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Sunshine and the
Mayor’s Office

If you want to discover City officials doing things they are
not supposed to do... or City officials not doing things they
are supposed to do... make a Sunshine Request for the
information. The place to start is the official’s calendar to
find who, what, when, and where.

The Republican Governor of Florida made his calendar
public and the Republican California Governor followed
suit. Beginning in March, repeated Sunshine Requests

for our Mayor’s Office to publically provide the Mayor’s
weekly calendar in searchable Adobe Acrobat Portable Data
Format [pdf] got no response at all.

State Proposition 59, written by State Senator John Burton,
in 2004 amended the California Constitution to make
Sunshine Requests a Constitutional Right. In addition to the
Constitution, San Francisco has the San Francisco Sunshine
Ordinance and Proposition G, intended to ensure open
political meetings and access to information. In Chapter 67
of the Administrative Code, the Board of Supervisors set

up the Sunshine Ordinance Task Force [SOTF] to help
City Officials do the right thing when faced with a Sunshine
Request. All the machinery for open government is in place.

These laws enforce our Constitutional right to reasonable
request of documents created by our government. Within a
prompt response time officials must provide documents in
the format requested. In matters of privacy and security, the
interpretation should lean toward freedom of information.
Officials, if they “redact” [delete or hide] information for
any reason, must explain the redaction. It directs officials to
carefully preserve government documents.

This heavy legal machinery did not impress Mayor
Newsom'’s hired hands. In September, the San Francisco
Survival Manual (SFSM) and I filed a complaint before the
Sunshine Ordinance Task Force (SOTF #06019, SFSM &
Wayne Lanier vs Mayor’s Office).

In the first hearing in November, Joe Arellano, Director of
Communications for the Mayor’s Office, handed out a thick
stack of photocopies in a last minute legal brief. Objections
resulted in a continuance until December 20™.

(Cont’d on p. 3)

neighborhood views

February 2007, XXXV No 2

RESOLUTION
Geary BRT

Whereas WKH 6)&RXQW)\ 7TUDQVSRUWDWLRQ
LV SODQQLQAQDR FHDXN &RWULGRU %XV &
7UDQVLW 5HSRUW DQG 5HFRPPHQGDWLRC
&RPPLVVLRQHUV DQG

- K H U HI3EN has concerns regarding the loss of any parking
on Geary Blvd., specifically the reduction of any 30 degree
parking spaces on the blocks on Geary between 14" Ave. and 30
Ave., and

: K H U HI3KN has concerns that SFCTA is planning to add
angled parking spaces on neighborhood side streets adjacent to
Geary Blvd., and

: K H U HA3MN has concerns SFCTA is planning to reduce the
number of left-hand turns on Geary Blvd., and

- KH U HA3EN has concerns that the BRT plan will have a
significant negative impact to vehicular and emergency traffic
movement on Geary Blvd. and this negative vehicular impact will
force vehicular traffic to use neighborhood side streets, causing
danger to the neighborhood children and families, and

: K H U Hibi¥ publication, SFCTA states, “Planners will
work with concerned neighbors to identify traffic calming
improvements on nearby streets as needed,” and

: K H U Hibi¥ publication, SFCTA states “it will NOT include
an economic assessment at this stage, but socioeconomic impacts
will be analyzed in the EIR/EIS stage to follow.” CSFN has
concern for the socioeconomic impact to the businesses on Geary,
therefore be it

5HV R O Y H G: CSFN hereby requests that SFCTA include the
following recommendations in its Final Report. The final report
and recommendations should require that the BRT plan and
implementation:

1) Not reduce any 30 degree parking spaces on Geary Blvd.
between 14" Ave. and 30" Ave. and do not change existing
parking to 30 degree parking on Geary Blvd. going east of
14" Avenue to Masonic.

2) Not permit any 30 degree parking spaces on the blocks
adjacent to Geary.

3) Not remove any left hand turns on Geary

4) Include specific mitigation measures which will effectively
lower the impact of a loss of a lane of vehicular traffic
in each direction and assure that public, police, fire
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