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     When the neighborhoods and the traditional
progressive voting areas combine forces, the result
is a wake-up call to political observors and pundits.
       In a presentation to the last CSFN General
Assembly, Seiji Carpenter, from David Binder
Research, credited that alliance with the unexpected
and overwhelming defeat of what would seem to the
casual observor as a much-needed housing initiative.
     The alliance of forces that are often at loggerheads
on social issues, can unite to  prevent developments
that do not make sense to an electorate that would
otherwise support it.
     BinderÕs map is actually a breakdown of the initial map which was a sea
of one color.  It represents the 37% to 24% votes of the various precincts.

  To view an enlarged map in color go to:
www.csfn.net/propjmap.jpg
    Carpenter also credited a mailer which
played on the distrust of downtown forces
as a crushing blow to the initiative. CSFN
members played a significant role in the
creation of the mailer, which is available at:
w w w . c s f n . n e t / p r o p j c o v e r . j p g ,
www.csfn.net/propjmidspread.jpg and
www.csfn.net/propjback.jpg

Prop J Defeat Big Neighborhood Victory

Mayor Newsom to Address
April CSFN Meeting

Instant Runnoff Voting
Ready to Roll in November
     On Thursday, April 8, 2004, the StateÕs
Voting Systems and Procedures Panel
granted conditional approval of the
modifications to the CityÕs optical scan
voting system to accommodate ranked-
choice voting ÒRCVÓ popularly known as
ÒIRVÓ for the November 2004 election
with the following conditions:
¥ ES&S must successfully complete federal
testing of all components of the RCV
modifications. Specifically, ES&S must
submit to the federal testing agency, no
later than April 12, 2004, source codes for
firmware that is part of the RCV
modification but that ES&S did not
previously submit for testing. ES&S must
obtain a positive report on the firmware no
later than May 10, 2004.
¥ ES&S must modify the system to create
an audit trail that shows the final
result of each RCV contest, as well as
results of each round during which a
candidate is eliminated and votes are
redistributed. The Department of Elections
will consult with and assist ES&S
concerning development of the audit trail.
¥ ES&S must develop and publish, no later

Researcher Seiji Carpenter

     Mayor Gavin Newsom will address the
General Assembly and answer questions
from our delegates.
     D.A. Kamala Harris visited last month.
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Negotiate? Sue? Whatever It Takes!
    In regard to the confusion about whether to go forward
with the appeal and at the same time to negotiate.We must
do both: negotiate and carry the appeal forward.
     The way of the world is to negotiate through a proceeding,
which is what we are doing. We should not drop the appeal,
but at the same time we should try to get what the neighbor-
hoods need in the form of an amended Housing Element.
     It is to our advantage to get what we want from the
negotiations:

¥ Keep 1:1 parking requirement
¥ Keep same language for secondary units, both

new and existing as that in 1990 Residence
Element

¥ Eliminate transit corridor height, bulk, and
density language

     It will eliminate a lengthy and expensive legal proceeding.
     It assures that the neighborhoods get a just and reasonable
Housing Element; simply going for and possibly winning
the appeal only assures us an EIR, which in that case can
and probably will be manipulated by Planning.
     It is to our advantage to keep the Appeal process in
motion, while want at the same time negotiating to get what
is best for the neighborhoods. Only when we get what we
want will it be safe to consider dropping the Appeal.
     We must keep in mind that the goal for this process is
a Housing Element that we can live with: one that retains
neighborhood character. The appeal is a tool to achieve this
goal; it is a means to an end, not the end in itself.
     Also, to address the question that I understand that some
folks have raised about the negotiators Ògoing behind backsÓ
to Planning: this is not the case at all.
     What happened is this: some of us from CSFN who had
supported Mayor Newsom in his Mayoral campaign went
to him to discuss derailing the draft Housing Element
process and starting afresh according to State law. During
his campaign, the Mayor clearly stated that he did not
support parts of the Housing Element.
     Basically we went to the Mayor to Þnd out how we can
get what the neighborhoods want in the Housing Element;
and now he is giving us the means to do it. Again, the
appeal is simply a means to this end.
     After a couple of meetings, the MayorÕs ofÞce called
Acting Director Badiner to the table.
     No one from CSFN ever went to the Planning Department
with this.
...Submitted by Judith Berkowitz, 2nd Vice President, CSFN

Plenty on Our Plate
     Property owners comprise the majority of CSFNÕs
membership.  This November, CSFN must plan on
playing a major role in protecting the economic interests
of its members as we are bombarded by new property
tax proposals in the form of general obligation bonds,
new taxes, and fees.
     I was called this week by a polling firm that is
measuring public response to yet another dedicated
revenue stream, this time for the health care industry.
Our budget process each year is already a nightmare
because of dedicated budget funding; by the time we
set aside money for MUNI, libraries, childrenÕs programs
and other voter mandates, there is little left to provide
health and safety services.  Instead of more set-asides
for special interests, what is needed is Charter reform
to eliminate all set-asides in favor of a rational budget
process with critical-service priorities.
     We also know that the Mayor is considering $150
million in general obligation bonds for supportive
housing for the homeless, and another $300 million
giveaway to the non-profit housing industry.  LetÕs see
Ð the first $100 million we approved in 1996 was
supposed to deliver 3,000 new units and we got less
than 900 before the same people came back with another
$250 million request two years ago, which was soundly
defeated.  So what has changed?  Nothing.
     The San Francisco Redevelopment Agency already
makes an annual gift of almost $70 million dollars to
these same non-profit housing developers.  Because
they are a Redevelopment Agency, there is pitifully little
public oversight of how that money is spent.  The
question of where it is spent is another argument Ð the
current Executive Director is planning to build outside
of designated project areas, i.e. in our neighborhoods.
     The Mayor would be wise to shut off this money
spigot until his administration gets a handle on where
the housing money is going, how it is being managed,
and who is profiting, before coming to homeowners
with proposals for higher property tax bills.
     Finally, we may be looking at $500 million to rebuild
San Francisco General.  If the Mayor decides that SF
General is his priority, no other bonds or tax increases
of any kind should be on the same ballot.  We sometimes
forget that bonds are real money, borrowed with interest,
both of which must be repaid by future generations.
     The Housing Element Negative Declaration appeal
has been moved to May 13 to give the Planning
Department an opportunity to possibly amend the
document in response to comments from the MayorÕs
office.  A number of CSFN members who supported the
MayorÕs candidacy have submitted suggestions for
amendments that would satisfy CSFNÕs major concerns;
we are hopeful that these suggestions will be reflected

in an amended document.  If not, then we must prepare for
the appeal hearing before the Planning Commission, turning
out the members of our organizations to demonstrate our
citywide opposition.
...Submitted by Barbara Meskunas, President, CSFN
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Minutes of the March 16, 2004
Regular Meeting of the CSFN Assembly
1. Call to order.  President Barbara Meskunas brought the
meeting to order at 7:14 pm at the Northern Police Station.
a. Quorum declared.  Delegates and alternates represented 26
CSFN member organizations. b. Agenda Approved.
c. Introductions.
2.  Presentation by Host Organizations. Delegates Mary
Helen Brisco  / PRO-SF and described the organization, it's
objectives, history and issues. Delegate Steven Currier /
OMRA was the other host organization, but Mr. Currier had
to leave before his presentation.
3. Approval of Minutes from February 17,  2004 meeting.
The minutes as reported on page four in the March, 2004
newsletter were approved.
4.  Special Visit: District Attorney Kamala Harris.  The District
Attorney talked about the progress she has made since taking
office.  She introduced Assistant District Attorney James
Thompson as someone who will be attending future CSFN
meetings as a representative of the District AttorneyÕs Office.
5. OfficersÕ  Reports:
A.  President: Barbara Meskunas / BANG introduced Joe
Caruso, the Director of the Mayor's Office of Neighborhood
Services.   President Meskunas directed the delegates to her
article ÒProposition J Deserved to Lose - BIGÓ on page 2 of
the March, 2003 newsletter.
      Finally, President Meskunas reported that Mayor Newsom
would be appearing at the April CSFN meeting at 7:30 p.m.
B.  Vice President: Doug Comstock / PRO SF reported on the
new SupervisorÕs Committees and the chairs of the new
committees.
C.  Second Vice President:  Judith Berkowitz / EMIA reported
that Bob Starzel of the Examiner / Independent was coming
to the next CSFN meeting.
D.  Recording Secretary:  No Report.
E.  Treasurer: The treasurer,  Babette Drefke / EMIA, submitted
her report.
F.  Corresponding Secretary: No report.
6.  Program: Election Results -  Binder Research.
       Seiji Carpenter of David Binder Research gave a
presentation regarding research from the March 2, 2004
election.
7. Committee Reports:
      A.  Open Space Task Force:  Tys Sniffen / NOPNA had
no report.
     B.  Land Use & Housing: Chairperson Judith Berkowitz
/ EMIA directed delegates to pages 4-6  of the CSFN March,
2004  newsletter for the report from the committee.  Chair
Berkowitz also mentioned that on March 26, 2004, the LU&H
committee has a meeting scheduled with May Fung, the
Planner who authored the proposed fee increase for
discretionary review.
      The committee motion found on page six of the March,
2004, newsletter pertaining to Portola Park, the Scenic Overlook
and the Clipper Street Community Garden was postponed for
one month.
8. Unfinished Business:
A.  Bylaw Change: Evelyn Wilson / SPEAK presented a bylaw
amendment to Article VII, Section H, that was previously
noticed several times and found on page seven of the March,
2004 newsletter.  After discussion, the bylaw amendment

passed: 17 - 5 - 0.
B.  701 Lombard: SHARP and NBN presented the following
resolution: (found on page 3 of the March, 2004 newsletter:
Be It Resolved, the Coalition for San Francisco Neighborhoods
urges the mayor an the Recreation and Parks Department to
uphold their resolve not to fund thepurcahse of the property
at 701 Lombard, and:
Be It Further Resolved, that CSFN urges the Board of
Supervisors to rescind the vote on the property at 701 Lombard
Street and oppose the acquisition by eminent domain.
    After discussion, the resolution passed: 11 - 2- 9.
9. New Business:
      Karen Crommie  / CVIA presented  an emergency motion
regarding the following resolution:
Therefore Be It Resolved, that the CSFN supports amending
the Planning Code by defining and regulating formulas
businesses,  to prohibit them only in the Hayes-Gough
Neighborhood Commercial District: to require Conditional
Use authorization only in Cole Valley; and in all other NCDs
require neighborhood notification.
    After discussion, the resolution was not deemed an
emergency by the vote of: 3- 9-7.
     Eileen Boken / SPEAK presented the following resolution
for consideration next month:
Therefore, Be It Resolved, that the Coalition For the San
Francisco Neighborhoods recommends that the Board of
Supervisors allocate $225,000 for the SFO's budget for the
fiscal year 04/05 for Phase I development of The SFO Smart
Plan;
Therefore, Be It Further Resolved, that allocation of
contractors and funding for Phase I development of  The SFO
Smart Plan be directly form the Board of Supervisors.
10.  Announcements: Delegates were reminded to pay their
membership dues.
11.  Adjournment:  The meeting adjourned at 10:46 p.m.

...Steven F. Gruel, Recording Secretary, GGHNA

CSFN Executive Committee
March 24, 2004 Meeting Minutes

     The meeting was called to order at 7:00 PM at Northern
Police Station by the President in the absence of the Vice
President.  Attending were Dick Millet, Babette Drefke,
Judith Berkowitz, George Zabeck and Barbara Meskunas,
and CSFN delegates Joan Girardot and Evelyn Wilson
as well as Marilyn Amini from GWPNA.
     Actions taken:  Agendas for the April and May
meetings were approved.
     Joan Girardot requested an Executive Session for the
April meeting to discuss accounting procedures for monies
collected by appellants for the Housing Element Neg.
Dec. appeal, and CSFNÕs responsibilities in that regard.
 Approved.
     Evelyn Wilson advised that the TreasurerÕs report
should be included in the minutes, and should be limited
to beginning balance, total income, total expenses, and
ending balance.  Approved.
     Dick Millet will restart our old practice of circulating
all correspondence in a binder at the regular meeings.
     The meeting was adjourned at 8:45 PM.

...Submitted by Barbara Meskunas, CSFN President
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AMPLIFIED SOUND POLICY IN PARKS
     Since last December PROSF has been meeting with other
groups and individuals to work for enforcement of the City
Sound Ordinances for large group events in the parks.  Martin
McIntyre of University Terrace Association has been our
leader in this, having worked on this issue for 6 years.
     In February, the Coalition for San Francisco Neighborhoods
unanimously passed a PROSF resolution calling for
enforcement of the sound ordinances after having passed in
1999 a similar ordinance brought by the Cole Valley
Improvement Association.  This provided City-wide
ammunition for meetings with the Recreation and Park
Commission meetings.
     After meeting twice with other groups affected by the
amplified sound, 6 to 10 of us spoke up in the Public Comment
section of the February full Commission meeting, and on the
agendas of the Rec and Park Planning Committee and the
full Commission meetings in March. From these meetings
came 2 discussion meetings with Park Commission
Liaison, Margaret McArthur, Commissioner Rebecca Prozan,
Sandy Lee, Park Ranger Marcus Santiago and 2 City attorneys.
     Working together we madechanges to the Amplified Sound
Permit Policy for Sharon Meadow referencing Ranger
SantiagoÕs enforcement protocol.
     The new policy draft calls for the hiring by the sponsor
of acoustical sound consultants to design a conforming system
and to see that it is in conformance during the concert.  Park

Meeting at City Planning Department
Re: Proposed Discretionary Review Cost Recovery Program
March 24, 2004
Meeting Notes
Present: (for CSFN) Ammini, Berkowitz, Birko, Miller, Millett,
Wilson (for Planning) May Fung.
     Depending on the number of Discretionary Reviews (DRÕs)
that are filed in any given year, the Planning Department
spends approximately $90/hour processing the DR applications
and sending them to the Commission.  This coming fiscal year
is the first year that the Department will not have any funds
coming from the General Fund; thus, all revenue must come
from other sources, such as applications for permits and for
Commission cases such as conditional use, variance, etc.
     DRÕs must become completely self-funding this coming
year.  At the rate of $90 or $100 per hour, the Department
foresees a deficit of $590,000 that must be made up by fees.
 Therefore, they are predicting that an average DR will consume
27 hours of planner time, resulting in a $2500 charge to the
DR applicant.  After receiving testimony at the Planning
Commission, staff was instructed to meet with the public and
receive their comments and suggestions.
     At this brainstorming meeting March 24, Planner May
Fung presented a number of suggestions for funding of DRÕs:
¥ Use General Funding to subsidize DR;
¥ Use Building Permit Surcharge to subsidize DR;
¥ Split the DR cost between DR applicant and permit applicant;
¥ DR applicant pays all the DR cost/permit applicant pays all
the DR cost;
¥ Reactivate pre-application proposal which should increase
number of DRÕs filed;
¥ Streamline DR process to decrease DR cost;
¥ Planning Department continue to subsidize DRÕs with fees
from conditional uses, variances, etc.
¥ Raise the upfront DR fee to at least $400 to $500.
     The group requested a breakdown of the components of
this deficit, i.e. a breakdown of how the money would be
spent.
     The group unanimously backed Pre-Application Procedure
and recommended that the Department study the way San
Mateo handles DRÕs.  Other suggestions should be e-mailed
to May Fung.

...Submitted by Mary Anne Miller, SPEAK

Sunshine Heads for Ballot Again
     San FranciscoÕs Sunshine Ordinance Task Force Wednesday
Evening voted, 6-0, to send a series of proposed amendments
aimed at strengthening the ordinance to the Board of Supervisors
with a request that the package go on this NovemberÕs ballot.
     Ayes: Doug Comstock, Nicole Dogwill, Garrett Jenkins,
Richard Knee, Alexandra Nickliss and E. David Parker.
Absent: Bruce B. Brugmann, Suzanne Cauthen, Pawan Mera,
Heather Sterner and Marjorie Ann Williams.
     One of the most contentious proposals Ñ authorizing the
task force (which would be renamed the Commission for Open
Government) to sue scofflaws for flagrant and/or repeated
violations of the ordinance Ñ remains in the package.
Download the proposed text at: www.csfn.net/sunshine1.jpg

Proposed Airport ÒSmart PlanÓ
WHEREAS,  air traffic levels nationwide are returning to their
2000 levels.
WHEREAS,  delays at SFO are likely to increase over the next
several years.
WHEREAS,  when delays at SFO begin to increase, SFO has
stated that they will again pursue their plans for runway expansion.
WHEREAS,  the proposed SFO runway expansion plan is
unacceptable based on its scale and environmental impact.
WHEREAS,  there exists an alternative community-based plan
titled The SFO Smart Plan.
WHEREAS,  The SFO Smart Plan consists of a series of conceptual
master plans for aviation technology, infrastructure, demand
management and regionalism.
WHEREAS,  to develop The SFO Smart Plan from a conceptual
plan into a working plan requires funding.
WHEREAS,  Phase I development of The SFO Smart Plan would
technology master plan for SFO and on an infrastructure master
plan in the form  of an environmentally friendly runway design.
WHEREAS,  initial cost estimates for Phase I development of
The SFO Smart Plan are approximately $225,000.
WHEREAS,  the likely source of funding for Phase I development
of The SFO Smart Plan is from the Board of Supervisors by means
of the airport budget for fiscal year 04/05.
THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Coalition For San
Francisco Neighborhoods recommends  that the Board of Supervisors
allocate $225,000. from SFOÕs budget for fiscal year 04/05 for
Phase I development of The SFO Smart Plan.
THEREFORE, BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that allocation

of contractors and funding for Phase I development of The SFO
Smart Plan be directly from the Board of Supervisors. 



Bylaw Committee Report
CSFN Proposed Bylaws amendments:
ART. V, Sec. A. Composition. Strike out ÒandÓ before
ÒthreeÓ, and add after ÒlargeÓ, Òand the parliamentarian.Ó,
so that it would read, ÒThe Executive Committee shall
be composed of the elected officers, three members
elected at large and the parliamentarian.Ó
Rationale. This would make the parliamentarian a voting
member of the Executive Committee.
Add either at the end of this Section or as a new Section
D. The following: ÒAll members of the Executive
Committee have the responsibility to attend meetings
unless excused by the chair. Three consecutive unexcused
absences will constitute grounds for removal from
office.Ó
ART. VI. Sec. B. Term. Currently reads Ò1. Officers
shall serve for a one-year term beginning at the close of
the May meeting, or until a successor is elected.
2. No person may hold a given office for more than two
consecutive terms.
3. No person shall hold more than one office at a time.
There are several proposals to amend this Section as
follows:
Proposed by the current Executive Committee:
Amend by striking out 1. And inserting: 1. Officers shall
serve a two-year term beginning at the close of the May
meeting or until a successor is elect.
There would be no change to the remaining sub-sections.
Proposed by the Bylaws Committee:
1. No change.
2. No person may hold a given office for more than
three consecutive terms.
3. No change.
Proposed by Tony Sacco and the Nominating Committee:
1. No change.
2. Add: Officers may serve a third term if there are no
other candidates for the office.
3. No change.
Rationale: It is increasingly difficult to find candidates
for the offices. Please consider each of the proposals
carefully. The one which receives a two-thirds vote will
be the new reading of the Bylaws. This will be voted
on before the election in May.
Previously noticed at the March General Meeting:
ART. VI. Section C.2. Nominations. Strike
out the words, Òat its January meetingÓ (line 3).
Rationale. Since the Nominating Committee is not
elected until the February meeting, the Committee cannot
have a January meeting.
Bylaws Committee: Ramona Albright, Tony Sacco,
Evelyn Wilson.

...Submitted by Evelyn Wilson, SPEAK
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Land Use and Housing Committee
April 5, 2004

Present: Jim Lew, NBN, Hiroshi Fukuda, RCA, Tim Colen,
GWPNA, Lee Ann Prifit, DHNA, Francisco Centurion, RHN,
Rebecca Silverberg, EIA. Judith Berkowitz, Chair, is on
vacation. Marilyn Amini, substitute chair, is ill. Jim Lew
conducted the meeting. Mary Ann Miller dropped off her
March 24 meeting with City Planning notes re DR cost
recovery.
I. Portola Park
     Lee Ann Prifti and Tim Colen asked that the resolution
that was postponed at the March CSFN general meeting
be tabled until such time as Diamond Heights Neighbors
might bring it up again. Tim and Lee Ann met and are
working on the conflict in behalf of their two associations.
They are to be commended; this is the way things should
be done.
Recommendation: that Diamond HeightsÕ resolution be
tabled unless/until they again bring it forward.
I I .  Ne ighborhood Improvement  D is t r ic ts
   Similar to Business Improvement Districts (BIDs), have
been approved by the Board of Supervisors. By a vote of
the businesses and residences, an improvement district can
be formed, services determined, and fees assessed. East
Mission is the first Neighborhood Improvement District.

Recommendation: that Marco Landri of New City America
be invited to make a presentation at a general meeting.
I I I .  Discret ionary Review Cost  Recovery
     Mary Ann Miller's notes from the March 24th meeting
with the Planning Department were reviewed, including
the nine suggestions to recover costs, estimated at $590,000
based on an $90 to $100 per hour for and average of 27
hours per DR. Jim Lew said that May Fung of Planning
later called to say she failed to include the recovery cost
for Board/Staff/ Commission initiated DRs which is another
$421,000. TOTAL $1,011,000.
Recommendation:
A. Public initiated DRs:
     1. Raise the cost from $133 to $250
     2. Add a surcharge to every Building Permit in an
amount, combined with the increase above, that would
recover the approximated $590,000 cost.
B. DRs initiated by the Board of Supervisors, Planning
Staff, or Commission:
     1. Recover the cost from the permit applicant (developer,
project sponsor, etc.)
IV. Housing Element
     There was a meeting of appellants to discuss our appeal
of Planning staffÕs Preliminary Negative Declaration. There
was controversy over whether to pursue the appeal, to enter
into negotiations with the mayor, or to do both. According
to Francisco Centurion, all represented groups voted to
pursue the appeal and not negotiate, except CSFN abstained
because the membership had not considered cutting off the
possibility of negotiating.

...Submitted by Rebecca Silverberg, EIA




