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Emergency Motion:
Appeal of Housing ElementÕs

Negative Declaration
WHEREAS, the SF Planning Department
has issued a Preliminary Negative Declaration
on the proposed revision to the Housing
Element of the SF General Plan, and said
Housing Element calls for establishing higher
residential densities near transit corridors and
neighborhood commercial districts throughout
the City without requiring parking spaces for
said housing,
WHEREAS, the deadline for filing an appeal
to the SF Planning Commission of said
Preliminary Negative Declaration is January
30, 2004, and the purpose of said appeal would
be to request that the City prepare an
environmental impact report analyzing the
potentially significant adverse effects of such
Housing Element before it could be approved,
IT IS HEREBY RESOLVED AS FOLLOWS:
   1.    The CSFN will file an appeal to the SF
Planning Commission of said Preliminary
Negative Declaration, and an appeal of same
to the SF Board of Supervisors should it be
necessary;  the CSFN may join in said appeals
with any other neighborhood organization
which contributes at least $500 toward the
costs of such appeals;  and the CSFN will
contribute at least $500 toward the costs of
such appeals;
   2.     Contributions for the costs of such
appeals may be made by checks payable to
the CSFN which may be deposited in the
CSFN bank account;  all such funds raised
for such appeals will be used only for the costs
of such appeals and opposing the Housing
Element, including legal fees, filing fees and
the costs of copying documents;
   3.     All disbursements of funds raised for
such appeals will be approved by a steering
committee composed of the CSFN President,
Charlotte Maeck (Save Our Neighborhoods
organizer and Pacific Heights resident) and
Barbara Austin (Save Our Neighborhoods
organizer and Francisco Heights organizer);
said steering committee will also communicate
with the attorney working on the appeals and
jointly make all decisions as to any jointly
filed appeals.

...Submitted by Kathy DeVincenzi,

Holiday Potluck Merry & Bright

     Though the Housing Element dominated discussions, CSFNÕs Annual
Holiday Potluck at the Miraloma Park Clubhouse, delegates and guests took
the opportunity to eat, drink and, of course, a little gossip.
     Once again, our thanks to the Miraloma Park Improvement Club for their
help that made our event so memorable. More pictures on pages 4 and 5.

Dick Millet, Bud Wilson, Commissioner Mike Antonini and Patricia Vaughy

The Tide is Turning: The stadium spigot  tightens
With tighter budgets and angrier fans, sweetheart deals are tougher to find.
     Elected officials in Houston are betting billions in tax money on that
famous movie promise: If you build it they will come. Three new pro sports
venues have opened up there in the last six years, costing a total of $900
million to build, with three-quarters coming from tax revenues. Interest on
bonds will take the public contribution to about $2.3 billion at the end of the day.
Combined, the three teams playing in the stadiums contributed about $135
million upfront, and pay annual rent about $20 million.
     Houston officials have lauded the cityÕs edifice complex as a sign of their
forward-thinking public vision. But, in fact, the deals may mark the end of
a decade-long spiral of sweetheart deals for team owners.
     Officials in other communities are learning to just say no.
ÒIt is more difficult to get public funds for sports facilities,Ó said Marc Ganis,
a sports marketing executive who worked on a new home for the New Jersey
Devils and New Jersey Nets. ÒState and local budgets are strained, services
are being cut, taxes are being raised.Ó Two reigning champions Ð baseballÕs
Florida Marlins and hockeyÕs Devils Ð have not been able to land new homes at all.
     One reason local governments had been willing to pay was to prevent
some other government from luring their team away.
     But other cities are now questioning the value of the new stadiums and
arenas. In November, the Milwaukee Brewers announced they would slash
payroll next year, their fourth season in the $400 million Miller Park.
     Fans and state legislators were irate. After all, more than three-quarters
of the funding for the teamÕs fancy stadium came from a five-county sales
taxÑwhich politicians said was enacted based on the teamÕs promise that
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New Year, New Mayor, Same Old Struggles

CSFN Dues 2004
     ItÕs that time again, members send your CSFN Annual Dues
of $45.00 to Treasurer, Babette Drefke,701 Kansas Street,
San Francisco, CA 94107.
     Better still just bring it to the next meeting, January 20th, and
personally give the check to the Treasurer.  Make the check out
to Coalition for San Francisco Neighborhoods accompanied by
names of your organizations representative and alternate
representative along with the individual address and phone
numbers as well as e-mail addresses.
     The neighborhoods need the CSFN. Keep it strong Ð Pay your
dues.                    ...Submitted by Babette Drefke, Treasurer

     January 30 is the deadline to file an appeal to the Negative
Declaration issued by Planning for the Housing Element.
Thanks to Marilyn AminiÕs determined letters requesting
clarification, the date is not January 9, as advertised by law,
or ten days later, as noted in the departmentÕs official
correspondence to interested parties.
     At our January 20 meeting we will be asked to vote on an
emergency motion (contained herein) supporting a collaborative
appeal with an ad hoc group formed to oppose the Housing
Element.  The alternative to this motion is for CSFN to file
its own appeal, separate from the efforts of other interested
neighborhood organizations.  But regardless, CSFN will appeal,
because to re-zone the entire city and only require a negative
declaration is ludicrous.
     Many of us remain hopeful that Mayor Newsom will keep
his campaign promise to the neighborhoods and stop the
progress of this critically-flawed draft Housing Element, and
order its rewriting with adequate public participation, before
we are drawn into a time and money-consuming administrative
and court battle.  But recent indicators are not good.
Commissioner Antonini, our only solid ally, was replaced as
Vice Chair of the Planning Commission this past week.  And
some Newsom staffers are making comments alleging that
the MayorÕs hands are tied, and that he is unlikely to make
any changes for some weeks, if not months.
     I donÕt buy it and neither should you.  But I will reserve
judgment until I hear it from the Mayor himself.
     In the meantime, we must proceed without him.  Our
decision rests on whether CSFN wishes to hand over authority
for the content of our appeal to a committee on which we are
merely participants, but over which we have no control.
Another question raised by some delegates is whether it makes
sense financially to retain an attorney at this early stage; we
know that the Planning Commission (assuming Newsom sits
on his hands) will rule against us, and that the only
administrative chance we have is before the Board of
Supervisors.  So please be ready for this critical vote on Tuesday.
     The Workforce Housing opposition is gathering strength.
 There will be a  citywide campaign to kill this Downtown
giveaway.  CSFN has three arguments against it in the ballot
handbook.  We had four originally, but the Chamber of
Commerce intimidated one of our members into entirely
withdrawing her argument.  On New YearÕs Eve we each
received calls from the Department of Elections telling us that
the Chamber was officially challenging our language.  We
were given 3 days to either succumb to the intimidation, or
respond with evidence that our arguments were factual (which
they were).  We will hopefully have campaign materials and
a game plan ready for presentation at TuesdayÕs meeting.
Please donÕt think for a minute that a wall of high rises
downtown, subsidized with your tax money, will not affect
the quality of life in all of our neighborhoods.  If the Chamber
and SPUR get away with this scam, ballot box planning will
decimate the entire city, making a joke of neighborhood planning.
     WhoÕs afraid of CSFN?  Let me quote from a December
editorial opinion in the Guardian: ÒActivist Marc Tognotti,

who worked with the public power campaigns, is pushing for a
series of neighborhood assemblies, with a clear and well-defined
advisory role at City Hall; thatÕs an idea that has some merit.Ó
     Once again, when a Mayor, or some Supervisors, or now, a
newspaper, take issue with the positions of CSFN, rather that
trying to change our positions with substantive arguments, they
seek instead to do the neighborhoodsÕ business with a group more
to their liking.  During the Jordan administration, we had
ÒNeighbors for Neighborhoods,Ó which tried to redesign our
boundaries.  Willie Brown brought in someone from New York
to set up district councils - that also bombed.  Two of CSFNÕs
former members, angered that we were picking on the ridiculous
and destructive policies and initiatives of some of their favorite
Supervisors, i.e., Supervisors who return their calls and allow
them unfettered access to their offices, formed a Òneighborhood
network,Ó comprising about 6 people.  When announcing
themselves, they say ÒweÕre the nice ones.Ó  Since their only
activity seems to be serving as apologists for progressive
Supervisors, their public profile dramatically transcends their
capacity to actually do anything besides showcase their individual
members.
     And now we have the proposal for Òneighborhood assemblies.Ó
I explained to this young man last year that San Francisco had no
need for his Los Angeles system of assemblies because we already
had well-established neighborhood organizations in just about
every neighborhood of our city.  He argued that they were not
Òrepresentative,Ó which I have learned over the years means that
he and his friends donÕt control them. Since that time, this young
man has spent his time meeting with Supervisors, neighborhood
groups, community groups, and anyone else that will listen, trying
to convert them to his system of assemblies.  Some, particularly
those with whom CSFN disagrees, have been receptive.  But his
attempts will ultimately fail like the rest because neighborhood
organizing can only be successful when it originates with neighbors.
Neighborhood organizations cannot be created by government
entities, or special interests, if they are to be credible or sustainable.
     But like the ÒWhack a MoleÓ in the arcades, these self-interested
entities will continue to poke their heads out of the ground so
long as CSFN continues to take strong stands on citywide issues
without regard to who likes us at City Hall, or how many of our
members we can get appointed to Boards and Commissions.  If
the price of our integrity is competition, so be it.

...Submitted by Barbara Meskunas, CSFN President



Ñ3Ñ Ñ5Ñ



Ñ6Ñ

Minutes of the November 18, 2003
Regular Meeting of the CSFN Assembly
1. Call to order.  President Barbara Meskunas brought
the meeting to order at 7:15 pm at the Northern Police
Station.
a. Quorum declared.  Delegates and alternates represented
   21 CSFN member organizations.
b. Agenda Approved.
c. Introductions.

2.  Presentation by Host Organizations.
Delegates Cassandra Mettling-Davis  / MPIC and   Joan
Girardot / MCIPOA described their organizations, their
objectives, history and issues.
3. Approval of Minutes from October 21, 2003 meeting.
 The minutes were approved after the following
corrections: In sections 4 and 6 of the minutes, the word
ÒProtectÓ should be replaced by the word ÒPreserve.Ó
4. OfficersÕ  Reports:
A.  President: Barbara Meskunas / BANG stated that
her report was contained in the November 2003 newsletter
wherein she discussed the ÒWorkforce Housing Initiative
and the Transbay redevelopment project.
B.  Vice President: Doug Comstock / PRO SF reported
that CSFN holiday party / potluck dinner is scheduled
for December 16, 2003, at the Miraloma Park clubhouse.
C.  Second Vice President: No Report.
D.  Recording Secretary: No Report.
E.  Treasurer: The treasurer filed her report. Babette
Drefke / EMIA also presented matters relating to the
budget which will be addressed at the next Excom
meeting.
F.  Corresponding Secretary: No report.
5. Committee Reports:
A.  Open Space Task Force:  Ramona Albright / TPC
& OSC reported on the work of  NAPCAC . Minutes of
OSTF November 10, 2003 meeting in November, 2003
newsletter.
     Delegate Albright presented the following emergency
resolution:
     RESOLVED: that the CSFN endorses said document
entitled ÒManagement plan for the natural areas program
developed by the natural areas program citizenÕs advisory
committee, NAPCAC as per resolution 653-02, November
14, 2003.Ó
     After unanimously passing as an emergency resolution,
a motion to pass the resolution carried: 18-0-1.  (Although
21 delegates signed in, the delegate for NBNA left prior
to the vote and the delegate from EDIA arrived after the
vote).
     President Meskunas and all CSFN delegates
acknowledged Chairperson Tys SniffenÕs / NOPNA
outstanding work as chairperson for the Open Space Task
Force and his commitment to this important issue. B.
Land Use & Housing: Chairperson Judith Berkowitz /
EMIA directed delegates to page 4 of the CSFN
November, 2003, newsletter the report from the
committee.
C.  Government and Election: Chairperson Rebecca
Silberberg / EDIA of Government and Elections (G&E)
presented three propositions set for the March, 2004

election for CSFN consideration. Speakers, G&E voting
recommendation and CSFN voting results were as follows:
Proposition RE: Workforce Housing
Pro: Todd Ewing. G&E recommendation: No
Motion to adopt G&E opposition to the proposition: Motion
Carried (18-0-2)
Proposition RE: School Funding Ð Enrichment Fund
G&E recommendation: No
Motion to adopt G&E opposition to the proposition: Motion
Carried (14-0-6)
Proposition RE: Reduce Police Staffing Ð Police
ÒCivilizationÓ
G&E recommendation: No
Motion to adopt G&E opposition to the proposition: Motion
Carried (18-0-2)
Anthony Sacco / NMTIA moved for emergency
consideration of the following proposition also scheduled
for the March, 2004 election. 
Proposition RE: Supplemental Compensation for City
Employees on Military Leave
Pro: Anthony Sacco & Bud Wilson. G&E recommenda-
tion: DoesnÕt meet committee criteria for consideration.
     After passing as Motion to support the proposition:
Motion Carried (18-0-2)
6. Unfinished Business:
As previously discussed in the October 18, 2003, minutes,
 the OMRA request to join the PON lawsuit and the
TPCOSC request for amicus and financial support were
postponed until the January, 2004  regular meeting.
7. New Business:
Lee Ann Prifti / DH discussed the loss of the open space
at the NE corner of Portola and Clipper to a real estate
developer (Spiers Construction) who plan to build a 32
unit building here.
 This open space was part of the cityÕs green space set
aside for the residentsÕ use and enjoyment.
     There was no notification to the neighbors and
homeowners, or the Diamond Heights Community, or
opportunity for public comment before the loss of this park.
 8.  Adjournment.  The meeting was adjourned at 9:26
p.m.     ...Steven Gruel, Recording Secretary, GGHNA

Articles reflect the opinions of the submitter, not necessarily the
opinion of the CSFN. We invite material from member organizations
as well as rebuttal to articles already printed.  Articles are written
by the editor unless otherwise designated. We reserve the right to
edit where necessary. Member organizations receive the newslet-
ter without charge. Copies: Members/$10 Non-members/$15



Hosts  Announced
January - New Mission Terrace and North Beach
February - North of Panhandle and OMI
March - OMR and PRO
April - Potrero Boosters and RCA

VIOLATION OF SOUND CODES
     Since 1984,  the number of sound amplified events in
parks has increased as has the sound volume requirements
of the audience and performers.
     The sound level from some events can be heard as far
away as a mile from the speakers.
     Since CVIA's October 1999 resolution was passed by
CSFN the Recreation and Park Commission and the SF
Police Department have failed to enforce the police code
concerning sound amplification, and continue to provide
permits to known violators.
   Community representatives have had a series of
unproductive meetings with Recreation and Parks staff, SFPD
officers, a consultant sound engineer and the event promoters.
     The promises they made have not been kept  and their
idea for solving the problem is to raise the decibels allowed
from 80 to 96.
     With a new mayor in office who claims to be an advocate
for neighborhoods, we are renewing our effort to achieve
law enforcement which will allow us peaceful enjoyment of
our homes and back yards.
     We will be making a presentation at the February 19th
R&P Commission meeting, whether or not this issue is on
the calendar.  To strengthen our case, we ask that our fellow
member associations renew their support of this quality of
life issue and pass the following resolution reconfirming the
prior CVIA resolution and strengthening it by requiring that
loudspeaker and facility use permits include the exact wording
of the code and that the Office of the City Attorney review
the language for compliance with the noise control
ordinances.

 Proposed Emergency Resolution by PROSF
Whereas, sound from amplified music in parks which can
be loud enough to disturb residents surrounding the park is
a violation of the police Code Section 47.2; and
Whereas, Police Code Section 47.2 requires that sound not
be audible more than 250 feet from the periphery of the
attendant audience and not more than 5 decibels above
ambient level at the property line, and
Whereas, for 6 years there have been violations of the Code
which have not been rectified in spite of an increase of
complaints;  therefore be it
RESOLVED,  That contracts and permits issued by the SF
Recreation and Parks Department and the SF Police
Department will explicitly state  and meet all the applicable
codes and ordinances, and that said contracts will be denied
if there is evidence of past violation by the applicant and be
it further
RESOLVED  That for any proposed exceptions by the Police
Chief, all residents living within the potentially affected area
will be contacted by mail announcing a public hearing with
a monthÕs notice and that the City AttorneyÕs Office review
past and present permits issued by the Recreation and parks
Department and the Police Department for park
events to ensure they are within the existing codes and
ordinances.

... Submitted by Mary Helen Briscoe, Pres. PROSF

JANUARY LAND USE & HOUSING
COMMITTEE REPORT

     The CSFN Land Use & Housing Committee held its regular
meeting in the Community Room of the Taraval Police Station
on Tuesday January 5. LU&H Committee members Marilyn
Amini, Barbara Austin, Eileen Boken, Andrew Bozeman,
Francisco Centurion, Francisco Da Costa, Hiroshi Fukuda,
Joan Girardot, Emeric Kalman and Judith Berkowitz were
present. Michael Strausz was also in attendance.
      Two topics were on the agenda: the proposed changes to
the Discretionary Review Policy and the recently released
preliminary Negative Declaration for the draft Housing Element.
     On the Changes to the DR Policy we had unanimous
agreement that we strongly support the Pre-Application process,
but we will present some additional considerations to improve
it. We unanimously urge that it be severed from the rest of the
policy changes and implemented.
      The Administrative Review is not something that any of
us supported; we stand in opposition to it as a flawed concept.
The delegation of DR responsibilities to the Planning Dept.
denies due process.
     The Committee Chair will present a draft letter to the
General Assembly for the delegatesÕ approval. It will clearly
comment on these proposed procedures and state our concerns
and suggestions for improvement.
We agreed that there should be as many public hearings on
this important policy change as it takes; as an example the
Sunshine Ordinance took two years of hearings.
     On the preliminary Neg Dec of the draft Housing
Element: it was noted that a neg dec means that not only will
the proposed Housing Element cause no adverse environmental
effects, but also that it is not controversial. Since both statements
are false, it is clear that we must file an appeal.
     Many statements within the Neg Dec are simply and
patently untrue; for instance, picking out what are supposed
to be quotes from the 1990 Residence Element and comparing
them to the original text in the RE reveals that the quoted text
has been manipulated to mean the opposite of what was actually
written in the RE. There is a statement in the preliminary Neg
Dec which states that it is a preliminary mitigated Neg Dec,
muddying the waters.
     Notice has been intentionally unclear: documents give
three different dates.
     The Neg Dec is extreme discrimination: beneficiaries
have not been part of the process, but have been deliberately cut out.
     We will urge the CSFN General Assembly to appeal the
draft Housing ElementÕs preliminary Neg Dec.
     We will approach Mayor Newsom to stop this process
immediately, and send it back to the drawing board to be
drafted with the proper input because the present draft violates
the spirit of State law.
...Submitted by Judith Berkowitz, Chair, Land Use & Housing
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