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Neighbors Combine Forces: Target Housing Element
District 7 Supervisor Tony Hall steps up to the plate.

October 29th neighborhood activists converged at St.
Brendan’'s Hall for a meeting called by CSFN and West of
Twin Peaks Council. The meeting was Chaired by Supervisor
Tony Hall, Hosts were Bud Wilson and Joan Girardot.

Hall spoke against the Housing Element
(HE) aswell and promised to make every effort to assure the
Planning Commission does not adopt the plan.
Planning Commissioner Mike Antonini discussed the status

Hall outlined his office’s efforts
regarding Peskin’s Secondary Unit
legidation, specificaly letters of inquiry
to the Public Utilities Commission, the
Department of Parking and Traffic, Police
Department, Fire Department and the
Office of Emergency Services regarding
the affects greater density would have on
their departments.

PUC asked if the Water and Sewer staff,
facilities and equipment are sufficient to
provide services for the possible new
20,934 new residents estimated by the
Planning Dept. that may develop as a
result of the legislation.

Another inquiry to DPT asked how
the traffic flow would be affected and

District 7 Supervisor Tony Hall

of the HE at the Planning Commission and
the EIR process.

CSFN Delegate John Bardis addressed
the inadequacies of the data section of the
HE and gave an historic perspective on the
battle against secondary units in the past.
GWPNA member Marilyn Amini outlined
the difficulties that neighbors in affected
areas could expect with the adoption of the
HE. SPEAK Delegate Eileen Boken
presented strategy considerations with
emphasis on mollifying non-profit groups
who consider our position an attack on their
interests. Francisco Heights Delegate
Barbara Austin encouraged delegates to
make full use of the amendment and revision
possibilities of the plan. Marina Civic

whether an adverse affect will trigger an
exemption in affected areas as allowed in State law.

Inquiries to the SFPD, SFFD, and Office of Emergency
Services (OES) asked them to determine if staffing and
equipment is sufficient to handle the proposed new residents
and asked for assurancesthat their departments would continue
to protect the hedlth, safety and welfare of residents at current
levels.

He also discussed the various districts and density levels
allowed by the Planning Code and noted that SF is the most
densely populated city in Californiaaswell asthe fourth most
densely populated city in the country, behind New York and
two citiesin New Jersey. He stressed the loss of single family
units (SFUs) and the accelerated rate of demolition of SFUs
in recent history and the parallel decline of familiesin SF.

Secondary units increase the cost of units as awhole, Hall
commented, and the remaining SFUs cost increases to meet
the demand. This encourages the exit of families from San
Francisco.

Parking problems will increase, though already severein
some of the proposed areas of greater density, according to
Hall, however, there may be areas where secondary units are
appropriate, but they should be determined on a case-by-case
basis, with community participation.

Current law aready permits secondary unitsis Special Use
Districts and new areas may be designated as such through a
community process.

Delegate Joan Girardot underscored
problems inherent in the infrastructure, water and sewer as
well as stresses on the Emergency Services including
earthquake emergency preparedness.
Joe O’'Donahue of the Residential Builders Assn.
encouraged neighborsto organize for the battle that will ensue.
The next meeting is set for Wednesday, Nov. 19th at St.
Brendan’s Hall, 200 Ulloa Street at 7: PM (See Insert).

Delegates To Weigh In On Proposition
Endorsements for March 2004 Election

The Government & Elections Committee met Monday,
November 10, to discuss early endorsements for the March
2004 ballot. We applied the criteria adopted last year in deciding
on which ballot measures CSFN would take a position:
1. All bond measures, appropriations, set-asides
2. Good government issues
3. Land use, code enforcement, and quality of life issues

CSFN delegates will be asked to support the Government
& Elections Committee recommendations on the asterisked
(*) propositions. Also, any delegate can make a motion to
consider ballot measures that the Committee felt didn't meet
the criteria.

So far two Charter Amendments have qualified for the
ballot: (Cont. Pg. 3)
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Get Ready for Manhattan!

High-rises Will Carpet the Eastern Waterfront Under New Plans

While CSFN members have been diligently opposing the
madness of Peskin’s Secondary Unit legidation and the Planning
Department’s Housing Element, other city departments and
lobbyists have been quietly plotting to morph our Eastern
waterfront into a Manhattan knockoff.

Workforce Housing Initiative

The Workforce Housing Initiative has qualified for the
March 2004 ballot with over 16,000 signatures, according to
Gwyneth Borden of the Chamber of Commerce. Ms. Borden
was kind enough to attend our Government and Elections
committee meeting to advocate for the plan and answer
guestions. Alex Clemens of Barbary Coast Consulting is the
official sponsor of the initiative, but Ms. Borden volunteered
that the initiative was actually written by the Chamber of
Commerce, with assistance from SPUR and the San Francisco
Organizing Project (SFOP).

The Workforce Housing Initiative:

1. Applies to a developer who proposes a project with 10 or
more units along the central waterfront (bounded by Mariposa
Street, Islais Creek, Interstate 280 and the Bay) or downtown
(bounded by Market Street, Clay Street, Kearny Street and the
Bay).
2. Exceptionsto density and height restrictions, and an expedited
permit process would be granted in exchange for selling 27 or
29 percent of the units at arate affordable to households with
a combined income not exceeding 110 percent of SF median.
(This is in addition to the 12% affordable housing city
requirement.) Mortgages will be priced at 40% of income,
with 5% down.
3. The City would be required to appropriate $2,000,000 to
pay for project EIRs. Portions of the cost could be recovered
from project sponsors, although there are exceptions for
affordable units
4. A Workforce Housing Procedures Manual, which has not
been written yet, will “contain procedures for monitoring and
enforcement of the policies and procedures for implementation
of the program.” The Manual, once written, can only be
amended by the Planning Commission.
5. The Board of Supervisors could amend the ordinance under
certain circumstances without voter approval.
6. The City would be required to amend its General Plan to
conform to this ordinance, and must permit a minimum of
4,000 units to be built under this ordinance.
7. Units must be at least 1 bedroom and 600 square feet in
size.
8. Conditional use approval would not be required for relaxing
height and density limits provided affordable housing set-
asides are provided, and provided at least 2/3 of the total square
footage is housing. For example: Section 207.3 (a) “Any
Workforce housing project shall be entitled to build that density
of unitsthat can be built within the building envelope defined
by the applicable height, bulk, yard and setback requirements
otherwise applicable to dwelling units or mixed use
developments including dwelling units constructed in the
zoning district in which the Workforce housing project is

constructed, without regard to density or floor area ratio
limitations and without any requirement of obtaining conditiona
use authorization from the Planning Commission for such
density.”

9. Workforce housing projects would be guaranteed application
review within 30 days.

10. The Planning Director may require minor changes to
comply with Residential Design guidelines, provided that such
changes may not require areduction in the building envelope.
11. Any discretionary review must be heard within 45-60 days
from approval of the project application. No further review
will be permitted thereafter unless the Zoning Administrator
determines there have been substantial modifications from the
origina plans.

12. No discretionary review hearing may require a reduction
in the building envelope.

13. Gross floor area devoted to residential uses may exceed
18 to 1 in the C-3-0 and C-3-0 (SD) Districts.
14. There would be no maximum density limitationin a C-3
Digtrict.

The goal here is to produce 5,000-10,000 units of small
condominiums in high-rises that will sell for half a million
dollars. Developers will get a free ride on environmental
review, on maximize heights and density, and will have access
to a planning fast track to the exclusion of everyone else.
Conditional Use will not be applicable, and discretionary
review will be limited to details rather than building mass.
The entire process will be carefully outlined in amanual that
no one has written yet.

CSFN’s Government and Elections committee unanimously
urges your neighborhood to vote to OPPOSE this initiative at
our November 18 early endorsement meeting.

Transbay Boondoggle
| caught my first glimpse of the dick power point presentation
for this plan at a meeting last week.

The Transbay Joint Powers Development Authority, it
seems, has been holding “ Citizens Advisory Committee”
meetings to select a final plan for a “new neighborhood”
planned to generate revenues to pay for a new Transbay
Terminal.

The Project has three components: Rebuilding the bus
station (about $1 billion), extending Cdtrain to the new terminal
(about $850 million), and building 3,200 new housing units
in 50 story high-rises, (plus some hotels and offices that are
substantially higher), through a
Redevel opment project area, which will generate enough tax
increment money, (together with land sales from Caltrans
surplus property) to pay for the new terminal.

The terminal will have six levels. The bottom level is set
asidein the hopesthat a$9.95 hillion dollar state bond measure
planned for November 2004 will pass, which will pay for a
high speed train that will run from SFto LA.

The Redevelopment Agency involvement will guarantee

that no one will be able to challenge the hideous design
(Cont. Page 4)
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Potrero & Mission Neighbors Oppose SF General Rebuild Plan

San Francisco General Hospital has
made public two possible sites for a
proposed new hospital. Oneisat Mission
Bay and the other is at its present location,
referred to as the Potrero site. Even though
SF General's $350,000 contracted
consultant and its own key medical
personnel have recommended that the new
facility be located at Mission Bay, the
hospital's administration has not supported
thisrecommendation. Instead, the hospita's
administrators are actively promoting a
plan to build a massive addition to the
existing hospital. In fact, when a health
commissioner recently asked hospital CEO,
Jean Marie O'Connell, how much it would
cost to purchase land at Mission Bay, she
admitted that she did not know the asking
price and that the owner of the land had
never been approached.

San Francisco General Hospital is
currently struggling with major issues of
changing demographics that are reducing
the need for some of its services. The
trauma unit needs a minimum of 1200
trauma patients annually to keep its
designation as a level one trauma center.
SF General is aso facing severe budget
cutbacks. Therefore, to support its status
as alevel one trauma center and to obtain
alarger volume of paying trauma patients,
the hospital is now proposing a heliport

addition at its Potrero site.

It is not expedient, safe, or even
necessary to land choppers in a
residential neighborhood. Medi-vac
helicopters are large, loud and
dangerous. They would fly low over
Berna Heights, the Mission District and
Potrero Hill, taking off and landing at
al hours.

We would support a reasonable
proposal for the location of new hospital
facilities at Mission Bay. However, we
could not support any recommendation
that includes the possibility of a high-
rise building topped by a helicopter-
landing pad at the Potrero site.

Each of the potential locations has
a site-specific set of considerations. A
blanket proposal that includes both
suggested sites assumes conditions are
the same at each site and each could
thus accommodate the same hospital.

This is unrealistic and obscures the
needs of the citizens of San Francisco
and the valid concerns of the neighbors
immediately surrounding the current SF
General Hospital.

The East Mission Improvement
Association opposes any recommen-
dation to rebuild San Francisco General
Hospita that is not site-specific. Before
seeking approval of the various City
agencies and departments, SF General
and the Department of Public Health
should prepare a site-specific
recommendation and invite concerned
neighbors to comment upon the impact
of that proposal.

The East Mission Improvement
Association wishes to support a hospita
proposal that will serve al the citizens
of San Francisco.

..... Submitted by Cathy Ramacciotti,
President EMIA

Govt. & Elections (Cont from Pg. 1)

« Establishing a Public Education Enrichment Fund: thisisthe
companion funding piece to Prop I, which would appropriate
funds annually to go to SFUSD for universal accessto preschoal,
and for arts, music, sports, and library programs. Incremental
funding increases beginning at $10 million for the first year
and toping out at $60 million for the fifth year.
(Recommend NO, it istoo costly.)
« Supplemental Compensation for City Employees on Military
Leave: would allow the Mayor to request that the Board enact
an ordinance to pay the salary difference between military pay
and City pay for City employees called to active duty.
(Doesn't meet criteriafor consideration.)

There is one initiative that will probably qualify:
« Incentivesto Build Below Market Rate Housing and Exceptions
to Density Restrictions—AKA Workforce Housing: Appliesto
central waterfront and Market Street/Downtown only (see
President’s article in this issue.) (Recommend NO, there are
too many loopholes.)

A majority vote of the Board of Supervisorsisrequired to
put Charter Amendments on the ballot. The following proposed
amendments will be voted on at the Nov. 18 Board meeting.
e Changes in Board Voting, Appointments, & Deadlines for
Action: among other things, would reduce the number of votes
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required when one or more Board members are disqualified
from voting. (Recommend NO, bad government)

 Reduce Palice Staffing after Filling Position with Civilian
Personnel: would allow the City to reduce the minimum
police staffing level by each position it converts from officer
to civilian employee.

(Recommend NO, voter mandated minimum police staffing
level should not be reduced under the guise of
“civilianization”.)

Board Authorized to Respond to Requests for Production of
Information:(Doesn't meet criteria for consideration.)
* Reclassify Deputy Sheriffs as Safety Employees:
(Doesn't meet criteriafor consideration.)

* Retirement Benefitsfor District Attorneys, Public Defenders,
& Others: (Doesn't meet criteria for consideration.)
» Tax Deferred Transfers of Accrued Vacation, Sick Leave,
etc. (Doesn't meet criteriafor consideration.)

* Department of Public Health Increased Autonomy and Fiscal
Authority: (Doesn't meet criteria for consideration.)

If you have any questions regarding the above ballot
measures, please give me a call at 584-0535 or email
sfRebecca@aol .com.

...Submitted by Rebecca Slverberg, Chair, Govt & Elections
Committee



NOVEMBER LAND USE & HOUSING
COMMITTEE REPORT

The Land Use & Housing Committee met at itsregularly
scheduled meeting in the Community Room of the Northern
Police Station on Tuesday November 3.

LU&H Committee members, Marilyn Amini, Joan
Girardot, Emeric Kaman, Hiroshi Fukuda, Ellen Kernaghane,
Mary Ann Miller and Judith Berkowitz were present.

1.) Donna Salazar and Bob Klausner of Community
Boards spoke to us, outlining their understanding of the new
Discretionary Review proposal being written by Planner
Jonas lonin. The Commission requested that a proposal be
made to lessen the number of DRs coming before them. The
proposa isintwo parts: 1.) A Pre-Application to be undertaken
at the very beginning of the process, long before there are
even plans on paper, so the input from neighbors comes
before any ideais“locked-in" by the Project Sponsor. If this
isdone early, there will be plenty of time to address concerns.
The second part of the proposal would be an administrative
review. This would be done according to strict guidelines
which are not yet drawn up. This second part of the process
would require a Code change by the Board of Supes. The
new procedure still allows for DR, but changes the criteria.

We agreed with the Salazar and Klausner that we need
to ask for time after the draft has been finished to review the
criteria. lonin is supposed to have the draft ready by Nov 13,
and it will be aPlanning Commission action item aweek | ater.

They stated that they feel that the Pre-Ap portion of the
proposal should be made an interim procedure for a year.
Perhaps the administrative review portion would not even
be required if the Pre-Ap is successful.

ThereisaPre-Ap policy in place in San Mateo which
has lowered the DR rate to 2% of what it was prior to enacting it.

We decided to meet with lonin. We will ask him to not
rush this through. One week is not enough to consider this
doc. WE want him to give definitions on the “ extraordinary
and exceptiona” definitions. It would be agood ideafor the
Planning Dept to track the Planners with the most DRs; these
are the ones who are not doing their job well; they need to
follow the Residential Design Guidelines, and work with the
neighbors, not just the project sponsors.

The Secondary Unit Legislation is on “Indefinite
Continuance,” and will not be heard at the Planning
Commission on Nov 6. Evidently, Supervisor Peskin has
completely rewritten it, carving out the western
neighborhoods. It will begin itstrek through the Commission
and the Board again in this new guise.

Residential Demolition Policy will be heard on Nov 6.
Criteria in this need to be cleared up; there needs to be a
Continuance.

We feel we need to protest the action of the Planning
Commission in their Environmental Review of the Housing
Element before it has been through the amendment process.
This action should be reversed. We need to review the
Environmental Review of the alternatives.

The “Workforce Housing” Initiative will be considered
for CSFN’s Govt & Elections Committee’s early endorsement
on Monday Nov 10. It was suggested that since we did not
have the legidation that we can consider it at the December
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meeting, and that G& E could then consider it at its December
meeting. If there is a December General Assembly meeting
then it would be considered in time for the ballot.
The Big Huge Gigantic All-Neighborhood Meeting about
Housing Element strategiesis scheduled for 7:00PM November

19 at St Brendan’s at 200 Ulloa.
...Submitted by Judith Berkowitz, EMIA, Chair

PUC and Cross Town Tunnel

San Francisco Public Utilities Commission has not
maintained the Hetch Hetchy infrastructure and it has a poor
track record when it comes to our Waste Weater. The run-down
Phel ps Waste Water Plant in the Bayview dumps 100 million
gallons of half treated raw sewage into the Bay by Pier 80
every single day.

The Phelps Waste Water Facility takes in 80% of
the raw sewage from San Francisco and a 100% from Colma,
Daly City, Brisbane, Burlingame and the surrounding area.
Go figure that out!

With the PUC’s $1.6 billion bond measure the first priority
should beto build the Cross Town Tunnel to send the secondary
effluents into the Pacific Ocean - where it can be easily
defused. Shame on the PUC for not building a cross town
tunnel which was passed as a proposition years ago.
...Submitted by Francisco Da Costa, BVHPCC

Editorial (Cont. from Pg. 2)
guidelines for these high-rises, asthey are exempt from city
control. The tax increments generated by these high-rises
will not go into the General Fund for at |least 30 years (the
duration of the project area), nor will the money generated
from the sales of the nearby Caltrans parcels.
Project proponents proudly claimed that this would be the
densest neighborhood in San Francisco when it is compl eted.
So we have 5,000-10,000 planned for Downtown and
Central Waterfront, 3,200 planned for the Transbay vicinity,
perhaps more than 10,000 planned for the redevelopment of
Housing Authority properties, yet none of these plans are
referenced in our supposedly comprehensive Housing Element.
We are losing our city, folks. It's time to get busy.
...Submitted by Barbara Meskunas, CSFN President
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This is the Reason to Fight!!

One of the reasons why the Outer Mission Residents
Association (OMRA) joined the Coalition was to get back-
up on land-use issues. We had a history with members,
such as Marion Aird, who was one of the best known land-
use experts in San Francisco who urged OMRA to join
CSFN. CSFN was always known to be an organization to
back up neighborhood organi zations and associations with
their “war” with the Planning Department and certain builders
to educate the public in land use issues. We wanted to be
educated so that our neighborhoods would not be over-
ridden or over-taken by devel opers unless they talked and
had good conversations with our organizations before they
over-took our communities.

Now, the Planning Department and the Board of
Supervisors are doing just that. Taking over or aretrying
totakeover! Theissuewiththe Secondary UnitsLegidation
and subsequently the Housing Element, undermines all of
the work neighborhood associations/organizations are doing
to maintain the quality of life in the mainstream of good
homeowners who are trying to live a good life in San
Francisco. Single family homeowners, or most of them,
buy these homesto provide for their families to have agood
quality of lifein an urban setting. There is nothing wrong
with owning your home without the interruptions of atenant
to two, while the Planning Department states that single
family homeowners should provide residences to those who
need housing. We single family homeowners did not buy
our homes to house multiple persons or families, and if we
did, we would have purchased multi-unit complexes. | find
it insulting to have a planner to demand that | turn my garage
into asecondary unit, just to house those who need housing.

The plan now is to educate your members in this
Secondary Unite Legislation. It will greatly impact
neighborhoods such as Mission Street, Geneva Avenue,
Geary Street and BRuIevard, Van Ness Avenue, Ocean
Avenue, and the 10! corridor, and maybe even Clement
Street. The quarter mile, which turns into a half mile on
both sides of the major corridors for secondary units, will
terribly impact neighborhoods in a bad way. Quite afew
of these neighborhoods, such as Mission Street do not have
residentia parking permit parking, which would alow many,
and too many vehiclesto park on already congested streets.

This would allow many more people to live in impacted
neighborhoods such as the Excelsior, which is already
impacted and cannot support any more housing units and
any more people living in these neighborhoods.

Another issue which AARP stated that this would be
income for senior citizens to acquire additional incomein
renting space in their single family homes, is bogus. Senior
citizens can be taken care without the need to house additiona
people in their homes. Also, the issue of senior citizens
safety comes to mind and this issue has been denounced by
senior groups as a concern for those people and their well
being.

All in all, as a member of CSFN, you, and your
organizations, should consider joining any legal action to
stop the Board of Supervisors and the Planning Commission
in not allowing an Environmental Impact Report on
Secondary Units. We should join any legal action to support

neighborhood organizations. That iswhy we joined CSFN.
One of the issues that has been stated by my organization,
why are we members of CSFN if they are not going to fight
for our neighborhood? We need to do this. Thisiswhy we
joined CSFN!! Pleasejoin OMRA in thefight against the
Board of Supervisorsto overturn their vote for an EIR
for Secondary Units L egislation.
...Submitted by Steven R. Currier, President, OMRA

Submitted by Outer Mission Residents Assn.

WHEREAS THE SECONDARY UNIT
LEGISLATION passed by the San Francisco Board of
Supervisors denying the Appeal to require an Environmental
Impact Report (EIR) to be required to determine the necessity
of Secondary Units in certain neighborhoods, “transit
corridors’, and “commercia transit impacted corridors’; and
WHEREAS once adopted, the Genera Plan amendments will
mandate those rezoning amendments, and will dictate all
residential land use in certain neighborhoods in San Francisco
and will consequently affect the health, safety, and quality of
lifefor al of the citizens of San Francisco.

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Coalition
for San Francisco Neighborhoods oppose the vote by the San
Francisco Board of Supervisors’ taking their vote to oppose
an EIR to the Secondary Units and finally amend that proposal
to be found in such aform asis acceptable to San Francisco’'s
residents; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Coalition for
San Francisco Neighborhoods request that all property owners
and residentsin the City and County of San Francisco, including
the Planning Department and the Planning Commission will
be noticed of CSFN’sintention to joinin legal action to oppose
any legislation passed by the Planning Commission and/or
Board of Supervisorsregarding the denia of an EIR regarding
the Secondary Units Legislation.

RESOLVED That the member organizations of the
Coadlition for San Francisco Neighborhoodsjoinin legal action
in the capacity in opposing the Board of Supervisors vote
against any EIR requests for Secondary Units in any
neighborhood in San Francisco and that member organization
should be asked to pay, in attorney fees, as such in that capacity
which may be bound by their member organization’s by-laws.

Submitted by Twin Peaks Council & OSC

BE IT RESOLVED: That the CSFN submit an Amicus
Curiae (Friend of the Court) brief to support the position of
the group known as “ Preserve Our Neighborhoods’ (PO.N.)
and give them financial support for their efforts regarding
auxiliary dwelling units (aka“minor second units’ or “in-law
units” or “illegal dwelling units.”)

Tuesday < Dec. 16th (Tentative) Miraloma Park Clubhouse

Tree Trimming = 4:30 350 O’Shaughnessy Blvd.
Dinner « 7PM

Watch our website
for more details:
www.csfn.net
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Minutes of the October 21, 2003
Regular Meeting of the CSFN Assembly

1. Call to order. President Barbara Meskunas brought

the meeting to order at 7:15 pm at Northern Police Station.

a Quorumdeclared. Delegatesand alternates represented
19 CSFN member organizations.

b. Agenda Approved.

c. Introductions.

2. Presentation by Host Organizations. Delegates

John Bardis/ ISAC and SheilaHewitt / LHIA described

thelr organizations, their objectives, history and issues.

3. Approval of Minutes from August 19, 2003 and

September 23, 2003 meetings. The minutes were

approved.

4. Officers’ Reports:

A. President: BarbaraMeskunas/ BANG reported that

the unfinished business regarding CSFN participation

in the Protect Our Neighborhoods (PON) lawsuit as a

co-litigant, contributing financially or submitting an

amicus curaie brief (friend of the court) was postponed

until next month.

President Meskunas reported that the CSFN 31"
Anniversary Dinner was success and she thanked the
sponsors of the event.

President Meskunas next reported that there will be
no Excom meeting in October.
B. VicePresident: Doug Comstock / PRO SF reported
that the Christmas party was quickly approaching and
help was needed concerning the decorations.
C. Second Vice President: No report.
D. Recording Secretary: No report.
E. Treasurer: The treasurer filed her report.
F. Corresponding Secretary: Dick Millet / PBNA
reported that U.C. hospital aneedsto be rebuilt and that
the hospital is looking at Mission Bay to relocate.
G. Excom: Doug Comstock / PRO SF reported that
two Excom motions as contained in the September 24,
2003 minutes and page 4 of the October 2003 newd etter
required CSFN action. The two motions concerned
CSFN support of the nomination of Jim Andrewsto the
Golden Gate Bridge District and the other pertained to
CSFN employing a land use attorney to advise on the
Secondary Unit Appeal. A motion was made and
seconded to adopt the minutes of the Excom and the two
motions. (Motion carried: 17-1-1) 5. Committee
Reports:
A. By - law: Evelyn Wilson / SPEAK stated that the
committee report was found on page 4 of the October,
2003 newsletter. A motion was made, seconded and
passed unanimously to
postpone until the CSFN regular meeting in January,
2004 the proposed change in the CSFN bylaws.
B. Water Task Force: Joan Girardot / MCIPOA
discussed that the Housing Element report has conclusions
without supporting data. Chairperson Girardot noted

that within the Housing Element reports, only two
pages (105 -106) discuss the water infrastructure. She
supports the position that the current infrastructure
will not support the likely increase in population if the
Housing Element is implemented.
C. Presidio Task Force: No report.
D. Open Space Task Force: RamonaAlbright / TPC
& OSC presented the following emergency resolution:
Resolved: That the CSFN endor sesthe appointment
of Kathy Howard to the Golden Gate Park
Concourse Authority. After unanimously passing as
an emergency resolution, amotion to passthe resolution
carried: 19-0-0.
E. Land Use & Housing: Judith Berkowitz / EMIA
discussed the recent articles regarding the Housing
Element. She announced that the next committee
meeting was to be held on November 3, @ 7:00 pm,
and that there was a anti-Housing Element rally set
for November 19 @ 7:00 pm.
Also, the following resolution was presented:
Resolved: That the CSFN opposesthesetwo projects,
300 Spear Street and 201 Folsom Street as presently
proposed and urgesthe Planning Commission and
the Board of Supervisor to not approvethe projects
as proposed. A motion to pass carried: 15-0-1.
6. Program: Attorney Steve Williams discussed issues
concerning CSFN participation in joining the lawsuit
that is contemplated by Protect Our Neighborhoods
(PON) regarding the Supervisor Peskin’s Secondary
Unit legidation without the benefit of an EIR. Attorney
Williams discussed topics such as the costs, liability
and the administrative and judicial procedures that
accompany alawsuit. Fund raising was discussed as
a possible means of addressing the costs of litigation.
7. Unfinished Business:
As discussed above, the OMRA request to join the
PON lawsuit and the TPCOSC request for amicus and
financial support were postponed until the November
regular meeting.
8. New Business. No new business.
9. Adjournment. The meeting was adjourned at 9:58
p.m.

... Steven Gruel, Recording Secretary, GGHNA

Minutes: Open Space Task Force

The Open Space Task Force of CSFN met on Nov. 10,
2003.. At 555 Buena Vista West
Present: Tys Sniffen NOPNA, Richard Magary BVNA,
Frank Noto GGHNA, Nancy Wuerfel SPEAK, Guest: Sally
Stephens from GGHNA
Items discussed: the forthcoming draft of the NAP
management plan from the NAPCAC. The task force went
carefully over the full text of the draft and basically agreed
to its intent and tone. Ajourned around 8:45
...Submitted by Tys Sniffen, NOPNA, Chair
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SPONSORS FOR 2003

BENEFACTORS
Law Offices of Angela Alioto

Joe O’Donoghue, Residential Builders Assn.

San Francisco Association of Realtors

Spotlight Printing

PATRONS

Beideman Area Neighborhood Group

Joe Blue, Committee of Regional Empowerment

Doug Comstock
Karen & David Crommie
Rebecca Silverberg and Malik Loope

r,

Excelsior Business and Improvement

Associations

Greater West Portal Neighborhood Assn.

Retired Firemen & Widows Assn. of SF Fire Dept.

Sunset District Neighborhood Coalit

SPONSORS

John Bardis

Judy Berkowitz

Sue Cauthen

Eddie Chin, SF School Board
Michael Denny

Sharon Eberhardt

Joan Girardot

Sheriff Michael Hennessey
Judge Quentin Kopp
Barbara Meskunas

Retired Employees of the City & County of SF

Lynn Newhouse Segal

Sunset Parkside Ed. & Action Comm. (SPEAK)

ion

Twin Peaks Improvement Association

Patricia Vaughey

Organize-Mobilize the Cﬂ'":O
Housing Element Cometh r'/' '{

Where: St. Brendan's Hall, 200 Ulloah
ACTIONI

- How To Reach Us

Treasurer: Babette Drefke, 282-5919

President: BarbaraMeskunas, brmeskunas@cs.com
1st Vice President: Doug Comstock, dougcoms@aol.com
2nd Vice President: Judith Berkowitz, sfjberk@mac.com

Recording Secretary: Steve Gruel, steve.gruel@usdoj.gov
Corresp. Secretary: Dick Millet, milletdick@aol.com
Member at Large: Jim Andrew, jwandrew@yahoo.com
Member at Large: Francisco DaCosta, frandacosta@att.net
Member at Large: Sharon Eberhardt, sme314@aol.com

Parliamentarian: Evelyn Wilson, 566-7826
EvelynWilsRegParl@earthlink.net

Website: www.csfn.net 262-044

A

— 0

L&
J

When: November 19th, 7: PM
What: See Inserted Flyer
SPUR & Housing Element
SPUR’s Monday, November 24, 12:30-1:30 brown-bag
forum will be held at 312 Sutter, Fifth Floor, is titled, The
Proposed Housing Element:

“The housing element isamandated part of the City's Genera
Plan intended to ensure adequate housing. It does not change
density or heights but rather setsthe stage for future amendments
to the zoning plan after environmental review, public hearings,
and adoption by the Planning Commission and Board of
Supervisors. Amit Ghosh, head of long-range planning at the
Planning Department, will explain the draft housing element
and address the considerable controversy that has accompanied
itsrelease.”

Spur forums are open to the public, free for members and
$3 for nonmembers

YMCA-Mills Project Opens Old Wounds

Supervisor Aaron Peskin’s reopening of the Chelsea Piers-
YMCA-Mills Project on 19 acres of piers near Fisherman’'s
Wharf who's negotiating rights are due to expire in January has
elicited an unexpected and creative threat from Mills Corp. to
“pull the plug” on its planned stadium-mall project. Boo Hoo.

Committee Meetings

a

Land Use & Housing * Monday, 7:00, Dec. 1st at Northern
Police Stn. « Judith Berkowitz 824-0617 « sfjberk@mac.com

Bylaws Committee

Chair: Evelyn Wilson: EvelynWilsRegParl@earthlink.net
566-7826

Government and Elections Committee

Chair: Rebecca Silverberg: sfrebecca@aol.com 584-0535
Land Use and Housing Committee

Chair; Judith Berkowitz: sfberk@mac.com 824-0617
Newsletter Committee

Chair: Ramona Albright 621-9621

Open Space Task Force

Chair: Tys Sniffen: tys@ideamountain.com 929-7746
Transportation Committee

Chair: John Barry: jackbarry99@earthlink.net 564-0225
Water Task Force

Chair: Joan Girardot: 346-5525




Next Meeting

TUESDAY
November

18w

General Assembly Meeting
 November 18, 2003 »

6:30 1. Sign In and Refreshments
7:00 1. Call to Order/Ascertain Quorum
A. Introduction of Delegates and Guests
B. Presentation by Host Organizations:
1. Miraloma Park Improvement Assn.
2. Marina Civic Impvt. & Homeowners Assn.
7:10 I11. Approval of Minutes
A. October 2003
7:15 IV. Officers Reports
A. President (Barbara Meskunas)
B. First Vice President (Doug Comstock)
C. Second Vice President (Judith Berkowitz)
D. Recording Secretary (Steve Gruel)
E. Corresponding Secretary (Dick Millet)
F. Treasurer (Babette Drefke)
7:30 VI. Committee Reports
A. Govt & Elections (Ballot Measure Endorsements)
1. School Funding
2. “Workforce Housing”
3. Board Voting, Deadlines & Appointments
4. Police “civilianization”
B. By-Law Committee-consider amendment
postponed from last month
C. Open Space Task Force
D. Land Use Committee
9:00 VII. Unfinished Business
A. OMRA request to join lawsuit (Postponed)
B. TPCOSC request for Amicus & Cash (Postponed)
9:30 IX. New Business
9:40 X. Announcements

Neighborhood Housing Element Meeting.....1
Endorsement Notice. (Govt & Elections)......... 1
Editorial Get Ready for Manhatten.............. 2
General Hospital Rebuild Plan..........c.cccccoceiennne. 3
Land-Use & Housing Minutes.................. 4
PUC & Crosstown Tunnel..........cc...ccis 4
General Assembly Oct Minutes...........cccoeuveeee. 6
Open Space Task Force Minutes................... 6

—(_Ineide




