages.ivillage.com/tiledsteps/

chance to ask the hard questions.
     Copies of the Draft Housing Element are available at the
Planning Dept at 1660 Mission. The Draft Housing Element
may also be found here:
http://www.sfgov.org/planning/citywide/c1_housing_eleme
nt.htm
Delgates are encouraged to send questions/comments you
may have about the Housing Element so that they may fbe
forwarded to Dr. Ghosh and the Commissioners before the
meeting.
...Submitted by Judith Berkowitz, EMIA
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The Sand Dune Follies Continue
     My editorial last month on the abuses of the Natural
Areas Program prompted dozens of telephone calls
from neighborhood activists who have been fighting
this battle to save our trees from deliberate destruction,
and our Open Space fund from irresponsible decimation,
with little publicity from the local media, or support
from City Hall.  Of all the calls I received only one was
critical of my position, which I believe faithfully reflects
the debate and position taken by CSFN on this issue.
     You will recall that Parcel 4 is the great sandbox
with the cyclone fence around it installed at Ocean
Beach, at the corner of Balboa and the Great Highway.
 I was appalled that its estimated cost was $3.4 million,
including $47,000 for the cost of trucking sand to the
beach to create artificial sand dunes.  I have since
learned that the betrayal of the neighborhoods in regard
to this project may be even more egregious than its
cost.
     Parcel 4 was acquired by the city in 1993 at a cost
of $3,050,000, using a combination of PUC/Clean Water
Program funds and Recreation & Parks Open Space
Programs funds.  It was acquired by the city with the
intention of eventually transferring it to the GGNRA;
i.e. once we had spent our tax money acquiring,
improving, and maintaining the lot for a couple years,
we would give it away to GGNRA.
     Money was allocated for improving the lot:  $280,000
from the Open Space fund and a Coastal Conservancy
grant.  Specific indirect costs for plantings, consultants,
administration and department bureaucrats have never
been disclosed, so the total cost for this project could
well exceed $3.4 million.  (We learn, for example, from
a rebuttal article elsewhere in this issue, that the sand,
for which an invoice exists in the amount of $47,000,
was trucked in at an additional cost of almost $15,000.)
     Anyway, the Coastal Commission went through the
motions of holding neighborhood meetings prior to
improving Parcel 4.  Minutes from these meetings show
that neighbors requested benches to sit on, trash
receptacles, and a wall to keep the sand from blowing
onto the Great Highway, i.e. simple park amenities.
They were led to believe they would get those amenities.
 They were wrong.  When it came time to implement
the agreed-to plan they were told that homeless people
could sleep on the benches and hide behind trashcans,
and that kids could write graffiti on the retaining wall.
 So what they got instead was a sand lot behind a cyclone
fence with no water source (forget the birds and
butterflies), no benches to accommodate the public
even if the cyclone fence eventually comes down, and
no retaining wall to keep almost $62,000 worth of sand
from blowing onto the Great Highway and sand-blasting

the paint job on the apartments next door.
     Those of you who have lived in San Francisco awhile
remember what a disaster the Great Highway used to be
after a windstorm.  It would be closed for hours, if not
days, while public work crews plowed back the sand to
make the roads passable.  Dianne Feinstein pretty much
solved the problem by changing the topography and
introducing new plantings to anchor the sand.  Parcel 4
completely ignores the lessons of the past.
     Finally, there has been some dispute over the scientific
basis for the Natural Areas Plan.  While it is true that a
Scientific Advisory Board was created, I have the testimony
of Professor Edward F. Connor, Professor of Ecology at
San Francisco State, before a Board of Supervisors
committee last summer.  He stated that while he was listed
as a member of the Advisory Board, he had never seen
The Plan, never been asked to comment on The Plan, and
was actually denied a copied of The Plan when he requested
one!  He stated: ÒImagine how much more I was surprised
when I finally did obtain access to and read this report to
find that the names of scientists on the Scientific Advisory
Board, and the names of scientists who were invited to
but never participated in the Advisory Board were all
invoked to sanctify a report to which they had no
contribution.Ó
     In regard to the Management Plan itself, Professor
Connor stated: ÒI have read this plan and it is without
scientific basis, it does not articulate clear, achievable, nor
appropriate conservation goals for a set of small urban
parks, it is void of an examination of the cost, feasibility,
or utility of the management actions recommended, and
it is without any sense that our urban parks must satisfy
the needs for a wide variety of uses.  I acknowledge that
conservation numbers among the uses to which I would
like to see our parks put, but not necessarily at the expense
of other uses that are appropriate for urban parks and
inappropriate in wild lands.Ó
     So there we have it.  The neighbors donÕt like it, the
costs are egregious, important documents have not been
made available to the public, and it has no scientific basis.
 Yet in the absence of an approved environmental review,
this plan is proceeding.  An estimated three thousand trees
have been destroyed and there are plans to destroy another
three thousand.  Subjective decisions are being made by
people we did not elect that will remove our greenery,
waste our tax money, destroy wildlife, and label our
families and pets as Òintruders,Ó since our very existence
threatens these artificially created Ònatural areas.Ó
     We need our Supervisors to request an opinion from
our City Attorney as to how best to put a halt to this wanton
destruction of public assets.  In the midst of this budget
crisis, this issue may escape their attention unless we
attend to it immediately.
...Submitted by Barbara Meskunas, CSFN President
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     The Nominating Committee recommends the following
candidates for office for the 2003-2004 term:
    President - Barbara Meskunas
    1st Vice President - Doug Comstock
    2nd Vice President - Judith Berkowitz
    Recording Secretary - Steve Gruel
    Corresponding Secretary - Dick Millet
    Treasurer - open
    Members-at-large:  George Zaback, Sharon Eberhardt
The Nominating Committee has no nominations for Treasurer
or one member-at-large.  Anyone interested in serving in
these offices or any other office may contact Mary Helen
Briscoe at 346-1448 or Mary Harris at 584-1521.  The office
of treasurer requires maintenance and reports of financial
accounts, keeping track of members' dues and addresses,
providing a sign-up sheet for meetings and submission of
an annual budget.
    Members-at-large shall be assigned duties by the Executive
Committee or membership and are expected to attend
Executive Committee meetings.
    Nominations will be open from the floor at the April
meeting and we urge all members to run for office or get
actively involved in the CSFN.  CSFN will thrive on wide
membership participation.
...Submitted by Mary Helen Briscoe, PRO-SF

     April 3, 2003:  The San Francisco Sunshine ordinance,
adopted overwhelmingly by city voters in November 1999,
and strongly endorsed by CSFN, has survived its first legal
challenge. The City of San Francisco must provide public
access to documents pertaining to the proposed bay-fill runway
expansion project even if the federal government has refused
to release the same documents. So ruled Superior Court Judge
David A. Garcia yesterday rejecting the City's contention that
it was powerless to act in light of the federal governmentÕs
decision. Judge GarciaÕs order requires the city to provide the
public immediate access to the documents.
     A coalition of Bay Area environmental groups, including
San Francisco BayKeeper, Arc Ecology and the San Francisco
League of Conversation Voters, filed suit in August of last
year to force disclosure of the important documents.
Environmental and neighborhood groups, coordinated by the
Alliance for a Clean Waterfront, have been seeking the materials
under federal, state and local freedom of information laws for
more than two years.
ÒIt is especially important that the value of Freedom of
Information be affirmed in our current climate of increased
governmental secrecy.Ó said David Greene of the First Amend-
ment Project, one of the attorneys who represented the
environmental organizations.  ÒIn adopting the Sunshine
Ordinance, the people of San Francisco demanded greater
access to their government.  This decision helps to ensure that
they get it.Ó
     The environmental organizations, filed this lawsuit after
the City refused to provide access to numerous documents,
including  draft environmental studies analyzing the potential
impacts of the fill project in San Francisco Bay.  The studies
examine hydrodynamic, sedimentation, water quality and
biological implications É and include a first-ever catalogue
of all species of plant and animal species living in the Bay
ecosystem.  The City has adamantly refused to release the
information despite an order from the San
Francisco Sunshine Task Force to do so.
     ÒNow we finally get to see what the Airport has been
fighting so hard to hide from the public,Ó said Leo OÕBrien,
Executive Director of the San Francisco BayKeeper.   ÒThe
AirportÕs game playing is finally at an end and the public can
now begin its evaluation of the environmental risks posed by
this massive project.Ó
     Many of the reports were prepared by private contractors
at the CityÕs request and paid for with City funds for use by
the City in preparing environmental impact reports required
by state law.  The City had agreed to share the reports with
the Federal Aviation Administration (ÒFAAÓ), for use by the
FAA in preparing its environmental impact statement under
federal law.
     The City refused to provide access to documents by making
the unprecedented claim that the FAA, through the federal
Freedom of Information Act, preempted both the local Sunshine
Ordinance and the California Public Records Act because the
FAA directed the City not to release the documents .
     The court rejected these arguments: Òno federal law or
state law prohibits the disclosure of these documents or
preempts the application of the California Public Records Act
or the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance to these documents.Ó

     ÒNow the public can begin to evaluate the environmental
risks posed by the runway proposal and other City projects,Ó
said attorney Amy Quirk of the Alliance for a Clean Water-
front.  ÒThis decision is important not just for those concerned
about the airport project, but for all those who believe that
our CityÕs government should be open and accountable.
     ÒThis marks the first time that a Judge has rejected the
Federal governmentÕs attempt to restrict disclosures of
environmental information under state and local disclosure
laws,Ó said Alan Ramo, Golden Gate University Professor
and Director of the schoolÕs Environmental Law and Justice
Clinic. ÒOtherwise in every joint federal and state environ-
mental project the federal government would have been able
to eliminate the public process California residents have long
accepted as the minimum in our democracy.Ó

     Supervisors Newsom and Dufty have
introduced a motion at the Board that would
release $5 million for the Airfield Develop-
ment Bureau. They have placed it on the
Board agenda "for adoption without commit-
tee reference," which means that it will be voted on this
Tuesday, April 15 at the full Board of Supervisors.
     This legislation, which would provide millions more to
the airfield expansion project, has not undergone financial
review (that virtually all other legislative items receive)
and has not had public review in a Committee hearing
(again, a standard practice).  This method of passing
items at the Board without committee hearing is very
strange and highly problematic.




