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The season of utility ratemaking is upon us.
New water and sewerage rates will be set by the San
Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) with
oversight and guidance from the Rate Fairness Board
(RFB). This season is extremely important to our
pocketbooks in that the denominator of the rate quotient –
volumes – is drying up in what some are forecasting as the
worst drought in California history and the numerator –
production costs – is increasing both as a function of normal
operation and by maintenance costs pushed by the largest
infrastructure expenditures in San Francisco’s history. This
infrastructure program is being funded by revenue bond
debt. Rate shock may be expected for many years.
Ratemaking in the absence of a market solution is price
setting. Price setters are more notable for their failures than
for their successes. The Interstate Commission Act of 1887
introduced a vague, non-operational concept of “just and
reasonable” ratemaking to avoid “ruinous competition.”
These concepts were never fully deﬁned. It is estimated that
the regulatory morass of the ICC cost the U.S. economy
(cont’dcatalyzed
on p.4)!
many GDP points. The regulatory epidemic
by the
ICC quickly spread throughout the U.S. with similar
economic disruption.
Municipal utilities (SFPUC) in California are selfregulating. Investor-owned utilities in California are
regulated by the California Public Utilities Commission
(CPUC). The CPUC supposedly has a formalized process.
The enigma of the SFPUC process is of great concern. The
Revenue Bond Oversight Committee (RBOC) is concerned
with supply-side costs as to reasonableness, and the RFB is
supposedly the ratepayer advocate as to fairness. Not
exactly the “good hands” people.

fees must not be implemented without a two-thirds majority
vote of the electorate. Rates must not exceed the reasonable
and allowable cost of production. It has many other clearlydeﬁned limits on local government pickpocketing of
citizens through user fees.
Any ﬁat price can cut off demand. But is this price the most
effective way to allocate resources. The current SFPUC
ascending-step rate structure comes to mind. It may be
effective in achieving a cutback, but what cutback? How do
they know if it optimizes available resources even under
drought conditions? The planning math beguiles by its
absence. Slamming on the brake may stop you, but where?
Especially if you are driving at night without lights.
The ascending-step rate structure has other problems,
especially in the context of offending Proposition 218. It
appears that higher-tier customers are subsidizing lower-tier
customers. Without a vote, this appears to be a new and unvoted on user fee. To balance required revenues the second
tier would possibly be above the cost of production. This is
not allowed under Proposition 218.
Rate relief for less fortunate citizens is a worthy cause. It
should come from non-SFPUC rate sources. If the SFPUC
wants to embed rate relief in its rate structure this program
must be put to a vote.
During the 1987 to 1992 drought California utilities
signiﬁcantly raised rates and customers responded by large
decreases in demand. These changed demand patterns
remained after the drought ended.

This does not surprise: The ﬁrst law of demand is that
higher prices will reduce demand and the second law is that
the longer a higher price remains in effect, the more elastic
the demand (substitutes) will become. An inelastic demand
Regulated utilities have a two step (somewhat an artiﬁcial
is where a one percent (part thereof) increase in price will
dichotomy) approach to ratemaking. First, the regulated
induce a less than one percent cut back in use. Meaning
entity must establish its reasonable and allowable costs. This total revenues after the price increase will be greater than
step quantiﬁes the revenues required to run the entity.
before. If the demand becomes elastic, then a one percent
Second, the utility must design a rate structure (ﬁxed,
increase in price will lead to a greater than one percent
variable, customer class, etc.) to collect these revenues.
decrease in volumes demanded. This will mean that after
1996 State Proposition 218 (to taxation without a vote) must the price increase total revenues will have decreased.
be factored into the City’s ratemaking process. New utility
(cont’d on p.4)

Executive Committee Report

Land Use & Housing Committee Report

May 28
Chair George Wooding called the meeting to order at 5:57
PM. Present were, Judy Berkowitz, Wooding, Rose Hillson,
Charles Head, Penelope Clark, Melinda LaValle, Marlayne
Morgan, Claire Zvanski. Excused: Dick Millet. Unexcused:
Glenn Rogers. There was a quorum.

June 10
Chair Hiroshi Fukuda convened the Regular Meeting of the CSFN Land
Use & Housing Committee on Monday, June 10, 2014 at 5:57 P.M. in
the Community Room of the Northern Police Station at Turk and
Fillmore Streets.

Ofﬁcers’ Reports

President Judy Berkowitz. Passed around committee sign-up

sheets. • SaveMuniSF will have a September conference
along the lines of the summit of 4 years ago. Excomm voted
to recommend to the General Assembly to again sponsor this
summit as it did then. SaveMuniSF needs a ﬁscal agent for
the conference and has inquired if CSFN would be that agent.
• ExComm agreed to give $100.00 to the Proposition B
campaign. Attended SFT and Potrero Hill Boosters Annual
Dinners. Distributed duties of Excomm ofﬁcers. • Distributed
dates of 2014–15 General Assembly and ExComm meetings
together with the schedule of GA and ExComm topics and
agendas.
1st Vice President George Wooding. Will re-schedule

December 3 as the meeting date for the November ExComm
meeting: Thanksgiving precludes a meeting on the day prior
to the holiday, so ExComm must be re-scheduled for the ﬁrst
Wednesday in December. • AT&T is suing San Francisco
because the city is not allowing them to have permits to
continue placing above-ground facilities cabinets on the
sidewalks. • Historic preservation and landmark laws: as
buildings are designated to be historic, it allows new
residential and commercial activities to be performed at the
designated historic site. • Mayor Lee is trying to take the $19
million reserved for PG&E to start an alternative energy
project in conjunction with a subsidiary of Shell Oil. The
BOS is resisting the mayor’s takeover of funds.
2nd Vice President Rose Hillson. Veriﬁed historic areas can

become multiuse once they are declared historic districts
these areas can include both residential and commercial
activity. • Amended proposal for formula retail laws being
proposed by the Planning Department after Focus Group
meetings.
Treasurer Dick Millet.
Recording Secretary Charles Head. Five measures probably

on Nov ballot: Pier 70, AirBnB, Beach Chalet Soccer Fields,
Restore Transportation Balance, Laura’s Law
Corresponding Secretary Glenn Rogers.
Unﬁnished Business. Penny Clark: Conversion of the PUC

reservoir on Hyde Street to the RPD resolution. LaValle and
Morgan will investigate an auditor. • Conclusion: we do not
need directors and ofﬁcers insurance.
Program. Installation of ofﬁcers; election review and Nov

ballot measures at June GA.

The Committee considered the following items
1. Planning Commissioners reappointment, IT’S NOT TOO LATE.
Judson True: Supervisor Chiu expects to make appointments before
July 1. Member organizations MUST write a letter or sign a petition
and encourage others to sign the petition:
http://chn.ge/P46qwb
Any other appointments will be considered an anti-neighborhood
action. It will be back to the Mayor Willie Brown Planning
Commissions. A call to “battle stations” for the neighborhoods in
November.
2. 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.
Amended but died tabled to next month but died that the maker of
the reso withdrew it.
3. Jtown process “blindsided”:
The Japantown Task Force (JTF) executed a plan to gain control of
the Japantown planning process going forward. They controlled the
nominating committee, added their Board of Directors to the voting.
The JCHESS Organizing Committee didn’t know what hit them.
JTF was one of the organizations along with Kimochi and National
Japanese American Historical Society (NAJHS) that supported the
plan to demolish Japan Center and Garage. The best reason was
they wanted a voice in the process and they will try to diminish the
effects of the demolition and…developer agreement ($)?
4. Chiu’s Secondary Units clariﬁcation: (BOS approved April 9, 2014)
a. Amy Chan stated the legislation will not override covenants and
HOA. Link to legislation: sfgov.legistar.com/
LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=1526884&GUID=43366AC3ED24-401D-9D60-90DCB561D6FB&Options=Advanced&Sear
ch=
The ﬁnal version has this language included on p. 2:
“(e) Nothing in this ordinance is intended to change the personal
obligations of property owners under existing private
agreements.”
b. AnMarie Rogers: Local law establishes the bare minimum.
Private parties can reach agreements with broader requirements
(like no addition on units). If a CC&R or HOA prohibited this,
then it is a private contractual agreement that could be arbitrated
in court but it would not be a violation of local law.
5. Sup. Wiener: Planning Commission 6/12/14: The proposed
legislation, introduced by Supervisor Wiener on January 14, 2014,
would amend the San Francisco Planning Code to exclude
Affordable Housing Units (AHUs) from density calculations for
projects that provide at least 20 percent of their units as AHUs in
districts with density maximums except RH-1 and RH-2 and would
amend density calculations under certain other scenarios.
commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2014.0348T.pdf
6. Recommend to ExComm that a Redevelopment Agency report or
program be scheduled. Questions: After dissolution how much
money was left, where it went, disposition of properties, contracts,
entitlements, etc.
7. The next Regular meeting of the Committee will be held on
Monday, July 7, 2014 at 5:30 p.m. in the Community Room of the
Northern Police Station located at Turk and Fillmore.

The meeting was adjourned at 7:40 pm
Adjourned: 7:55 PM
…George Wooding (MTHA) Chair
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…Hiroshi Fukuda (RCA) Chair

CSFN Draft Minutes: Draft General Assembly Meeting May 20, 2014
1. Call to Order. President Judith Berkowitz brought the
May 20 meeting to order at 7:02 in the Northern Police
Station Community Room.
a. Quorum declared. 21delegates and alternates
represented 18 CSFN member organizations. Four
guests signed in.
b. Agenda approved.
c. Introductions. Delegates and guests introduced
themselves. Hosts Risa Teitelbaum (LHNA) spoke of
development on Valencia and Mission St. and support
of art, schools and libraries. Eileen Boken (SPEAK)
spoke of art project in schools and Parkmerced. She
was congratulated for the beautiful spread.
2. Minutes. The April 15 General Assembly draft minutes
as printed on page 3 of the May Newsletter were
approved.

assigned/requested very near to the date. Also nearer
to the date we will look at ideas for speaker and
awardee. • We must all be willing to be individual
Sponsors for our own event, and approach our
organizations for their Sponsorship. Wooding has
expressed his eagerness to reach out to gather
Sponsorships from a wide variety of people and
entities.
c. Government & Elections. Chair Charles Head
(SHARP). Committee meetings will start soon
because of the large number of incoming ballot
measures, which he detailed.
d. Land Use & Housing. Chair Hiroshi Fukuda (RCA).
e. Media Relations. Eileen Boken (SPEAK).
f. Nominations. Mari Eliza (EMIA) Rae Doyle
(GWPNA). Thanking them for their job, the President
disbanded this committee.
g. Open Space. Kathy Howard (SPEAK). GGPPA has
an “online celebration” of the WEst end of GGP:
beachchaletfields.jimdo.com/
h. Transportation. Mari Eliza (EMIA). Noted the cell
phone waiting area at SFO, the SFMTA Commission
meeting, and the Restore Transportation Balance
petition drive.
f. Water Task Force. Joan Girardot (MCI&POA). The
rationale for concrete removal in Ocean Beach and
elsewhere is not to prevent overburdening the sewer
system but is more about the war on cars. • There
were only 5 attending the SFPUC hearing; water and
sewer rates are going up, but the increases will not
expand the system.

3. Ofﬁcers’ Reports.
a. President Berkowitz (EMIA) SaveMuniSF is planning
a summit in September, much like the one CSFN
sponsored 4 years ago. • Attended Planning
Commission hearing on 2009 Housing Element EIR. •
Attended Plaza lege meeting on May 10. • Noted
Transportation 2030 Community Meetings (see
Transportation Cmte Report May NL p.4.) and urged
attendance at these. Questions must be asked! • Noted
three measures for upcoming November ballot. •
Distributed signup pages for Committees.
b. 1st VP Wooding (MTHA) said the Mayor is hesitating
to put the Vehicle Fee raise on the Nov. ballot for
Transportation ﬁnancing but Supe Weiner promises to
do it if he doesn’t.
c. 2nd VP Hillson (JPIA) attended Land Use and Planning 5. Unﬁnished Business.
meetings. Plazas was unanimously approved.
6. New business. Penny Clark (RHIA) introduced the
d. Recording Secretary Head (SHARP) said the minutes
following resolution for consideration/vote at the June
were on p.3 of the Newsletter
GA:
e. Corresponding Secretary/Treasurer Millet (PBNA)
Resolved, the Coalition for San Francisco
has been contacting orgs to fill in the blanks in
Neighborhoods supports the transfer of the Francisco
tracking down some member organizations current
Reservoir property from the PUC to Rec & Park for
addresses.
the creation of a public park.
4. Committee Reports
7. Special Order of Business: the Nominations
a. Bylaws. Chair Claire Zvanski (EDIA).
Committee’s slate for the Executive Committee for
b. Dinner. Claire Zvanski (EDIA). The committee met
2014–15 was elected by acclamation.
May 28. Zvanski proposed keeping CSFN Annual
8. Program. Affordable Housing. Peter Cohen, Co-Director
Award Dinner on the third Tuesday in December and
of Council of Community Housing Orgs. (CCHO, or
keeping the location at Patio Español. The members
Choo Choo) graphically and eloquently illustrated how
voted to do so. • The part of the event that actually
supply and demand have failed: we cannot build our way
requires help from committee members and others
to affordable housing. We need to change the rules for
does not come up until the month or so prior to the
inclusionary housing.
event. Because of our long association with the venue,
9. Adjournment. The meeting was adjourned at 9:50
the date, time and place have been secured since last
...Charles Head (SHARP) Recording Secretary
December. • Tasks required at the event will be
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Resolution to Support the Transfer of the Francisco Reservoir Property
from the Public Utilities Commission to the Department of Recreation and
Parks for Development as a Public Park
The Francisco Reservoir is a large parcel of land, approximately a
block and three quarters (4.24 acres), on the north slope of
Russian Hill, bounded by Hyde, Bay and Larkin Streets and just
north of properties fronting on Chestnut Street. The City acquired
it as part of the purchase of the Spring Valley Water Company in
1930, but it has been unused as it has been too small and too
costly to renovate since the 1950s.

Whereas, the reservoir property is no longer used by the PUC as
a reservoir and has been empty for over half a century,
and
Whereas, this area of the City has the highest population density
and the lowest area per capita of public open space, and
Whereas, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors has conﬁrmed
its use as open space, and the land cannot be sold off for
other purposes without the approval of the Board of
Supervisors, and

A group of four neighborhood organizations, Russian Hill
Improvement Ass’n (RHIA), Russian Hill Neighbors (RHN),
North Beach Neighbors (NBN) and Aquatic Park Neighbors
Whereas, at the present time, with only limited access for the
(APN), came together in 2011 to work to see if this unused land
public, it is a popular destination for residents throughout
could be transferred from the SFPUC to Rec. & Park for the
the city for observing events on the bay (e.g. Fourth of
creation of a public park. Conceptual plans have been made, and a
July ﬁreworks, Fleet Week events, and sailing regattas),
fundraising steering committee has so far garnered in excess of
and
$9,000,000.00 in pledges for the construction and future
Whereas, the property is conveniently located near many tourist
maintenance costs of the park.
attractions with direct access by the Hyde Street cable car,
Supervisor Mark Farrell has worked with the PUC and Rec. &
making it potentially popular for tourists to stop and
Park on negotiating the cost of transferring the property. A
enjoy the magniﬁcent bay view and amenities, and
contract of $9.9 million over the course of 12 years has been

Whereas, local residents have raised over $9,000,000 in pledges
for the creation and maintenance of a public park,
therefore be it

drawn up and is currently in the process of gaining approval by
both departments, after which it will go before the Board of
Supervisors for ﬁnal approval.

Whereas, the Coalition for San Francisco Neighborhoods
With this resolution RHIA and RHN are seeking the support of
supports the transfer of the Francisco Reservoir
CSFN for the creation of a public park at the Francisco Reservoir.
property from the PUC to Rec. & Park for the
We have created a website, www.franciscoreservoir, which gives
creation of a public park.
much more detail, and is well illustrated with both historic and
— Russian Hill Improvement Assn
contemporary photographs; I hope you will visit it for more
— Russian Hill Neighbors
information.
— Penelope Clark (RHIA)
(cont’d from p.1)

Drought and Water Rate Hikes

A sustained rate spike for water, sewer, and power services
that could shift aggregate consumer preferences from
inelastic to elastic would mean the revenues of the SFPUC
would fall below the cost of providing services. The SFPUC
would be forced to cut production costs, and if these cost
efforts were not sufﬁcient then it would have to look at
reneging/deferring on part of its immense debt service.
The most effective and fair way to transmit rate changes is
by individual metering. The consumer uses. The consumer
pays. In addition to individual meters, San Francisco has
many master-meter connections. A master-meter connection
is where there is one meter with multiple users attached.
These type arrangements are beggar-thy-neighbor systems
contrary to conservation goals.

on other criteria) to their tenants, may offend Proposition
218 and be setting themselves up as an investor-owned
utility (IOU) that should be regulated by the California
Public Utilities Commission (CPUC).
The right to dam the Hetch Hetchy Valley and other parts of
the Tuolumne River was granted to San Francisco in 1913
by Congress through the Raker Act. This Act mandated that
any water or power produced from this reservoir system
could only be sold to municipalities (afﬁrmed by a 1940
Supreme Court decision). Water is fungible. Most of San
Francisco’s current water supply is derived from the
Tuolumne River. This means that opportunistic resellers
may be illegal under the 1913 Raker Act.

The SFPUC should encourage conservation both through
pricing and moral suasion. Subsidies for user-relief or other
programs should not be funded out of rate revenues. San
Francisco does need an individual ratepayer advocate who
cannot and will not succumb to the siren call of the
politicians, special interest, etc and just get on about the job.
— Brian Browne was coauthor of 2002 Prop P and former
member of the Revenue Bond Oversight Committee.
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— submitted by Judy Berkowitz (EMIA)

San Francisco has a large number of people under rent
control, many who have utilities embedded in their original
leases. The rents and SFPUC utility costs have had
differential escalation rates. This problem can only be
handled fairly with individual meters with an escalated credit
for the original utility component of the rent. Master meter
owners who re-price SFPUC charges (using averaging based

Parkmerced Update
On Monday, May 19, 2014, the California First District Court
of Appeals heard oral arguments regarding the case of
Parkmerced vs. the City and County of San Francisco. The
justices who presided over the appeal were Presiding Justice
Anthony Cline and Associate Justice James Richman. Also
hearing the appeal by special assignment was Alameda County
Superior Court Judge Steve Brick. These three justices will
decide the fate of Parkmerced. Attorney Stuart Flashman
represented San Francisco Tomorrow and Parkmerced Action
Coalition while Deputy City Attorney Brian Crossman
represented the City and County of San Francisco as well as
the project’s sponsor, Parkmerced Investment Partners.

development in San Francisco, one of Church’s largest projects
and an architectural project that is easily accessible to the
public.

Prior to the meeting the justices had read the written briefs
presented by all parties; they asked the presenting lawyers to
emphasize particular points they felt important. Flashman
spoke in a relaxed, conversational and convincing style that
was easy to understand.

Arguments presented by City Attorney Crossman included the
belief that development would be seriously hampered if San
Francisco accepted the position set forth by Flashman. In
agreement with the City Attorney, Justice Cline volunteered the
belief that “chaos” would occur if Proposition M was strictly
adhered to. Judge Brick volunteered his fear that the City would
be frozen in amber with the strict interpretation of Proposition
M. Flashman countered that a strict interpretation of
Proposition M would not stop all development although it
might require rejecting some projects. That the voters
understood and intended that when they adopted Proposition M.

City Attorney Crossman presented an argument that was short
and difﬁcult to understand.
The most convincing argument made by Flashman referenced
Proposition M (Planning Code Section 101.1) passed by the
voters in 1986 which limits the amount of development in San
Francisco. Flashman argued that the will of voters trumps the
authority of the Board of Supervisors (BOS) and the Planning
Commission regarding development policy. The Proposition M
building restriction would apply to new construction at
Parkmerced. The City Attorney disagreed, stating that the vote
of the people has no greater standing than laws originating
with the BOS. This was a view challenged by Justice Cline.
However, the Judge thought that perhaps Proposition M might
not be able to meet all of its overall objectives because several
priorities could be in conﬂict with each other. He asked
attorney Flashman what should happen then. Flashman said
that the voters intended that if a project couldn’t meet all the
policies, it should be turned down. Even if the project was
essential to meet one of the policies, he said the voters
intended that maximum possible compliance, not merely that
the project “generally comply,” as the City argued.
Other arguments presented by attorney Flashman included the
recognition of Parkmerced as a historic landmark. As such, it
should receive protection under the San Francisco General
Plan. Numerous prestigious organizations involved with the
preservation of historic places have endorsed the protection of
Parkmerced. Moreover, Flashman also noted that
neighborhood character and housing affordability are protected
by Proposition M. Therefore Coit Tower, Chinatown, and
Victorian housing stock located near Alamo Square and
elsewhere all need our protection. The parallel being made was
that these unique places that everyone would agree need
protection should include Parkmerced. After all, Parkmerced is
a shining example of the “Modern” design movement and
designed by Thomas Church, the father of landscape
architecture in the Bay Area. Parkmerced is special for this
reason, not to mention its being the largest affordable housing

Lastly, in his data section Flashman noted that the General
Plan’s standards for housing density and building intensity
didn’t meet state law requirements. He said that the height
limits and the listing of existing zoning designations in Housing
Element tables did not provide adequate guidance about what
should be allowed. Suggestions for reasonable or recommended
density levels, population density, building intensity,
transportation effectiveness and other requirements for
successful development are excluded.

As a point of reference, a number of past cases were mentioned
by lawyers and justices to guide the court. The cases mentioned
included Harris vs. County of Riverside, Londoner vs. Denver,
Garat vs. City of Riverside, and the Arnel Development Co, vs.
City of Costa Mesa.
Presiding Justice Tony Cline noted that the case was complex.
At the close of argument the court took the case under
submission. A written decision is expected to issue some time
during this summer.
Authors’ Viewpoint
If City Attorney Crossman’s assertion is true that Proposition M
has no ability to inﬂuence building policy today, then what
about Proposition B passed by voters in the last election that
concerns building height along the waterfront? Does
Crossman’s logic imply that Proposition B also has no more
standing than the momentary whim of the Planning
Commission or the Board of Supervisors?
It is unfortunate the media did not attend a court case that will
dramatically affect the lives of all San Franciscans. If this case
is decided upon unfavorably Highway One or 19th Avenue will
become a construction zone for years into the future, while a
troubled Muni will attempt to design and implement a plan to
transport an additional 17,000 Parkmerced residents. Doesn’t
anyone else think this is important news?
Lastly, it is worth noting this case comes at a critical time for
San Francisco when pressure for development is at its greatest,
when working class families are ﬂeeing San Francisco in large
numbers and when San Francisco is becoming increasingly less
affordable.
— Glenn Rogers, Aaron Goodman (PmAC)
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Peter Cohen, Co-Director of the Council for Community Housing
Organizations (CCHO, or ChooChoo), explains a comprehensive
affordable housing supply-and-demand presentation at the May
General Assembly.

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

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
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Sign In and Refreshments

Call to Order/Ascertain Quorum
A. Introduction of Delegates and Guests / Short Announcements
B. Hosts
1. Russian Hill Neighbors — RHN
2.

Approval of May 2014 Minutes

Officers’ Reports
A. President
B. Vice Presidents
C. Secretaries
D. Treasurer

Committee Action Items — written reports in Newsletter
A. Bylaws
B. Dinner
C. Government & Elections
D. Land Use & Housing
E. Media Relations
F. Open Space
G. Transportation
H. Water Task Force

Unfinished Business.

New Business.

Program: June Election Review. November Ballot measures.
Speakers: Chris Bowman, David Pilpel, Jon Golinger

Adjournment.
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• Resolution re: the Transfer of the Francisco Reservoir Property from the
Public Utilities Commission to the Department of Recreation and Parks for
Development as a Public Park. P.4
• Installation of Officers for 2014–2015
• Consideration and Vote on November Ballot Measures
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