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SIX PRINCIPLES FOR PIERS 27-31
       It has come down to this.  Six principles.  That is what
separates our City from a decent project at Piers 27-31.
Ê    As many will recall, Mills was awarded exclusive
negotiating rights by the Port in 2001 for a recreation project
at Piers 27-31.  The award was surrounded in controversy,
as Mills was awarded the project over its competitor Chelsea
Piers, despite the fact that Chelsea's proposal was supported
by the North East Waterfront Advisory Group, the Fisherman's
Wharf Advisory Group, Bay Area Economics (an economic
consultant to the Port), and Port staff.Ê
     The principal reason for the community and staff support
in favor of Chelsea was that it proposed an almost exclusively
recreation-oriented project, with all forms of badly needed
sport and recreational facilities, while Mills proposed a
retail/office project with only about one quarter of the indoor
space devoted to recreation.Ê
     In apparent recognition of the questions concerning the
award of the project to Mills, the Port Commission conditioned
its award at the time on a significant decrease in the retail,
restaurant, and office components of the project and a
significant increase in the indoor recreation component.Ê As
of today, however, Mills has still not satisfied the PortÕs
conditions on award of negotiating rights.  Indeed, the retail
component of the project has actually increased, and indoor
recreation has not materially changed.
     In this context, numerous local businesses and residential
organizations have been seeking changes in the project to
ensure that it better serves everyone in our City.Ê At the
forefront of that effort have been the Citizens to Save the
Waterfront -- a coalition of neighborhood, local business,
transit and environmental organizations Ð along with the
Telegraph Hill Dwellers, whose boundaries encompass San
FranciscoÕs Piers 27-31.Ê Also very active in the effort have
been the two largest private commercial property holders
along the Northeast Waterfront -- Ron Kaufman Companies
and Blue Jeans Equities West (LeviÕs Plaza) - on behalf of
themselves and numerous of their commercial tenants.
      In response to a request by the MayorÕs office, the broad
coalition described above has developed a list of six basic
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PUC Board Holds the Line on
Sewer IncreasesÑfor Now

      The San Francisco Utilities
Commision again postponed the
decision to accept the sewer rate
increases recommended by the Rate
Fairness Board.
     President Dennis Normandy, a
survivor since the Feinstein days,
argued, in his sleepy, measured
tones,that there were too many
unanswered questions, and that
opponants had not been at the table
for preliminary discussions.

     Newest member, Adam Werbach, whoÕs unconventional
appointment by Acting Mayor Chris Daly, during Mayor Willie
BrownÕs absense, raised hopes for
a new and more empathetic voice
on the board, disapointed activists
by accepting the conventional staff-
driven approach, voting against
postponing the increase, while
seeming to accept and agree with
all the agruments of opponants.
     After a press conference June
10, President Normandy began his
plan to bring everyone to the table,
Joan Girardot, Chair of CSFNÕs
Water Task Force attended.

Pres. Dennis Normandy

Comm. Adam Werbach

Housing Element Neg Dec Hearing
June 29-Supervisors will hear the Appeal of the Neg  Dec

AB2702 Board Hearing
Mon. June 14 - Supervisor HallÕs resolution in opposition
to AB2702 (secondary units) at Land Use Committee. We
need a lot of people to speak in support.
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This could be closer than you think.
     Citizens actively engaged in neighborhood decision-making
know how much time and effort it takes to track land-use
issues at City Hall. You attend meetings with the Planners,
Planning Commissioners, Supervisors, developers, and
neighbors; gather information, make presentations. Some of
the decisions made are in your favor Ñ and sometimes you
go home disappointed.
     How would you feel if local land-use decisions were made
in Sacramento and you had virtually no say in the process?
Think this canÕt happen? Think again.
     Imagine this scenario Ñ A developer presents a plan to
the Planning Commission/Board of Supervisors to build a
high-rise apartment building in your neighborhood of single-
family homes. The Commission/Board denies the application
for a variety of reasons, one being the lack of support services
for the new residents. The developer appeals the
Commission/BoardÕs decision to the StateÕs Housing and
Community Development Department (HCD). HCD overrides
the Commission/BoardÕs decision and allows the developer
to move forward with the project. This could be a reality if
SB 744 (Dunn) becomes law.
     Or this: your neighbors construct a three-bedroom, two-
bath ÒsecondaryÓ or ÒgrannyÓ unit on the lot behind their
home. They didnÕt ask for neighborhood input, nor require
Planning Department approval. In fact, your neighbor was
only required to follow minimum building standards and the
Planning Commission is prohibited from exercising any
discretionary review over the unit. This too could become a
reality if AB 2702 (Steinberg) passes this year.
     Last year AB 1866 was approved. This new law allows
construction of second units and granny flats without calling
for public hearings. AB 1866 allows local governments to
apply only narrowly defined health and safety standards and
prohibits the application of local development standards that
could stop or scale back the scope of a proposed development.
It also gives developers a big edge in lawsuits. AB 1866
clearly places the private interests of developers ahead of all
other public interests.
     I hope by now you have an idea of how legislation, either
passed or currently winding its way through the State Capitol
can or could affect your neighborhood and your quality of
life. Your Planning Commission, Board of Appeals, and Board
of Supervisors will be powerless to respond to your concerns
because they will be bound by a State mandate.
     DonÕt despair! It isnÕt too late to get involved. The League
of California Cities invites you to be our partner and work to
protect local control by joining the recently formed Citizens
for Local Control (CLC). If you want your voice to be heard
Ñ if you want to stop Sacramento from usurping local zoning
and planning control then Citizens for Local Control is
definitely for you.
     The League is working to keep residents in the Òinformation
loopÓ on issues affecting local control. Our goal is to provide
timely facts on bills before the Assembly and/or Senate that
will impact zoning and planning in our cities.

Local land use decisions made in Sacramento?
     CLC will provide you with updates on significant legislation
introduced on the State level and on issues that should be decided
at the local level. You will receive the date, time and location of
public hearings in the Capitol on pending State legislative
proposals, budget issues, or other matters affecting cities and
their residentsÕ abilities to address land use issues and provide
services at the local level. League action on important legislation
will be featured on the CLC webpage, along with basic information
such as which legislator is sponsoring the bill, and who represents
you in Sacramento.
     Members of the Coalition for San Francisco Neighborhoods
are already active and concerned citizens. Now you can enhance
your ability to make a difference by joining the CLC. Sign up
today by sending your name, email address, city and phone
number to me at: relliot@cacities.org, or join the CLC at the
Coalition meeting on June 15th.
...by Rebecca Elliot, Regional Representative, League of California
Cities, Submitted by the Editor.

Water and Sewer Rates Increases Stink
     San Franciscans surrendered a very powerful rightÑthe right
to voteÑwith the election of Proposition E of November 2002.
As citizens of California we have had the right to petition the
government for redress of grievances for over 90 yearsÑbut no
longer. The right of Initiative and Referendum, the landmark
legislation that was the centerpiece of the Progressive Movement,
that ended the half-century dominance of the railroad barons,
was reversed, and ironically, by a gaggle of politicians who call
themselves Òprogressive.Ó
     Recent actions of the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission
have made it clear, Proposition E, innocuously entitled ÒWater
and Sewer Rates, Surplus FundsÓ had more to do with raising
rates than it did with surplus funds. This deceptive title caught
the CityÕs watchdogs off guard. No official opponentÕs argument
was submitted against the measure in the CityÕs ballot handbook.
Proponents, on the other hand, argued that it would Òavoid
millions in unnecessary costs.Ó So far, not a cent has been saved.
And the trade-off, our right to voteÑa right that cannot be valued,
has not been compensated. (Cont.  next page.)
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Executive Committee Meeting
Minutes of May 26, 2004

     Attending: Meskunas, Berkowitz, Comstock, Gruel, Millet,
Zaback, B. Wilson, E. Wilson. Excused: Boken, Eberhardt.
Guests: Babette Drefke, Emeric Kalman, Joan Girardot. Acting
Chair Comstock called the meeting to order at 7:05
     Officer Reports. Recording Secretary Gruel reported that
he had mailed a letter to the Steering Committee of the Housing
Element Appeal memorializing the decision of the Coalition
to withdraw as an appellant. The letter was returned for a
signature.
     Program and orders. June: Installation, following
presentations by host organizations, President Meskunas will
invite an appropriate official. Program, due to a scheduling

problem, Angela Alioto will be unable to attend the June
meeting, we will invite her for July. Due to the last minute
nature of the invitation suggestions were made for any
available from a list of guests: Leland Yee, Heather Fong,
Bob Starzel and Ed Harrington. July: Invite Angela Alioto
to discuss the Homeless Plan. Begin the process of early
endorsements for measures on the November ballot, through
the Government and Elections Committee.
A resolution in opposition to Sewer and Water rate
increases recommended to the SF PUC was included on
the schedule for June because of its timeliness and its
reflection of long standing positions of the Coalition of
oppositions to egregious rate increases. Motion to accept
the resolution: Meskunas, 2nd Millet, Unanimous.
Resolution Opposing Water and Sewer Rate Increases
Whereas: San Francisco is already one of the most expensive
cities in the nation to live in and to do business in, and:
Whereas: spikes in water and sewer rates will increase the
cost of goods and services throughout the city and unfairly
burden small businesses such as restaurants, grocers,
gardening centers, laundromats and would significantly
damage small manufacturersÕ ability to be competitive,  and;
Whereas: the SF PUC has consistently failed to effect cost-
cutting measures within its own bureaucratic organization
with over 15% of its workforce making over $100,000  as
well as out-of- control consultant fees, and;
Whereas: the Rate Fairness Board, created by Proposition
E of November 2002, has not implemented rate-based
conservation incentives nor lifeline rate reductions for San
FranciscoÕs most vulnerable residents including low income
seniors and disabled ratepayers on fixed incomes, and;
Whereas: unprecedented new costs shifted from the
Department of Public Works would further burden users
with the expense of cleaning street pollution caused in large
part by commuters,  and;
Whereas: a stealth clause in Proposition E of November
2002 surrendered to the SF PUC the power to dictate sewer
rates, relinquishing the rights of voters to redress their grie-
vance through the ballot, a 90 year-old Constitutional right, and;
Whereas: the Coalition for San Francisco Neighborhoods
opposed Proposition E because it allowed the SF PUC to
Òincrease utility spending in order to enable more
development in the City and growth in the suburbs,Ó because
low-income ratepayers cannot afford to subsidize new
development through their monthly water bills, and;
rates to the Consumer Price Index, preventing  inordinate
spikes to ratepayers, therefore;
BE IT RESOLVED: that the Coalition for San Francisco
Neighborhoods opposes the increase to sewer rates proposed
by the Rate Fairness Board and any future increases to water
rates that would exceed the annual Cost of Living Index.
     Consideration of New Member Application. Stop 55,
Preserve Our Waterfront, a neighborhood organization on
the northeastern corner of the City was recommended for
approval at the next meeting of the General Assembly,
contingent on submission of their bylaws, geographical
boundaries and a newsletter, if they have one. Motion:
Meskunas, 2nd Millet, Unanimous.
     Names were suggested for recommendation to the Board
and the Mayor for Planning Commission and Board of
Appeals nominations.
     Adjournment: 8:24.
ÉSubmitted by Doug Comstock, Acting Chair

     The voters effectively ended the PUCÕs practice of
profiteering with the passage of Proposition H of 1996,
freezing the rates. Now the SF PUC wants to return to the
Ògood olÕ days.Ó They want their slush fund back.
     We disagree.
The Small Print? The Real Purpose of Proposition E.
      The voters were promised big savings but that was all
appetizerÑthe meat of Prop E was to allow unlimited rate
increases and:
     Prop E denied voters the right to weigh-in on bonds:
ÒNotwithstanding, and in addition to, the authority granted
under Charter Section 9.107, the Public Utilities Commission,
is hereby authorized to issue revenue bonds...Ó
City Charter ¤Sec. B.124 Water and Clean Water Revenue Bonds
    And Prop E denied the right to vote on rate increases:
ÒNotwithstanding Charter sections 2.109, [Submission by the
Mayor, approval of the Board of Supervisors by ordinance]
3.100  [veto by the Mayor] and 4.102 [powers and duties of
Commissions] or any ordinance (including without limitation,
Administrative Code Appendix 39) [Prop H] the Public
Utilities Commission shall set rates, fees and other charges
in connection with providing the utility services under its
jurisdiction...Ó          City Charter ¤Sec. B.125 Rates
The Real Impact of Prop E: Unlimited Rate Increases
     Now the PUC funds studies (paid for by our rates increases)
that are skewed to prove that they cannot survive without
enormous rate hikes that will severely impact residents on
fixed incomes, small businesses, homeowners and tenants.
We already have the highest rates in the country of any utility
owned by its residents. WE Got SHAFTED! Prop E was a
Trojan Horse. But the PUC does not own this utility, we do.
Our only recourse is obvious:  REPEAL PROPOSITION E
     SWEAP SF, (Sewer and Water Efficiency and Affordability
Plan) is considering the repeal of Proposition E, along with
several other courses of action that would assure retention of
the Hetch Hetchy Project as a San Francisco owned entity,
and measures that would prevent the SF PUC from borrowing
money from the Regional Finance Authority or Joining the
Bay Area Water Supply and Conservation Agency (BAWSCA)
or  Bay Area Water Users Association (BAWUA) any of
which would limit SFÕs authority to control Hetch Hetchy.
Cal l  Ed Jew at  SWEAP SF at  982-2206 or
fairsewerrates@yahoo.org

...Submitted by Doug Comstock. PRO/SF
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Minutes of the May 12, 2004 Special
Meeting of the CSFN Assembly

1. Call to order.  President Barbara Meskunas brought the
meeting to order at 7:12 pm at the Northern Police Station.
    a. Quorum declared.  Delegates and alternates represented
    21 CSFN member organizations.
    b. Introductions.
2. Agenda.    The CSFN Executive Committee had duly
noticed a Special Meeting of the CSFN, to be held on May
12, 2004, at 7:00 PM at Northern Station. The meeting had
one agenda item:
    Consider the Planning DepartmentÕs proposed amendments
to the Housing Element and determine whether they are
substantial enough to warrant CSFNÕs withdrawal from the
appeal of the Negative Declaration.
    After discussion, Kathy DeVincenvi / LHIA  submitted the
following  friendly amendment, which was accepted by the
CSFN,  to the motion regarding CSFNÕs withdrawal from the
appeal of the Housing ElementÕs Negative Declaration:
    Ò But CSFNÕs withdrawal from the appeal shall not
constitute a withdrawal from the appeal by any neighborhood
organization that is a named appellant in the appeal and is
also a member of the CSFN.Ó
    After discussion, the CSFN voted to accept the Planning
CommissionÕs amendments as significant enough to withdraw
from the Negative Declaration appeal, along with the above
friendly amendment, by a vote of 11-5-4.
3.  Announcements .  Mayor NewsomÕs liaison Sean Elsbernd
was thanked for his work on the Housing Element matter.
4.  Adjournment.  The meeting was adjourned at 9:13 p.m.
...Submitted by Steven Gruel, Recording Secretary, GGHNA

are three new members recommended to the CSFN, not two
as mentioned in the report.  The three members recommended
by the Excom to the CSFN General Assembly are Stanyan
Fell Neighborhood Association,  India Basin, and Ewing
Terrace.  After a duly seconded motion, all three neighborhood
associations were unanimously accepted into the CSFN.
After a duly seconded motion, the Excom minutes and action
were accepted.
     C.  Second Vice President: No report.
     D.  Recording Secretary:  No Report.
     E.  Treasurer: The treasurer,  Babette Drefke / EMIA
reported a CSFN balance of $4,724.90.
     F.  Corresponding Secretary: Dick Millet / Potrero
Boosters reported that binders of CSFN mail and delegatesÕ
newsletters are available at the general meetings. 
5.  Committee Reports:
     A.  Open Space Task Force: Ramona Albright TPC /
OSC introduced Kathy Howard who discussed the Golden
Gate Concourse Authority construction project.
     B.  Land Use & Housing: Chairperson Judith Berkowitz
/ EMIA directed delegates  to page 6 of the CSFN May, 2004
 newsletter for the report from the committee.  Ms. Berkowitz
also discussed AB 2702 and how this state legislation could
impact San Francisco.  She suggested telephone calls to
assemblymen Yee and Leno to stop this proposed bill.
     The following three committee motions were duly noticed
in the CSFN May, 2004 newsletter and presented to and
discussed by the General Assembly:
     Motion #1.  Therefore be it resolved, that the Coalition
for San Francisco Neighborhoods (CSFN) opposes AB 2702
and supports retention of section 65852.2. Passes ( 18-0-1).
Motion #2.  Therefore be it resolved,  that the Coalition
for San Francisco Neighborhoods (CSFN)
requests that the appropriate City officials, policy bodies and
departments take action to the accomplish the following:
¥  Impose a moratorium on any new liquor license in the
Tenderloin District and take the necessary steps to reduce
the concentration/number of liquor licenses already present
in the Tenderloin;
¥  Create a clean and safe environment in Boeddeker Park
so that families, children and senior citizens, neighborhood
residents and visitors can safely enjoy the park;
¥  Review and change any land use policies and controls that
have fostered the proliferation and and over-concentration
of adult entertainment venues in the Tenderloin neighborhoods
and, further, develop a plan or a strategy to relieve Tenderloin
community and residents of this undue burden and resulting
adverse impact;  
¥  Remove the JCDDecaux toilet situated at the corner of
Eddy and Jones Streets. Passes (9-0-9).
Motion #3. Therefore be it resolved, that the Coalition for
San Francisco Neighborhoods (CSFN) recommends to the
Board of Supervisors that they support and uphold any
legislation that allows these two parcels of land Ñ the Scenic
Overlook and Clipper Street Community Garden Ñ to remain
as open space. Passes (16-0-2).
     C.  Nominations Committee: Mary Helen Brisco  / PRO
- SF directed delegates to page 4 of the CSFN May, 2004
newsletter for the committeeÕs list of candidates. By an
unanimous vote the following delegates were elected to

Minutes of the May 18, 2004 Regular
Meeting of the CSFN Assembly

1. Call to order.  President Barbara Meskunas brought
the meeting to order at 7:08 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 Ramona
Albright  / Twin Peaks Council & Open Space Conservancy
and Joel Ventresca / SPEAK described their organizations,
their objectives, history and issues.
3. Approval of the Minutes  from the April 20,  2004
meeting.  The minutes as reported on page three in the May,
2004 newsletter were approved with one correction: The
Committee Report from the Water Task Force should be
changed to read that Joan Girardot / MCIPOA was contacted
by a reporter regarding the ÒsewerÓ rate increase, not the
ÒwaterÓ rate increase.
4. OfficersÕ  Reports:
     A.  President: Barbara Meskunas / BANG directed
delegates to page 2 of the May, 2004 newsletter for her report
entitled ÒHousing Element Passes the First Test.Ó
     B.  Vice President: Doug Comstock / PRO SF directed
delegates to page 5 of the May 2004 newsletter for his Excom
report.  One correction to the report was noted in that there




