
Strike two for Board of Supervisors President David Chiu.

Chiu and his downtown allies are once again trying to pass legislation to
rezone all of San Francisco.

Many homeowners will remember that Chiu rezoned the entire city in a
poorly written and ineffective legislative attempt to regulate secondary
housing units. Thanks to Chiu, San Francisco’s in-law units became
legalized throughout the City last April.

Neighborhoods that did not want legalized secondary units were not
listened to and are being forced to relinquish their neighborhood character
by adding density, permanent rent-controlled units, increased traffic, less
parking, higher building permit fees, larger housing footprints and the
destruction of neighborhood association bylaws.

Chiu’s pending legislation to “Regulate Short-term Rentals and Protect
Residential Housing”— otherwise known as Airbnb legislation — would
regulate a resident’s ability to rent their principal place of housing on a
short-term basis. Currently, residential apartments cannot be rented for
fewer than 30 days under San Francisco’s Administrative and Planning
Codes.

Chiu’s new legislation is weak and designed to favor renting housing to
tourists — not to favor San Francisco neighborhoods or to preserve the
residential housing and rental stock.

Chiu took over a year to develop his Airbnb legislation by working with
tenant organizations, developers, and tourist rental groups such as Airbnb.
Chiu ignored the neighborhoods’ input when he developed his secondary
unit legislation and it looks like he will again be ignoring the
neighborhoods with his Airbnb legislation.

Why can’t David Chiu let the neighborhoods decide what is best for each
individual neighborhood, housing type or zone?

“The proposed Airbnb legislation would rezone the entire city from
residential zoning to commercial zoning in one fell swoop,” said John
Bardis, former President of the Coalition for San Francisco
Neighborhoods and former San Francisco Supervisor. “We hear
complaints from almost every neighborhood about the detrimental effects
of short-term rentals on the quality of life of tenants and residents,”
Bardis adds.

When Chiu passed his secondary unit legislation, he was supposedly
trying to create two-unit homes throughout the City. Now, his Airbnb
legislation could fill those units with tourists.

The Airbnb trend has led to evictions, lease violations and landlord-tenant
disputes. Neighbors are concerned about security linked to ever-changing
overnight visitors. Policymakers say San Francisco’s tight housing market
will be pressured more if units are held back for tourist stays.

Supervisor David Campos, Chiu’s opponent in the November race for the
Assembly District 17, has documented lobbying reports showing 61
contacts between representatives of Airbnb — including former City Hall
insiders David Owen and Alex Tourk — and Chiu’s office.

(cont’d on p.4)!

The Tail That Wags the Dog
How much of Chiu’s Airbnb legislation was influenced by Ron Conway,
the billionaire high-tech investor who is a partial owner of Airbnb? Not
only is Conway Mayor Lee’s biggest financial backer, he is also heavily
involved in Chiu’s District 17 Assembly race.

In mid-May Reid Hoffman — another billionaire who invests in Airbnb
— announced a $200,000 donation against David Campos to an
independent expenditure group called the Committee to Hold David
Campos Accountable, a group whose only other named donor is Gayle
Conway, wife of tech investor Ron Conway.

Filings with the California Secretary of State confirm Gayle Conway also
donated $49,000 to the independent expenditure fund. As the District 17
Assembly race between Chiu and Campos narrows, the Committee to
Hold David Campos Accountable has started mailing out hit pieces
against David Campos.

Chiu’s politically compromised version of Airbnb legislation has led a
group of concerned citizens to try to place the “City and County of San
Francisco Ordinance Regulating Illegal Use of Housing for Tourist
Accommodations” on the November ballot.
This new proposal is much tougher than the Airbnb legislation proposed
by Supervisor Chiu.

Although San Francisco is facing its most severe housing shortage in
more than 100 years, an increasing number of apartments,
condominiums, houses and portions thereof are offered and advertised as
short-term rentals on websites such as Airbnb and VRBO. In recent
months the number of such listings has exceeded 9,000. These listings
contribute greatly to the disappearance of affordable housing in San
Francisco.

A single-day sample commissioned by the San Francisco Chronicle
showed 4,798 rental listings posted by Airbnb, the biggest online source.
Chiu’s proposed legislation would legalize casual rentals, require
payment of a 14 percent bed tax and limit the number of nights that can
be rented. In April, Airbnb pledged to collect the bed tax to meet
criticism here and in other cities.

Chiu’s pending Airbnb legislation would regulate a resident’s ability to
rent his housing. Whereas Chiu’s legislation would legalize short-term
rentals citywide, a ballot initiative gathering signatures to qualify for the
November ballot will restrict temporary, short-term rentals only in
neighborhoods currently zoned as commercial districts. The ballot
measure was initiated by former San Francisco Planning Commissioner
Doug Engmann, housing advocate Calvin Welch and public relations
executive Dale Carlson.

“It is a backdoor rezoning of every residential neighborhood in San
Francisco. It undermines years of housing advocacy work in San
Francisco and shows an arrogant disregard of established land use
procedure,” said well-known housing advocate Calvin Welch.

Among other things the proposed ballot measure will prohibit four types

Supervisor Chiu Tries to Rezone San Francisco’s Residential Housing
to Commercial Housing

(cont’d on p.7)
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Executive Committee Report
May 28
Chair George Wooding called the meeting to order at 5:50 PM.
Present were, Judy Berkowitz, Wooding, Rose Hillson, Charles
Head, Dick Millet, Penelope Clark, Marlayne Morgan, Claire
Zvanski. Excused: Melinda LaValle. Unexcused: Glenn Rogers.
Guests: Joan Girardot, Lorraine Lucas. There was a quorum.

Officers’ Reports
President Judy Berkowitz: unagendized items submitted from
members attending ExComm meetings should notify the Chair
prior to introducing items. • Signature gatherers: how many
groups and how they are doing. • July 4th is a great day to raise
signatures. • THD has introduced a formula retail resolution.
Berkowitz attended the Formula Retail Focus Group meetings and
upon seeing the THD reso opines that the maker of that motion
would have done so as well. Mar has also introduced legislation
on Formula Retail. • With three ballot measures to consider at the
July GA there is a chance that a large part of our meeting will be
taken up on the formula retail resolution. It will be heard at
Planning Commission on July 17th. • CSFN members advised to
attend the ballot simplification committee meetings. •
Congratulations to Charles Head for his amazing work on the
Civil Grand Jury. • Distributed sign up pages for CSFN
committees.
1st Vice President George Wooding: Spoke with Phil
Ginsburg. Brent Plater from Wild Equity regarding the Significant
Natural Resource Areas Management Plan (SNRAMP) and how
the RPD – the entity that controls SNRAP – will impact Sharp
Park Golf course by using the RPD’s Natural Areas Program
(NAP). • Laura’s Law, an ordinance, is off the ballot. • The 19th
Avenue corridor transportation project may not receive the
funding they expect to receive. • David Chiu has already legalized
secondary units and now wants to rezone SF’s residential units to
commercial units to accommodate AirBnB.
2nd Vice President Rose Hillson: Dick Millet has brought an
updated CSFN membership roster. • Sent out the RHIA and RHN
resolution on Hyde Street reservoir transfer from PUC to the RPD.
Recording Secretary Charles Head: Presented minutes through
email. • Grand Jury reports are now being released

1) Port of SF,
2) Rising sea levels at our doorstep,
3) Ethics in the city: Promise, Practice or Pretense,
4) Inquiry into the operation and programs of SF jails.

More reports to follow. • Reviewed ballot measures. Speakers
needed for housing measures, transportation bond and beverage
tax.
Corresponding Secretary Glenn Rogers

Treasurer Dick Millet: a time deposit with the B of A will be
transferred to our current bank. Distributed the membership list
that detailed orgs that are current in their CSFN membership. He
will make a budget for the year.
Program: For a future GA meeting: The Land Use Committee
has requested that we invite the redevelopment director talk about
what happened to the redevelopment money as a topic.
Adjournment 7:40 pm

— George Wooding (MTHA) Chair

Land Use & Housing Committee Report

July 7
Hiroshi Fukuda convened the Regular Meeting of the
CSFN Land Use & Housing Committee on Monday,
July 7, 2014 at 5:57 P.M. in the Community Room of
the Northern Police Station at Turk and Fillmore
Streets.
The Committee considered the following items:
1. RESOLUTION OF THE TELEGRAPH HILL
DWELLERS BOARD OF DIRECTORS
OPPOSING THE PLANNING
DEPARTMENT’S PROPOSED CHANGES TO
FORMULA RETAIL CONTROLS: Committee
voted to amend the resolution by striking out:
a) The last Whereas clause, Supervisor
Mar’s attempt to increase chain stores to
outlets worldwide and the addition of
subsidiary business.

b) The second Resolved clause concerning
Supervisor Mar’s amendments.

The Committee voted to recommend the
amended resolution.to the General Assembly.

2. Beer/Wine Garden:
The landlord at 458 / 460 Grove is proposing a
Change of Use from retail to a Restaurant / Bar
serving wine and beer. The outdoor area is the
open space among residential housing. The
project sponsor has raised over $25K through
various social media sites (e.g. Kickstarter) to
help launch the business, which she calls ‘Birba,
LLC.’ The site of the project was built as a SFH
in the 1920s and was converted to office space in
1994 and retail around 2012.

3. 1481 Post Street: 416-foot high-rise, it would be
the first high-rise west of Van Ness. It would be
interesting to see how the new Japantown Task
Force Board of Directors votes on the project.
Two of the leaders previously opposed the
project 5 years ago. Now they report the
Community opinion is “all over the board” and
they will not oppose the project…mum…$$?
Timeline: DEIR late July and Planning
Commission hearing mid-September.

The next Regular meeting of the Committee will be
held on Monday, August 11, 2014 at 5:30 p.m. in the
Community Room of the Northern Police Station
located at Turk and Fillmore.
Adjourned: 8:15 PM

— Hiroshi Fukuda (RCA) Chair
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CSFN Draft Minutes: Draft General Assembly Meeting June 17, 2014
1. Call to Order. President Judith Berkowitz brought
the June 17 meeting to order at 7:00PM in the
Northern Police Station Community Room.
a. Quorum declared. 27 delegates and alternates
represented 23 CSFN member organizations.
Eight guests signed in.

b. Agenda approved.
c. Introductions. Delegates and guests introduced
themselves. Hosts: Potrero Boosters and Russian
Hill Neighbors. Sarah Taber (RHN) spoke of
police and safety concerns and is co-sponsoring
the Francisco Reservoir resolution with RHIA.

2. Minutes. The May General Assembly draft minutes
as printed on page 3 of the June Newsletter were
approved with the amendment from 2nd VP Hillson
and Delegate Lorraine Lucas.

3. Officers’ Reports.
a. President Berkowitz (EMIA) reported on the
SaveMuniSF meeting. SMSF is planning a
conference in September and looks to CSFN for
sponsorship; Delegates voted to co-sponsor the
conference.

b. 1st VPWooding (MTHA) reported on ATT.
c. 2nd VP Hillson (JPIA) attended PC on Historic
Preservation Design Guideline on May 21:
changes forthcoming. The next meeting of the
Historic Preservation Element is tomorrow, June
18. Attended BOS Land Use Committee on June
9. • 2009 Housing Element passed unanimously.

d. Recording Secretary Head (SHARP) noted that
the draft minutes of the May General Assembly
were on p. 3 of the June newsletter.

e. Corresponding Secretary Rogers (PmAC)
f. TreasurerMillet (PBNA) offered to show the
bank statement to any delegate who wished to
come up and see it.

4. Committee Reports.
a. Bylaws. Chair Claire Zvanski (EDIA).
b. Dinner. Report is in the June newsletter. p.2,
Item 4.b.

c. Government & Elections. Chair Charles Head
(SHARP) reported the committee had met and
was responsible for the program tonight.

d. Land Use. Chair Hiroshi Fukuda (RCA) noted
that BoS President Chiu has still not reappointed
the two Planning Commissioners Kathrin Moore

and Bill Sugaya nor has he appointed
replacements for them.

e. Media Relations. Chair Eileen Boken (SPEAK)
f. Open Space. Chair Nancy Wuerfel (SPEAK)
g. Transportation. ChairMari Eliza (EMIA)
h. Water Task Force. Chair Joan Girardot
(MCI&POA) will have a report in the NL next
month.

5. Unfinished Business. The Francisco Reservoir
Transfer Resolution was declared an emergency
after debate by a vote of 21–4.
Resolved, the Coalition for San Francisco
Neighborhoods supports the transfer of the
Francisco Reservoir property from the PUC to
Rec. & Park for the creation of a public park.

Reso carried 20–5.
6. Special Order of Business. Former mayor Art
Agnos swore in the officers elected at the last
meeting.

7. Program. Three November Ballot Measures were
debated and voted upon:
a. Regulating Illegal Use of Housing for Tourist
Accommodation. pro: Doug Engmann; con:
Amy Chan.
Gov’t & Elections Committee sent to General
Assembly without recommendation.
Motion to support. 7–2–8. Vote did not reach the
threshold to adopt.

b. Requiring Certain Athletic Fields in Golden
Gate Park to be Maintained as Natural
Grass: pro: Mike Murphy; con: Patrick Hannan,
Christa Bosco. Motion to support Gov’t &
Elections Committee recommendation to support.
Motion carried 17–0–3.

c. Policy Regarding Transportation Priorities in
San Francisco: pro: Bill Bowen, Chris
Bowman; con: Mario Tanev. Motion to support
Gov’t & Elections Committee recommendation
to support.
Motion carried 14–0–4.

d. Motion to write ballot arguments for the two
measures we voted to support. Hand vote: 14–0.
Unanimous approval.

8. Adjournment. The meeting was adjourned at 10:35.
— Charles Head (SHARP) Recording Secretary
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Adopted by the Board of Supervisors in 2004, San
Francisco’s legislation to limit chain stores, known as
“formula retail” controls, has been widely popular and
viewed as a successful planning tool to preserve
neighborhood commercial character and help to protect
small, independent businesses. To strengthen the formula
retail laws and close some loopholes in the legislation
several Supervisors, including Supervisor Eric Mar,
introduced amendments to the legislation. In response to
these proposals the Planning Department hired a consultant
to conduct an analysis of the economic implications of
formula retail uses in San Francisco.
Now, without input from CSFN or individual neighborhood
organizations*, the Planning Department is proposing
legislation to “balance” the needs of local neighborhoods
with what it claims are the economic benefits brought about
by chain stores. The Department is pushing a number of
proposed amendments to San Francisco’s formula retail
ordinance, which would change the definition of formula
retail (i.e. a chain store) from 11 to 20 establishments. The
Department’s proposal clearly undermines the
neighborhoods’ strong support** for this successful
legislation and is an assault on the voters of San Francisco
who overwhelming voted to pass Proposition G in 2006
which expanded formula retail controls to every
neighborhood commercial district in the City.
Background: The Planning Department reported that its
formula retail study and proposals were precipitated by the
number of competing legislative proposals introduced by
members of the Board of Supervisors to strengthen existing
chain store controls. The Department concludes that while
formula retail is “homogenizing, and, to varying degrees
redistributes less currency within the local economy,” it
“provides lower cost goods and services, and is generally
recognized to provide more employment opportunities to
minorities and low income workers.” The Department states
that formula retail is “neither good nor bad” and plays an
irrefutable role in the City.” Therefore they conclude the
City should “regulate it with care,” and “use data-based
analysis to acknowledge when it necessary and appropriate.”
This is a sea change in policy. Rather than protecting
neighborhood character and independent businesses, the
Department wants to move to a case-by-case approval
process where chain stores with all of their economic
advantages could prevail every time.
The Department’s rationale for increasing the number of
establishments from 11 to 20 is that it will permit “budding”
formula retail(ers) to avoid the costly and time consuming
process of obtaining neighborhood support and Planning
Commission approval because they are typically apopular
and do not have as many outlets as Starbucks. Why
shouldn’t they? At 11 outlets they have already reached
critical mass to absorb the cost and are presumptively better

off financially than local, independent retailers.
It is important to remember that the Department’s proposal to
change the definition of “formula retail” from 11 to 20 and to
otherwise relax the controls is flatly contrary to Proposition G
and should be subject to voter approval, which the
Department indicates it will refuse to seek.
Proposition G, known as the “Small Business Protection
Act,” which was approved by San Francisco voters n
November 2006 by an overwhelming (58% to 42%) vote,
required all “formula retail” uses (defined as 11 or more
outlets) wanting to open another store in any Neighborhood
Commercial District to go through the Conditional Use
process, thus allowing each neighborhood to weigh in on
whether or not they wanted to have that particular chain store
in its neighborhood. Proposition G also provided that the
Conditional Use process could be strengthened by additional
controls – not weakened.
A few interesting facts: The Department’s study of the
economic implications of formula retail uses points out that
of the 4,429 retail stores mapped in the study, covering over
the 28 neighborhoods and streets, the overall vacancy rate
was 4.8% of the existing retail spaces, with 13.2% being
formula retail overall (with some neighborhoods including
NOPA and North Beach, having a vacancy rate as low as 0%
and 2.3%, respectively). This hardly sounds like
neighborhoods need chain stores to help landlords rent their
empty spaces. The Planning Department’s proposed changes
appear to be a solution looking for a problem.
What can be done about this? Consider approving the
Coalition resolution accompanying this article opposing the
Department’s proposed changes to formula retail controls. It
will be considered at the Coalition General Assembly
meeting of Tuesday, July 15, 2014. Please make sure that
your delegate has voting authority on that issue.
Secondly, send a representative from your neighborhood to
the Planning Commission’s Hearing on these Thursday, July
17, 2014, in Room 400, City Hall, to voice your objections to
the Department’s proposed Formula Retail legislation. Every
voice counts (but be sure and check the Commission’s
agenda the day before the meeting to see it is still on the
Calendar for that date).
(Please see resolution on page 5.)

— Paul Webber (THD)
N.B.
* As verbally noted in the March and April General Assembly
meetings and in the March, April and June ExComm meetings
and subsequently reported in CSFN’s monthly newsletter
Neighborhood Views CSFN was represented at these Formula
Retail Focus Group meetings.

** At its August 2006 General Assembly meeting CSFN could
not adopt a motion to support Prop G because the vote failed
to meet the threshold needed to pass.

Planning Department Seeks to Weaken Formula Retail
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Whereas, members of the Coalition for San Francisco
Neighborhoods (the “Coalition”) are
neighborhood associations in San Francisco that
promote and protect the particular character of
their respective neighborhoods; and

Whereas, the neighborhoods represented by the
members of the Coalition have long depended
upon the uniqueness of local businesses catering
to neighborhood residents, other San Franciscans
and tourists alike, and their various and distinct
blends of old and new local businesses that real,
vibrant, engaged communities as opposed to the
“anywhere USA” homogenous, cookie-cutter
sameness that are created by nationwide and
regional chain stores; and

Whereas, to that end neighborhood and small business
associations throughout the City participated in the
creation of, and strongly supported, the “formula
retail” legislation and controls that was first
enacted in San Francisco in 2004 that defined
“formula retail” use as “a type of retail sales
activity or retail sales establishment which, along
with eleven or more other retail sales
establishments maintain two or more of the
following features: a standardized array of
merchandise, a standardized façade, a
standardized décor and color scheme, a uniform
apparel, standardized signage, a trade mark or a
service mark” (Planning Code Section 703.3); and

Whereas, the 2004 ordinance also required
neighborhood notification pursuant to Planning
Code Section 312 for formula retail uses,
conditional use (CU) authorization for specific
areas and a prohibition on formula retail in the
Hayes-Gough Neighborhood Commercial District
(NCD); and

Whereas, in 2005 amendments added the requirement
for a CU for formula retail uses in the Haight
Street NCD and a prohibition on formula retail
uses in the North Beach NCD; and

Whereas, the control and prohibition of formula retail
uses has protected locally-owned and -managed

businesses from the competitive pressures of
formula retail stores that would have unduly and
unreasonably affected space and other costs which
often force out smaller locally-run businesses; and

Whereas, in November, 2006, the San Francisco voters
overwhelmingly (58% to 42%) approved
Proposition G, the “Small Business Protection
Act” which required all “formula retail” uses (as
defined in Section 703.3) that wanted to open in
any Neighborhood Commercial District (where not
prohibited) to go through the conditional use
process, thus allowing each neighborhood to weigh
in on whether or not they wanted to have that
particular formula retail store in its neighborhood;
and

Whereas, notwithstanding that resounding message
from the voters, the San Francisco Planning
Department (the “Department”) is proposing to
amend the existing formula retail controls in a
variety of ways to be more accommodating to
formula retail enterprises, including increasing the
threshold to be considered “formula retail” from
11 to 20 and to officially allow all corporate
spinoffs and subsidiaries to be considered new and
independent businesses, thereby removing the
requirement of the need for Conditional Use
authorization in any neighborhood; and

Whereas, these proposed changes to the Code are
inconsistent with the will of the voters in
approving Proposition G and would adversely
affect and threaten the uniqueness of
neighborhoods throughout San Francisco;
therefore be it

Resolved, that the Coalition for San Francisco
Neighborhoods strongly opposes the Department’s
proposed amendments to the Code to redefine
“formula retail” business from 11 to 20
establishments; and be it further

Resolved, that a copy of this resolution will be
forwarded to all members of the Board of
Supervisors, the Planning Commission, the
Planning Director and the Mayor.

— 5 —
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On July 7th, dedicated environmentalists and health-conscious
parents submitted 15,000 signatures on petitions to qualify the
Golden Gate Park Recreational Fields Renovation Act for the
November 2014 ballot.
The Fields Renovation Act would give San Franciscans the
opportunity to vote a simple “yes” or “no” on installing 7
acres of artificial turf containing rubber tire waste and 150,000
watts of stadium lighting in the western section of Golden
Gate Park next to Ocean Beach. The Fields Renovation Act
also supports maintaining the existing fields to achieve good-
quality grass playing fields.
The San Francisco Department of Recreation & Park (Rec &
Park) has fought to destroy the habitat in the western end of
Golden Gate Park for over five years. The Coalition for San
Francisco Neighborhoods has consistently supported
protecting Golden Gate Park and encouraged Rec & Park to
meet with park advocates to work out a compromise.
However, Rec & Park has ignored an environmentally friendly
alternative that would provide increased hours of play for
children — even going so far as to refuse to meet in a timely
manner with CSFN members George Wooding and Katherine
Howard.
How does the public view the Fields Renovation Act?
Signature gatherers with multiple measures reported that they
preferred to start with the Golden Gate Park petition, as it was
the easiest one on which to get signatures. In addition, at least
one telephone poll has indicated that the Fields Renovation
Act would pass by a wide margin.
In the light of the popularity of Golden Gate Park and the
public response to the Fields Renovation Act, it comes as no
surprise that Rec & Park, through the Mayor and the Board of
Supervisors, has filed a competing ballot initiative to confuse
the voters.
Rec & Park’s initiative amends the Park Code to require
“renovation of children’s playgrounds, walking trails and
athletic fields where a certified environmental impact report
documents at least doubling in anticipated usage.”
On first blush, the Rec & Park initiative sounds favorable: it
contains the usual election-year, touchy-feely references to
children and the need for recreation.
But what does the RPD initiative actually accomplish?
• It gives RPD the authority to renovate our parks. But Rec
& Park already has the authority to renovate our parks
through the Charter! The Rec & Park initiative is totally
unnecessary for the Department to do its job and take care
of our parkland.

• Parks supporters have expressed the concern that the Rec
& Park initiative means that the public would lose the
right to protest a project that the neighborhood may not
want.

What will be the impact on the public’s right to appeal
these “required projects” under the California
Environmental Quality Act or at the Board of Appeals?
Will debate about projects be silenced?

• The Rec & Park initiative states that it will be “liberally
construed.”
Will this open up our parks to more commercialization
and privatization?
After all, commercial uses can double “usage.”

What will the Rec & Park initiative NOT do?
• The Rec & Park initiative will not provide any new
funding for our parks and therefore does not provide the
resources necessary to “double the usage.”
This is not a bond measure.

• The initiative is vague as to the meaning of “usage,” and
Rec & Park controls the data on usage of playfields,
playgrounds and trails. Will neighborhoods get to decide,
or does Rec & Park’s initiative give carte blanche for the
Department to use their data to decide unilaterally what
activities will take precedence in your park?

• The initiative does not provide for acquiring any more
parkland, but it does increase Rec & Park’s unilateral
control over all of our parks.

• The initiative is not limited to allowing artificial turf and
stadium lighting in Golden Gate Park. In fact, it is not
limited to Golden Gate Park at all!
The Rec & Park initiative will apply to ALL of San
Francisco’s parks, and as such, it has serious
consequences for our neighborhood parks.

In conclusion: the Rec & Park initiative is intentionally
written to be both too vague and too broad. It is full of
unforeseen consequences for our parks.
On the other hand, the grassroots Golden Gate Park Fields
Renovation Act is simple, crystal-clear legislation with no
hidden agendas.
The Fields Renovation Act will save Golden Gate Park and
Ocean Beach from seven acres of artificial turf and 150,000
watts of stadium lighting. It promotes safe, renewed grass
playing fields for children and athletes of all ages. And it will
protect the beauty and habitat of the western end of the
Golden Gate Park and Ocean Beach for today and for future
generations.
The Ballot Initiative to Protect Golden Gate Park:

Coalition to Protect Golden Gate Park
http://www.protectggp.org

Beach Chalet Soccer Fields background and info on the ballot
initiative:
SF Ocean Edge
http://www.sfoceanedge.org

— Katherine Howard and Nancy Wuerfel,
Open Space Committee

November election heats up – grassroots initiative to protect Golden Gate Park
pitted against Rec & Park power grab
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of residential units from being offered as short-term rental:
• Any unit that has received affordable housing funds from any
state, local or federal agency including down payment loan
assistance;

• Any unit that has been the subject of an Ellis Act eviction
(where the owner takes the unit out of the rental market);

• Any in-law unit; and
• Any affordable housing unit.

Property owners and tenants alike have to understand how
Supervisor David Chiu’s weak Airbnb legislation will reduce
residential housing, hurt San Francisco’s hotel industry, displace
hotel worker jobs and impact neighborhoods in the long term .
Chiu fooled the neighborhoods once with his citywide secondary
unit housing legislation and now he is on the verge of rezoning the
entire city from residential to commercial zoning.
Does David Chiu represent a couple of billionaires does he stand
for the people of San Francisco? Voters — whether homeowners or
renters — must decide two key issues at the ballot box: First,
whether to allow Chiu’s Airbnb legislative ordinance regulating
short-term rentals to stand unchallenged or to support the
Engmann-Welch-Carlson ballot measure to reign in Chiu’s wild
rezoning of the entire City.

And second, whether to elect Chiu or Campos to become the
next Assemblyperson for District 17.
To the extent the November 2013 defeat of the 8 Washington
development project and the June 2014 victory requiring voter
approval of height-limit exemptions along the waterfront were
both referendums against decisions approved by the Board of
Supervisors the November 2014 ballot measure to overturn
Chiu’s Airbnb legislation will be another referendum against
Chiu himself. Is Chiu really who you want representing San
Francisco in the State Assembly?

— George Wooding (MTHA)
N.B.

a.) CSFN holds no position on this matter: neither the
ballot measure nor the Chiu legislation.

b.) The Airbnb measure has been withdrawn from the
November 2014 ballot.

c.) CSFN does not endorse candidates for public
office.

d.) All opinions herein are that of the author and do not
reflect those of CSFN.

e.) Rebuttal/opposing viewpoints are welcome and will
be published.

Airbnb

Lessons learned

As the outgoing Transportation Committee Chair of the Coalition
for San Francisco Neighborhoods I would like to suggest a plan of
action for the upcoming year based on what we accomplished last
year.
We accomplished a lot within the confines of our organization, but
our real power came from expanding our influence by uniting with
outside groups. We have an initiative on the November ballot that
must be attributed to the united efforts of many volunteers.

Last year:
1. The committee agreed upon goals and expanded our

influence in the community by reaching out to other
groups to promote our ideals. We started working with
our neighbors, and then reached out to a wider audience.
We united bi-partisan groups and formed alliances.

2. As we grew we established relationships with
Supervisors and other government authorities and
presented our ideas through writing and public statements
to the Mayor’s office, Board of Supervisors, Planning
Commission, MTA CAC, SFMTA, Small Business
Commission, and the MTC, among others.

3. We established a robust PR and social media network
and we grew our volunteer base.

Our successes this year leaves me with these suggestions for next
year.

Next Year:
We need more of same, but with more organization and, hopefully,
some mentoring of volunteers. People need and want guidance.

1. We need volunteers to follow the agendas of the

SFTMA, Board of Supervisor, CAC, and MTC, and
other pertinent government entities, and alert us to
issues of concern so we can send letters and comments
in time to get on the public record and gather a public
crowd for statement when we need one.

2. Maybe each of us take an agenda to watch and
alerts the others on the issues as they arise. We can all
spread the news to our people, volunteers, neighbors,
whoever needs to be alerted.

3. When it seems important we can rally more troops
to speak on the issues.

Most of us are already watching agendas, but if we share the
agendas we will have more time to write letters, spread messages,
enlist volunteers, and get more live bodies at the hearings and
more media attention.
Supporting our ballot initiatives will take up a lot of energy for a
few months. We should have some neighborhood captains who
can help us track the issues as they arise in specific
neighborhoods. I think I can help with that.
Other thoughts and ideas?
The Members on the Transportation Committee and contacts:
Mari Eliza <mari.eliza@sbcglobal.net>
Marlayne Morgan <marlayne16@gmail.com>
Rose Hillson <gumby5@att.net>
Claire Zvanski <czvanski@hotmail.com>
Nick Pasquariello <jpk@pobox.com>
Judith Berkowitz <sfjberk@mac.com>
David Pilpel 977-5578
Terence Faulkner 286-8687

—Mari Eliza (EMIA) Chair

Moving forward with the Transportation Committee
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General Obligation Bond measure requires a two-thirds majority voter
approval.

Text excerpted from:
http://www.sfmta.com/sites/default/files/agendaitems/6-24-14%20Item
%2011%20GO%20Bond%20report.pdf
http://www.sfmta.com/sites/default/files/agendaitems/6-24-14%20Item
%2011%20GO%20Bond%20presentation.pdf
Item 14 Map Gift Agreement: Transit: Authorizing the Director of
Transportation to execute a Gift and License Agreement with David
Wiggins and Jay Primus for the donation of a new transit map for the
Muni system.

SUMMARY:
• As a part of its new Muni Forward project, which was informed by the
Transit Effectiveness Project (TEP) planning process, the SFMTA has
introduced a new classification framework for all its routes that provides
a clear understanding of the different roles that different routes play in
the city, and serves as a blueprint for redrawing the Muni system map to
more effectively communicate route information—in particular, route
frequency
• On March 28, 2014, the SFMTA Board of Directors approved a wide
range of Muni route and service changes that are scheduled for
implementation as a part of Muni Forward beginning this fall.
• To increase system legibility and highlight the different transit choices
and tradeoffs available to customers, SFMTA seeks to adopt a new
system map.
• In 2013, David Wiggins and Jay Primus (Donors) presented to SFMTA
a newly designed system map, which meets SFMTA’s specifications,
and offered to make a gift to SFMTA of a license to use the map design,
subject to the conditions in the Gift and License Agreement (Gift
Agreement).
• The Gift Agreement would allow SFMTA to place the new system
map on Muni vehicles/facilities and on the Muni website, sell or give
Muni maps to the public, sublicense the design to third parties for
commercial or non-commercial uses, periodically update and alter the
base map, prepare other SFMTA-related maps that are based on the new
design, and advertise on or with the Muni map.

Text excerpted from:
http://www.sfmta.com/sites/default/files/agendaitems/6-24-14%20Item
%2014%20Map%20Gift%20agreement.pdf

***
Great article on the “Sharing Economy”:
Why is the Sharing Economy Starting So Many Arguments

***

REGIONAL TRANSIT PLANS:MTC released the Draft 2015
Transportation Improvements Program (TIP), which will be used to
determine the Bay Area’s request for state and federal funds for regional
projects:

View and comment on the Draft 2015 TIP and Draft Transportation Air
Quality Conformity Analysis for Plan Bay Area and Draft 2015 TIP:

• Online at http://www.mtc.ca.gov/funding/tip/index.htm

• At major public libraries in the nine Bay Area counties (For the library
closest to you, call MTC’s Public Information office at (510) 817-5757,
or visit the web link above.)

A public hearing to receive public testimony on both documents is
scheduled during MTC’s Programming and Allocations Committee
meeting on Wed., July 9, 2014, at 9:40 a.m., or immediately following
MTC’s Administration Committee meeting, whichever occurs later, at 101
Eighth St., Oakland (across from the Lake Merritt BART station).

—Mari Eliza (EMIA) Chair

July 7
Restore Transportation Balance initiative turned in over 17,000
signatures. It will be on the ballot in November. Pictures and videos will
be posted on the web site: http://www.restorebalance14.org/

Stay tuned for actions. Keep those letters and comments going to the city
authorities. THANKS FOR ALL YOUR HELP AND SUPPORT!
Help us pass the measure in November and take back our streets.
— ENUF and Friends

http://petitions.moveon.org/sign/stop-sfmta-san-francisco

***

The General Assembly of CSFN voted to support the Restore
Transportation Balance initiative currently gathering signatures for the
November ballot. Our own Claire Zvanski is a proponent. We appreciate
the support of CSFN and all the neighborhood groups who have joined us
in this first challenge to the SFMTA.

Judy is actively involved with SaveMuniSF so she can keep you abreast
of their actions. I was asked to help with the conference SMSF is
planning for the September. Some of you may want to get involved as
well. Media about the event should help our other causes.

***

Some items addressed at the MTA Special meeting on June
24, 2014:

CAC recommendation re: RPP: This is taken from the transcript of
the June 24, 2014 MTA Board meeting: “CAC recommends that new
housing units built without parking spaces not be eligible for more
than one residential parking permit unless the number of permits
outstanding is less than the number of parking spaces available.”

Item 10.4 Sustainable Streets: on-street carshare pilot program:
Authorizing the establishment of various on-street parking locations
as Tow-Away No Stopping Anytime Except Permitted Car Share
Vehicles, as part of the expanded on-street carshare pilot program
pursuant to Transportation Code Division II, Section 911.

Taking of public parking spaces for private companies was
expanded at the objection of local residents. See: Great article
on the “Sharing Economy” http://
metermadness.wordpress.com/2014/06/26/why-is-the-sharing-
economy-starting-so-many-arguments/

Item 11 GO Bond: http://www.sfmta.com/sites/default/files/
agendaitems/6-24-14%20Item%2011%20GO%20Bond
%20support.pdf

Chief of Staff: Resolution urging the Board of Supervisors to place the
$500 million Transportation and Road Improvement General
Obligation Bond measure on the November 2014 ballot.

SUMMARY:
• Mayor Lee convened the Transportation 2030 Task Force, which
investigated what the City must do to fix and strengthen its
transportation infrastructure and prepare it for the future.
• On May 13, 2014, Mayor Lee and all 11 members of the Board of
Supervisors introduced a $500 million Transportation and Road
Improvement General Obligation Bond.
• The $500 million Transportation and Road Improvement General
Obligation Bond would allow the City to invest in infrastructure
projects that significantly improve the City’s transportation network •
These meaningful investments would make it easier and safer for San
Franciscans to get around the City as they go to work, school, home
and everywhere in between.
• If approved by the Board of Supervisors in July, the Bond measure
will be on the ballot on November 4, 2014. To pass in November, the

Transportation Committee Report
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How to Reach Us
President: Judith Berkowitz • sfjberk@mac.com • 824-0617
1st VP: George Wooding • mother_ed@bigeds.com
2nd VP: Rose Hillson • gumby5@att.net
Recording Scrtry: Charles Head • charlesnhead@hotmail.com
Corr Secretary: Glenn Rogers • alderlandscape@comcast.net
Treasurer: Dick Millet • milletdick@yahoo.com
Member-at-Large: Penelope Clark • penelopeclark@yahoo.com
Member-at-Large: Melinda LaValle • melindalavalle@aol.com
Member-at-Large: Marlayne Morgan • marlayne16@gmail.com
Parliamentarian: Claire Zvanski • czvanski@hotmail.com

Committee Meetings
Bylaws: Chair Claire Zvanski • czvanski@hotmail.com
Dinner:
Gov’t & Elections: Chair Charles Head •charlesnhead@hotmail.com
Land Use & Housing: Monday 5:30PM July 7 • Northern Police
Station • Chair Hiroshi Fukuda • ninersam@aol.com • 386-2212

Media Relations: Acting Chair Eileen Boken • aeboken@gmail.com
Open Space: Ongoing Meetings • Chair Nancy Wuerfel •
nancenumber1@aol.com • 731-6432, Co-chair R Albright • 621-9621

Transportation: Chair Mari Eliza • mari@abazaar.com
Water Task Force: Chair Joan Girardot • 346-5525

June 13
Dale Carlson spoke in favor of regulating Airbnb while Amy Chan
of Supervisor Chiu’s office talked of his legislation re Airbnb.
Shawna McGrew presented the case for preserving the natural pitch
of the Beach Chalet Soccer Fields while Patrick Hannan of City
Fields Foundation spoke of the need for artificial turf for more
playing time.
Bill Bowen and Chris Bowman argued in favor of a declaration of
policy: Restore Transportation Balance.
Art Agnos and others presented visuals and data for Forrest City’s
development plans for Pier 70.
The committee then met in executive session and voted to make no
recommendation for
Airbnb,
Pier 70,
RTB
mainly because of lack of opposing speakers.
The committee voted to make a recommendation of support to the
GA for the
natural soccer fields.
June General Assembly considered all but Pier 70. Pier 70 will be
heard at the July GA.

June 27
Ken Rich of the Mayor’s Office spoke for Build Housing Now.
April Ang of Supervisor Kim’s office spoke to the Housing Balance
ordinance.
Each provided the opposing point of view for the other’s issue.
Peter Cohen outlined the benefits of the Residential Transfer Surtax
to prevent flipping.
Raphael Mandelman and Karen Babbitt presented the case for
elections for vacancies for Mayor and the Board of Supervisors.
In executive session the G&E Cmte voted to recommend support to
the GA for
Elect our Electeds
City Housing Balance
Surtax on Flipping
We forwarded Build Housing Now to the GA without
recommendation.

— Charles Head (SHARP)

Gov't & Elections Committee Report
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