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<complainis @sfgov.org> To <sotf@sfgov.org>
10/23/2009 05:31 PM cc '
bee

Subject Sunshine Complaint

To:sotf@sfgov.orgEmail:complaints@sfgov.orgDEPARTMENT:Office of the Clerk of the
Board of Supervisors

CONTACTED:Angela Calvillo

PUBLIC RECORDS_VIOLATION:Yes

PUBLIC MEETING_VIOLATION:Yes

MEETING DATE:6/24/9, 6/30/9, 7/7/9

SECTIONS_VIOLATED:67.7(a), 67.7(b) and possibly others

DESCRIPTION: The short title description of Ordinance #090717 appears to be a clear violation
of numerous sections of the Sunshine Ordinance. Ordinance #090717 clarified and in the case of
summer usage, decreased by 62%, the cost for adults who rent public athletic fields to conduct
for profit youth athletic programs, clinics, camps, etc.activities. Thus, to describe Ordinance
#090717 as an ordinance "to increase the fees for the use of Athletic Fields" is completely
misleading and totally incaccurate. This description is neither clear nor meaningful and does not
in any way alert a person of average intelligence and education whose interests might be
affected. Having posted an entirely inaccurate and misleading short title description of
Ordinance #090717, the Clerk's Office of the Board of Supervisors posted agendas in violation
of Sections 67.7(a) and 67.7(b) of the Sunshine Ordinance. Please contact me as soon as the
hearing date is known. Thank you for your attention to this matter. Sincerely, Anmarie Mabbutt
The short title description of Ordinance #080756 is neither clear nor meaningful
HEARING:Yes

PRE-HEARING:No

DATE:10/23/9

NAME:anmarie mabbutt

ADDRESS:

CITY :san francisco

ZIP:

PHONE: _

CONTACT EMAILS

ANONYMOUS:

CONFIDENTIALITY _REQUESTED:Yes
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Anmarie Mabbutt To SOTF@sfgov.org

<tenniselementi@yahoo.com> e

11/23/2009 03:43 PM ~+ bee
Subject EXHIBIT #1 - COMPLAINT #09073 - 12/1/9 HEARING

Dear SOTF,

Please consider the signed copy of Ordinance #090717 as Exhibit #1 for Complaint #09073
scheduled for a full hearing on December 1st, 2009. Here is a direct link to the document:

http://www.sfbos.org/ftp/uploadedfiles/bdsupvrs/ordinances09/00164-09.pdf

Please review this Ordinance in conjunction with the Recreation & Park Department staff report
by Dr. Terry Schwartz, then Superintendent of Citywide Services, dated April 27, 2009 and the
testimony given by Dana Ketcham, the Recreation & Park Department's Permits & Reservations
Manager, in support of Ordinance #090717 at the May, 2009 Recreation & Park Commission
meeting. I will provide links to these items as Exhibit #2 and Exhibit #3.

In his staff report and in her testimony, both Dr. Schwartz and Dana Ketcham affirm an historical
and established fee of $65/hour for adults to rent the public athletic fields for the purpose of
conducting for profit youth programs, clinics, camps, etc.. The $65/hour applied year round! No
distinction existed for summer programs!

Thus, as legislation that simply codified and left unchanged the fees for the spring, fall and
winter seasons for the rental of the public athletic fields for the purpose of conducting for profit
youth programs but for the summer season was a 62% decrease in the fees for the rental of the
public athletic fields, Ordinance #0909717 is clearly not legislation to "INCREASE THE FEES
FOR USE OF ATHLETIC FIELDS."

This completely inaccurate and misleading short title description of Ordinance #090717 is clearly
in violation of the Sunshine Ordinance and other public records disclosure laws.

I respectfully request that, after a careful review of the facts and evidence presented, the SOTF
issue a written Order of Determination finding the short-title deseription of Ordinance #090717
as listed on all official Board of Supervisors' Notices, Agendas, etc. is clearly in violation of the
Sunshine Ordinance including but not necessarily limited to Sections 67.7(a) and 67.7(b).

Please be sure to include this in the agenda item packet for Complaint #09073 scheduled for a
full hearing on December 1, 2009,

Thank you,

Anna Mabbutt
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FILE NO. 090717 . ORDINANGCE NO. / é ?/ ?

[Recreation and Park Department — Ath_leﬁc Field Fees.]

Ordinan-ce amending San Francisco Park Code, Article 12, by amending Section 12.36

| to increase the fees for use of Athletic Fields and making environmental findings.

NOTE! Additions are sinele-underiine italics Times New Romar,
deletions are ﬁﬁke-fkmﬁgkmwlmees-%w&eﬁm
Board amendment additions are oub!e-underhne
Board amendment deletions are

Be it ordained by the People 'of the City and County of S8an Franhcisco:

Section 1. Findings.

The Planning Department has determined that the actions contemplated in this
Ordinance are in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (California Public
Resources Code sections 21000 et seq.).. Said determination is on file with the Clerk of the
Board of Supervisors in File No. 090717 and is incorporated herein by reference.

Section 2. The San Francisco Park Code is hereby amended by amending Section
12.386, to read aé follows: '

Section 2. SEC. 12.36. ATHLETIC FIELD FEES FORADULTS.

(8) Fees for Adults '

(1) Facility Fee Per Hour: ' ,
S.F. Residents . .. - $25.00

Non-resident . . | E $65.00
Not-for-Profit . . . $25.00
Profit . . . | ' . $65.00
{(62) Additionat Charges:
Lighted, per hour . . . ' $10.00
Mayor Newsom _
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS , Page 1

5/20/2009
migovernas2009\080080M00567876.dos
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Exclusive Use/Tournaments, perday ... $45.00

Baselines: Softball, Baseball, per booking . . . ~$ 60.00
Fieldlines: Soccer, Football, Rugby, Lacrosse, per booking . . . $120.00
Gaslic Football, per booking . . . | $180.00
Football (6 yards), per booking . . . o - $180.00

(e3) Not for Profit Fees are available to organizéd programs‘that serve San
Francisco residents, and that do not génerate income or compensation to the
drganizers and/or sponsors, The Commission shall establish criteria for the
determination of organizations eligible for this fee. Organizations shall pay an
application fee of $250.00 for certification for eligibility for Not Fbr Profit Fees.

{€9) For Profit Fees apply to organized programs, that generate income or
compensation to organizers, fundraisers or subsidies to other programs. The
Commission shall establish criteria for the determination of organizations subject to this

fee. ..

(b) Fees for For-Profit Youth Programs and Camps

{1) For Profit Fees in Section 12.36.(a)(1) apply to any youth program that does not

meet the standard for Noz For Profit F ees in Section 12.36.(a)(3).

(2)8.F. Resident Fees will apply to any vouth summer camp or vacation camp excent

zkai‘ any camp charging less than $3 per hour per child will pay no fee.

APPROVED AS TO FORM:
DENNIS J. HERRERA, City Attorney

By: V[i%gmw ELI‘%’WLJ(/
' VIRGINIA DARIO ELIZONDO

Deputy City Attorney

Mayor Newsom '
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 2
5/20/2008
ngovernias2008\0800608\00557876.doc .




. . City Hall
City and County of San Francisco 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Franciseo, CA 94102-468%

Tails |

- Ordinance

File Number: 090717 Date Passed:

Ordinance amending San Francisco Park Code, Arficle 12, by amending Section 12,36 fo increase the
fees for use of Athletic Fields and making environmental findings,

June 30, 2000 Board of Supervisors — PASSED ON FIRST READING

Ayes: 9 - Alioto-Pier, Avales, Campos, Chiu, Chu, Dufty, Elsbernd, Mar, Maxwell
Noes: 2 - Daly, Mirkarimi

July 7, 2009 Board of Supervisors — FINALLY PASSED

Ayes: 9 - Alioto-Pier, Avalos, Campos, Chiu, Chu, Dufty, Elsbernd, Mar, Maxwell
Noes: 2 - Daly, Mirkarimi

City and County of San Francisco i Printed at 10:47 AM on 7/8/09
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File No. 090717 1 hereby certify that the foregoing Ordinance
‘ was FINALLY PASSED on July 7, 2009 by
the Board of Supervisors of the City and
County of San Francisco,

.‘Aﬁﬂgﬁmu&@a:_\,

Angela Caivﬂlo

145 | 2009 e AN
Date Approved fravin Newsom
. p
File No. 090717 k
CHy and County of San Francisco 2 : Printed at 10:47 AM on 7/3/09 .
Tails Report
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Anmatie Mabbutt ‘ To SQTF@sfgov.org
<tenniselement@yahoco.com> o6

11/23/2009 04:05 PM bee
| Subject EXHIBIT #2 - COMPLAINT #09073 - 12/1/9 HEARING

Dear SOTF,

Please consider the Recreation & Park Department staff report by Dr. Terry Schwartz,
then Superintendent of Citywide Services, dated 4/27/9 that was submitted to the Recreation &
Park Commission for its May 7th, 2009 meeting in support of the proposal that ultimately
became Ordinance #090717 as EXHIBIT #2 for Complaint #09073.

Here is a direct link to the document:
http://www.parks.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/recpark/meetings/Recreation and Park Co
mmission/supporting/2009/item6ForProfitY outhFees050709.pdf

Please review this document carefully. Please note the date of the document - April 27, 2009 and
then note on page two of the report, Dr. Schwartz references a public hearing that was held on
May 6, 2009! Does Dr. Schwartz possess the ability to travel forward in time and then come back
to report on it? If nothing else, this report should have been a clear red flag to the Recreation &
Park Commissioners to investigate more carefully the circumstances surrounding the proposal
that ultimately became Ordinance #090717!

Based on documents supplied to me by the Department's Director of Finance, Katie Petrucione,
the language for Ordinance #090717 was originally drafted by the Recreation & Park
Department's new Permits & Reservations Manager, Dana Ketcham. Although Ms. Ketcham is a
Harvard Law graduate and an inactive California attorney, it nonetheless seems unusual, if not
improper, for a Recreation & Parks Department Permits & Reservations Manager to be drafting
legislation.

Please be sure to include this as part of the agenda item packet for Complaint #09073 scheduled
for a full hearing on December 1, 2009.

Thank you,

Anmarie Mabbutt
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City and County of San Francisco A McLaren Lodge In Golden Gate Park

Recreation and Park Department .
. p. 501 Stanyan Street, San Francisco, CA 94117

TEL: 415.831.2700 FAX: 415.831.2096 WEB: www.parks.sfgov.org

April 27, 2609
T0O: Recreation and Park Comimission

BY: Temry Schwartz, Superintendent of Citywide Sez’vice}(&%

RE:  Approval of For Profit Youth Program Fees for use of Facilities with the Recreation and Park
Department

Agenda Ifem Wording

Discussion and possible action to recommend to the Board of Supervisors the adoption of revisions to
Article 12, FEES of the Park Code to approve For Profit Youth Program Fees for athletic fields.

Background

The Recreation and Park Departmenf proposes to clarify the fees to use athletic fields to offer for-profit
programs serving children. :

Last year the Commission adopted a non-profit and for-profit fee schedule for athletic field use for
league play (Park Code 12.48 Athletic Leagues). This proposal seeks to further clarify the fees charged
to use athletic fields for non-league play; i.e., athletic and other programs serving children,

1. For-Profit Youth Programs: Historically staff has assessed these programs under Code
Section 12.36(a) and charged a For-Profit Fee since the program was benefiting the adult
who administered it and rented the field. This proposal creates a For-Profit Youth Program
Fee of $65 per hour, This fee would not apply to our volunteer-based youth leagues as they
all meet the eligible Not-for-Profit Program standard, This fee structure reflects historical

~ practices by Permits and Reservations.

2. Summer and Vacation Camps: In applying the eligible Not-for-Profit Programs standard to
summer camps, it has been difficult to determine which onés were commercially operated as
several are administered by paid staff at schools or by other not-for-profit entities. In
addition, camps are essential services for families when kids are out of school and provide
job opportunities for teenagers. It is important to not make them cost-prohibitive by applying
a $65 per hour fee; however, the Department should receive some compensation for the use
and maintenance of our facilities by programs that charge fees. This proposal charges all
camps (except as described below) a fee of $25 per hour for up to 25 children ($1 per hour
per child). However, any camp that is offered for no fee or a nominal fee of less than $3 per
hour to communities would pay no fee. This fee structure reflects historical practices by
Permits and Reservations,

\ Mevor Gavin Newsom
Interim General Manager Jored Blumenfeld

N




Page 2 of 2

Proposed Fee Structure

For Profit Youth Programs Fees Any youth plogzam that is not eligible for Not-fm»?wﬁt Fees shali pay

the following rates:
1. Summer and Vacation Camps: $25 per hour for up fo 25 children except any camp serving

underserved communities and charging a total fee of less than §3 per hour shall pay no fee.
2. Other Programs: $65 per hour for-profit fee

A public hearing on the Fee Proposal was held on April 7, 2009 at 6:30 P.M. at the Bernal Heights
Recreation Center and on May 6, 2009 at the County Fair Building.

Recommendation

Staff recommends approval of the fee structure for rental of athletic fields.
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Anmarie Mabbutt To SOTF@sfgov.org

<tenniselement@yahoo.com> cc

11/23/2009 05:06 PM bce

Subject EXHIBIT #3 - DANA KETCHAM TESTIMONY AT 5/7/9 -
RECPARK MEETING - COMPLAINT #08073 - 12/1/9
HEARING

Dear SOTE,

Please consider the testimony offered by Dana Ketcham, the Department's Permits &
Reservations Manager, at the Recreation & Park Commission meeting held on May 7, 2009 in
support of Ordinance #090717 as EXHIBIT #3 for Complaint #09073 scheduled for a hearing on
December 1, 2009.

Here is a direct link to the minutes from the May 7, 2009 meeting:
http://www.parks.sfgov.org/site/recpark_page.asp?id=113669

Ms. Ketcham testimony regarding this proposal is contained in the entries for Resolution
#0907-005. Please review it carefully. Her testimony regarding this proposal is confusing. It
seem as if the public will be charged this fee when in fact the fee is being charged to individuals
and organizations who are running highly lucrative summer youth programming on the public
athletic fields. '

The proposal that ultimately became Ordinance #090717 has absolutely nothing to do with
general public use fees and everything to do with offering an inexplicable and completely
inappropriate, especially given this time of severe budget crisis for the city, reduction in fees to
individuals and organizations who are running extremely profitable businesses on the public
athletic fields. These are the very same individuals, organizations and programs that are’
accelerating the layoffs of so many hard-working, longtime employees of the Recreation & Park
Department.

One of the very first permits issued after Ms. Ketcham became Permits & Reservations
Mananger on February 9, 2009 was to Viking Soccer, an organization with which Ms. Ketcham
has been intimately involved for years as a volunteer, coach and VP Scheduling. As recently as
Fall 2009, on pg. 29 of its program for Viking Soccer's Annual Golden Gate Invitational Soccer
tournament held this past September, Ms. Ketcham is listed as Tournament Staff for Scheduling.

Under Permit #9100, dated Februay 17, 2009, the Permits & Reservations Division charged Ms.
Rappolt and Viking Soccer $25/hour for up to 25 kids served to conduct summer for profit youth
programs at four seperate pitches at South Sunset Playground for a total of 720 hours during
August 2009. This fee was 62% less than the then current Section 12.36 of the Park Code
required. The fee should have been $65/hour. The apparent total loss to the taxpayers in the form
of undercharged fees for this permit alone - $28,800!

FalaN




Please be sure to include this in the agenda item packet for Complaint #09073 scheduled for a
full hearing on December 1, 2009.

Thank you,

Anna Mabbutt
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SFGov: San Francisco Recreation & Park Department: May 07, 2009 Special Meeting Page 1 of 17

May 07, 2009 Special Meeting

Gavin Newsom, Mayor
Recreation and Park Cammission
Minutes .

May 7, 2009

Commissioner Lazarus calied the meeting of the Recreation and Park Commission te order on May 7, 2009 at 12:58 p.m.

Present

Jim Lazarus
Tom Harrison
Gloria Bonilia
Bavid Lee
Meagan Levitan
Larry Martin
Michael Sullivan

President Lazarus anncunced that Item 11 had been removed from calendar.

VAN

PUBLIC COMMENT

Nancy Wuerfel: Nancy Wuerfel. I would like the Commission to carefully consider the message that the Department is sending to
the public by propoesing an analysis of transferring Sharpe Park to the GGNRA or the State. It tells the public that the Recreation
and Park Department cannot resoive an issue involving endangered species in our parks with just our 'city rescurces, The city
must immediately consider giving away the land on which the species resides. That's like giving away a child in your family
because you're having a hard time caring for it right now. It tells the family to fear our natural areas because they might attract
an endangered species which might in turn cause that land to be given away. It tells the public that Recreation and Park should
not be entrusted with our city's open space because it {acks the commitment to preserve it within the city's ownership, It sends a
mixed message about the purpese of the revised Open Space element when Recreation and Park would even consider not owning
and managing 400 beautiful acres of land under it's current control. Why has the Commission been silent? Please consider the
message that you, Commissioners, and send the public. That you do not value our input to your decision-making process or
respect your obligation for transparency. There has been no word from you about the Supervisor's ordinance that amends the
park code, This is your code. ! also understand that the contingency fund will be used for the analysis of Sharp Park, When will
this item be agendized for your approval as the policy requires. Lastly, the General Manager promised the supervisors that the
new study would provide profession analysis for alternative for Sharp Park. I do not believe the Department or the Controlter's
office has this leve! of expertise to provide a comprehensive and unblased report. The Controller's Office responded to
Supervisor's Elsbernd’s request for an accounting of the entire Golf Fund by xeroxing the Department's reports instead of
producing their own independent work, This Commission would be making history by deciding what to do with Sharpe Park. I'd
like for you to consider the legacy that yvou will he proud of. I've very concerned about this.

Sally Stephens: Sally Stevens, S.F. Dog. The natural programs areas EIR is coming up for discussion. What we're learned
from the experience at Sharpe Park is that when threatened or endangered species are introduced into any of our city parks we
loose local control of the parks. We become heholden to the Federal Government, we become the subject of threats and lawsuits.
They've done it once, they'll do it again. The Natural Areas program recently released Mission Blue butterfiies at Twin Peaks. How
long will it be before we hear we have to close trails and restrict public access there to protect public access there or else the city
will be sued? I'd like for you to suggest you consider the banning of the introduction of threatened or endangered species into any
natural area in the city. At the very least consider severe restrictions on where it can be done. Many of us have been saying that
the Natural Areas program takes parkiand away from the people. It restricts access to our neighborhood backyards. It takes land
that peopie use and turns it into places that people cannot go. The Sharpe Park experience proves that we were right to be
worried. Do not allow the introduction of threatened and endangered species in natural areas where they're not there already. Do
not place our city's parkland at risk. Eliaz Mooja: I'm here on behalf of a group of people that are very concerned about the
proposal that is being proposed for the Strybing Arboretum. We would like to express our concern to you and ask you to coensider
to keep the Arboreturn fee, We would like to stop the privatization of public spaces. We would like te keep San Francisco's public

T
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SFGov: San Francisco Recreation & Park Department: May 07, 2009 Special M =eting Page 2 of 17

resources free for all. The proposal to charge entry fees for the Strybing Arberetum has causes great concern for many San
Francisce residents as it follows a pattern of turning public resources into paid attractions and drawing down on already limited free
public spaces. While this proposal has been brought forth at a time of shrinking budgets for many city Departments including
Recreation and Park. Tt is in essence a development plan, a plan that transforms the Arboretum into & revenue producing facility
and tourist attraction. Most importantly it is likely to radically change visitor patterns at the Arboretum and limit access 1o many
who depend on it daily. To the open and free nature of the garden will be changed as gates and guards will be posted to limit
admission and collect fees almost certainly discouraging locals who make up the overwheiming majority of visitors. Since its
inception 68 years ago the Arboretum has been supported and maintalned as a free common space. Taxpayer dollars, generous
support, and hard work from many peopfe and volunteers have sustained this wonderful landmark. Most recently the Recreation
and Park Department has modified the proposal to charge a feg only to non-resident visitors. While certaint'y Recreation and Parks
management views this as an attractive compromise unfortunately it does not mitigate the consequences of introducing controls
and gates that change the character of the Arboretum as an open, fively, community areas. The history and heritage of this open
to all garden will be Jost forever. Charging any fee at all will set the stage for fufure fees to residents as the infrastructure will be in
place and the temptation to do so already exists. We would like to ask for three things--more transparency in the process, we
don't know what's going on. We would like to know what the next step Is, when will it occur and what is the process for you to
make a decision on thie matter because a great many people care about . We would like to get a copy of the business plan for
this fee proposal and understand how it makes sense ang see the underlying assumptions. We would like the stand alone process
for this decision, Is it going to be part of a budget plan that we'll go through or will it be debated on its merits alone. And also
most importantly we need more community meetings. Not enough peopte know about this and they care about it.

Brigid Herron: As Eliaz said we really need more public input on this drastic change. In our own efforts at public outreach we've
encountered enormous public concern about he proposed changes. In just three days of standing in front of the Arboretum and
collecting signatures we have over 73 pages of signatures of people who are dramatically opposed to this and I feel like most
peopie don't even know about it until we talk to them. We want the decision-making process o be transparent, we want to know
what is going to happen and when it's going to happen and how we as the pubtic are going to be kept informed so that cur voices
could be heard. Nancy McNaily: Nancy McNally. I'm a native of San Francisco and raised two chitdren. The Arboretum, the
aguarium, the mussurn, they were all free, I could no fonger raise children in San Francisco at this time, We would like as this
committee came here today that there be more time scheduled for public Input about this very important issue. We feel that not
enough people in San Francisco have any idea that this Is even under consideration. So in that ight we would like you to provide
more opportunity for the community to come o meetings and that you would be able to hear what the people of San Francisco feel
about this, David Eldred: I'm David Eidred. Thank you for your time and listening. I know you've been Involved already
today, Pm also here to veice our concern about the Arboretum fees and 1 personatly have stood out there up to 7 hours at a time
and people just come up to me and say what's going on, so it's not known. Basically everycne is being crunched. We just reatly
want to be a part of how we can understand the process and just kind of know how the money is being spent, we have no clue,
We see improvements going on in the park and they seem to cost millions of doflars and yet at the same time we might be denied
access so we say can we Use the funds that are available because that's what it's going to come down to in the end. There's only
going to be so much money and how is it being used. S0 we want to find a balance with that. Itf'sa wonderful place, they do a
great job there, it is a unique place, it's a place of soface and sustenance and a real piace of refuge for people in this time and we
need it. So aside from the dollars and sense stuff which I know you guys have to operate with we really would tike to be part of
the process and included and that's our disconnect right now. And part of this is knowing. I dont know how you bring this to the
public but most people don't know and I just know that from standing there and having peopie come up and saying what's going
on. Thank you very much and I appreciate your consideration and I have great admiration for all you do and I can't even begin to
know the intricacies of this but i's nice to be able to speak and see you today, thank you.

Commissioner Sullivan: 1 just wanted to respond to the public comment about the Arboretum. I know we took action on
that a few months ago and I've heard through unofficial sources that that Department's thinking has been evolving on that and I
think this might be a good time to hear from staff about where the current thinking of the Department is.

Jared Blumenfeld: The current thinking is--so, we've had a very--and I think some of our Comrmnissioners, Lazarus and
others, were at the meeting that we had in the Hall of Flowers. A very large nurmber of people came, a iot of intense community
interest in this issue and the way that we're looking at it at the moment is to start by charging non-residents and not charging
residents and it would be a system apalogous to Harding Park where you get a differentiated fee, in this case there would be one
fee which would just be a fee for non-residents. There's a huge number of people coming through the park to the Catifornia
Acadery of Sciences and DeYoung, a huge number of tourists that just go into the park generally and so the revenue projections
that we're developing is still pretty healthy even if you just have it for non-residents. One of the tangential benefits of doing that
would be that we would get more pecple into our system because you would have to get a Recreation and Park card which you
guys approved in order to show that you were a resident, so to help us bring peocple into the Recreation and Park system is a way
of getting that benefit. If you were a San Francisco resident and didn't have any way to show your Recreation and Park card you
wouid be charged the non-resident fee, i ‘

Commissioner Sullivan: So the revenue projects--there will be revenue, then there's also costs to put this all in place and if
we're not going te be charging residents then the revenue comes down. Are we going get another chance to lock at the balance
and decide whether the revenue through this new system?

Jared Blumenfeld: Yes, Commissioner Sullivan, anything from parking to any of the measures that we would bring would go
to you first and then would go the Board of Supervisors probably as part of our budget. So yes you will get another opportunity to
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hear from Us, but that's our current thinking. And when and if that evolves between now and when we bring it to you we'll hpdate
you.

Commissioner Lazarus: And we're confronted with a 25% reduction in general fund support next fiscat year?

Jared Blumenfeld: 1 can talk to that now or in my comments but it appears from the Mayor's budget prejections--and
yesterday Katie and I were there for the nine-month report that the controller provided that because of property tax, sales tax,
hotel and other revenues all being significantly down that we actually need to go beyond that, as a city we need o go beyond that
25% and at the moment Recreation and Park is meeting with the Mayor's office to work cut what that means. We're pretty solid
that for us can't mean any more layoffs. My basic position and staff's pesition is that we have cut to the bone, there Is no further
to go and that other things that could be looked at would be more parking, for instance in Golden Gate Park, increasing the
armount of parking that we have could increase the revenue I think significantly. We're looking at lots that we have, [unintelligible]
surplus property, we've talked about those before, but putting those back on the table, so selling some of the vacant fots that we
have that are in between buildings right now and don't have any recreational value. So we're looking at all those solutions but
really are committed to not put anything on the table that requires any other layoffs because there isn't really any that we coutd
make. '

Commissioner Lea: With regards to the Arbaretum. When first the ID cards that you are going 1o require residents, are they
going to be the same cards that are currently used at Harding? So right now you go to the Treasurer's office and you purchase a
card by showing proof of residency. Is that going to be the same card?

Jared Blumenfeld: The same or similar, We want to make sure there's some harmonization between ali the muikiplicity that
we now had--the San Francisco ID card--but it would have to be something that was appreved through a city agency like the
Treasurer. If you had one of those there would be a list of things that counted and that would be one,

Commissioner Lee: I'd jike to get a report on that. I'd hate to see us have 3 or 4 different cards and it's a burden on the
public as it just to get them into the Treasurer's Office and get the golf card that people use. So If you can streamline that and
make it as clear a process as possible.

GENERAL MANAGER'S REPORT

Jared Blumenfeld: When you come into an interim position you kind of remember the things that you're hit on the-head with
first. On the first day that I started North Beach Poo! was closed because I think I reported at the time within one day 4 feet of
water was missing. So after $300,000 and finding three leaks all the entire air duct system had to be repiaced because it wasn't
galvanized property and so it had all corroded to such a point that the Health Department said it was a public nuisance, We
updated ali the water controls and air control so that now the water will actually be cleaner and the air better to breath and more
efficient, Today, North Beach Pool is opening.

Comimissioner Levitan Jlared, who pays for that?

Jared Blumenfeld: The Recreation and Park Department pays for it. I basically made a decision that we had to go after the
contractor so we're going after recovering that money but in the meantime we either did nothing and left the pool whichwas a 9
miilion dollar asset sit closed, so they're going in paratlel tract, we're golng after the contractor. The contractor actually did some
of that work for us and o one path Is taking legal and other action to recover the money, but we just needed to make sure It got
done. We have new pool hours, that was a big issue that came up at the last meeting. We basically reverted to old pool hours
with the exception that we're going o have more pools open than ever before so when Hamiiton open we'll basically have ail 9 of
our pocls open at the same time. The new pools that we have built require more staff which is probably something that we should
look at when we design new projects in the future, looking at the staff requirement. Hamilten pool has slides and other features
which are great, requires more staff. 5S¢ we have 41 FTE dedicated to swimming pools and those wilt be spread thinner, while we
haven’t cut any aquatic staff the number of hours across the beard will diminish a littie bit. The number of people devoted to them
will remain the same. We implemented the shift bid which caused a little bit of confusion among the public because they were
used to seeing their rec director. The rec directors all moved around the system, 1 think that's worked out fairly wel! and will work
out even better as time goes on. The Board of Supervisors yesterday held a hearing on DCYF money allocations at which 1
presented, We were actually asked to present before DCYF themselves at the DCYF budget, which I think is a testament to
everyone on this Commission and the public. Basically the issue that I presented was that when Prop D in 2000 was passed to
create the childran's baseline and Children's Fund there was a lot--it was a relatively good financial time for the city, Recreation
and Park wasn't cutting positions, and so the idea of supplanting staff really was intended so that we didn't basically take money
that voters approved and backfill Into general fund posttions but rather we expanded the number of services offered to children
and their famities in the city. Now that isn't the case, we've have to cut permanent civil servants and so I think the point that we
tried to make was that our preference from the staff and Commission was to make sure that CBOs did not supplant permanent
civic service, they could be there to supplement, which is a word that I used. It's great to have them supplement what we have,
we have our baseline, but when our baseline is cut 78 employees we nead to make sure that money comes back to us. So we'll
see how that progresses but I think it was something the budget committee was interested in learning more about, so we're going
to talk to them about that. The days for cur budget have been set in front of the board. The first reading will be the 17t of June
and the 2™ reading will be the 24t of June. One mere thing to say, President Lazarus asked us to come up with ideas of broad
policy initiatives that we'd like to see. You'll see that today we actually have two but the one that we put on the agenda was
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community gardens, Next meeting that we have time we will be dealing with disabilities in the parks and looking at how disabied
communities use the park system, But the first one will be agenda Item @, community gardens. And per PROSAC, the parks and
racreations advisory committee by their creation Is required to give regular updates o you and so today we have Nancy Wuerfel
whe sits on PROSAC to present her findings to us.

Nancy Wuerfel: 1 am reading a report prepared by our chair Jean McKenny. PROSAC's monthly meeting was heid on Tuesday,
May 55, 2009. The meeting was attended by 16 appointees from the various supevisorlal districts, members of the RPD staff and
members of the public. In light of the recent develapments PROSAC focused much of the meeting about Sharp Park and the
ordinance passed by the Board of Supervisors earlier on Tuasday. Dawn Kamalanathan provided a summary of the ordinance and
the proposed timetable for RPD to comply with it. Although PROSAC members as still learning about this complex issue and
commutinicating with San Francisco citizens to hear their thoughts, a number of themes emerged. One, we are concerned about
the proposed transfer of control of ity open space to the GGNRA without adequate review of alt the jegal, environment,
recreational, financial, and Hability issues. Two, San Francisco residents have consistently expressed unhappiness about the tack of
open space and recreational opportunities for all residents. Three, RPD has already devoted a tremendous amount of resources to
the studies at Sharpe Park and intends to fund additional analysis ordered by the Board of Supervisors. We hope the quality of the
analysis is high enough to be useful. Throughout the process RPD shouid be sensitive to the fact that public policy onh open space
and park will play a major role in how the property is ultimately handled. PROSAC is planning a site visit to Sharpe Park in the next
few weeks to better understand how the current uses of the park affect endangered species. We believe it is essential that the
Commission hear from the public on this issue and that we will be providing additional feedback te the Commission in the June
meeting. In addition to discussion Sharp Park PROSAC heard from Karen Monty-Brodeck and Lisa Wayne on the progress in
creating a sefection process for trafl Improvements using bond funds. PROSAC provided feadback to them on a number of issues
Including the need to keep the ADA accessibility in mind when renovating traiis and the need to maximize use of volunteers in trail
restoration. Please feel free to contact PROSAC with any suggestions. RPD Commissioners are always welcome at PROSAC
meetings. So as Vice Chair I'm happy to present that report. Sally Stephens: sally Stephens, S.F. Dog. I'm a little surprised
Jared that vou didn't mention the Sharp Park ordinance hecause that was two meetings in the past week about it. Supervisor
Mirkarimi's Sharp Park ordinance is truly amazingly bad. It's not needed, the frogs and snakes are already being protected. Golf
courses and endanoered species can do coexist. There's no need for radical change. Having one radical change at Sharpe Park
through threats and intimidation and those behind this wilt come back will come back and demand simitar changes at other city
parks, so be prepared. What's truly amazing however is the Commission's role in all this, or lack thereof. The Sharpe Park
ordinance changes the park code witheut any public input from you. The Department is supposed to be synthesizing alt the
various reperts on Sharpe Park they've collected over the years for the Board of Supervisors yet the Department is not the one
writing the new scope of work for the Tetratech contract, Tetratech itself is writing it. The Department is not tellingt Tetratech how
muck to spend on the new analysis, Tetratech is telling the Department how much it will cost. They're writing thair own check. All
this is being done without an input or oversight from you. It's possible that you discussed all of this at the closed session of the
April 16" meeting and that you gave you okay at that time. If so you made a major poilcy decision to consider giving up all focal
control of the San Francisco park o the federal government in secret. The public was not allowed to see your deliberations to hear
the reasons why you chese to take such radical action, Why so secret? buring the government audit and oversight committee
hearing fast week the Mayor of Pacifica and others asked for & task force of stake holders to discuss goif and frags at Sharpe Park.
Jared said that when you have a lot of different stakeholders discussing an issue you anly get gridlock. Therefore he wants to
study the alternative to golf in-house, in secret, then he'l present the completed analysis to the public. In typical Recreation and
Park style the only chance the public wilf get to comment on this is two minutes at a public meeting. Why so secret? What is the
Department afraid, If P'm wrong and the Commission did not discuss this in closed session then you have been complete ignored.
The people pushing this intentionaily bypassed you, They do not respect you or your authority over parks. Major changes and
expenses have been made without your input. You the Commission have been made irrelevant.

CONSENYT CALENDAR
On motion by Commissioner Levitan and duly seconded, the foliowing resoiutions were unanimously adopted:

RESOLVEDR, That this Commission does approve the following animal transactions for the San Francisco Zoofogical Society which
were processed under Resolution No. 13572,

EXCHANGE TO: PRICE
Phoenix Zoo 7.3 Chilean flamingo  NIL
455 N, Galvin Parkway {Phoenicopterus chilensis)

Phoenix, AZ 85008
USDA # 86-C-G001

Safari West 1.0 Reticulated giraffe $5000
trade
valie
3115 Porter Creek Road (Giiraffa camelopardalis reticulata)

Santa Rosa, CA 85404
USOA # 93-C-0579
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DONATION T0:

Akron Zoological Park 3.0 Sumatran tiger NIL

500 Edgewood Ave. (Panthera tigrs sumatrae) g
Akron, OH 44307 (

USDA # 31-C-0001

DONATION FROM:

Lee Richardson Zoo 0.1 Lion-tailed macague NIL. - change 312
Finnup Drive : (Macaca sifenus) from loan

Garden City, KS 67846
USDA # 48-C-006

EXCHANGE FROM:

Phoenix Zoo 3.7 Chilean flamingo NIL
455 N. Galvin Parkway {(Phoenicopterus chilensis)

Phoenix, AZ 85008
USDA # B6-C-0001

RES. NO. 0907-002
RESOQLVED, That this Commission does approve a resolution to apply for a Land and Water Conservation Grant and to recommend
to the Board of Supervisors to accept and expend a Land and Water Conservation Grant in the amount of $167,500 for the Buena
Vista Park Phase 11 Project.

RES. NO. 0907-003
RESOLVED, That this Commission does recommend to the Board of Supervisors to accept and  expend & gift-in-place valued at
$54,000 from the Visitacion Valley Greenway Project, a community organization, to enhance the Visitacion Valley
Greenway Agricultural Lot. -

RES, NO. (1907-004
RESOLVED, That this Commission does: 1) accept the gift of a donor acknowledgement plague for the TPL Gift in Place
renovation of Visitacion Valley Community Garden of the Visitacion Valley, 2) approve the placement of the plague and 3)
authorize the general manager to approve the wording on the plague.

P

YOUTH PROGRAM FEES
Dana Ketchum, Manager, Permits and Reservations Division presented this item to the Commission, I'm here to propose the
discussicn and possible action to recommend to the Board of Supeivisors the adoption of revisions to fees for yeuth programs for
profit youth programs. Just a little bit of background just to remind everybody. About two years ago you adopted the approved
not for profit program where we looked at different programs and leagues to see whether they were rendering--whether they met
two standards, one, were they serving 90 % resident and two, were they generating profit to any individual. For adults if they met
the standard they paid $25 an hour and $65 an hour if they don't. For youth it's no fee. The purpose of this proposal Is to clarify
what happens when the youth don't meet the standard. Staff has been basically looking at it as these are for-profit organizations
that are benefiting the adult that is running the program and so they've charged the adult fee. We would like to clarify that in the
code and make it clear that this is a for-profit youth program fee. Basically these are programs run by usuaily paid coaches and
we charge the fee and this has been historical practice for a number of years, so that's the first item. The next piece that was
difficult with this is that we have summer camps and it's very hard sometimes to figure out where the summer camps fall when we
apply this standard. And just so you know when we apply this standard we had 32 entities who are approved under it and 22 were
either withdrawn or didn't need It. But summer camps are sort of tricky, you've got two things going on. A lot of them are run by
school administrators or schools and they provide a really valuable service to our citizens. We have kids, they need semething to
do all summer and yet the program director often was making a substantial salary and it was really too hard, they were very
short-term, very hard for us te administer so we would like to have clarity and we looked at a number of things. We said $65 an
hour for a camp that goes I hours, that's really cost prohibitive on families and so the approach we went to is basically a dollar an
hour a child, And historically staff has always charged camps for summer camp space and we just wanted to make is consistent.
We have a lot of camps operating in Golden Gate Park, some of them with 100 kids in them and it's sort of an impact fee of havifig
alt these parents drop off their kids and have them there. And so we've started down this process of applying these fees and we
wouid like to have clarification that we are doing them under this section. We did notice that there are some camps that clearly
should be accepted. Originaily we looked at any camp that didn't charge any fee and said if you're free then we're not going to
charge you because wa have a lot of underserved neighborhoods where there are programs that go In and offer canips and
certainfy we're not charging those programs for these fees for those children. And then as we looked at it we have a few camps,
Cameron House was one of them, that charge a very nominal fee to kids and so after discussion and public meetings we came up

" with that if the camp charges less than $3 an hour we would not charge anything for that camp. We've had two meetings on it, at
both meeting the public was suppertive and we are proposing our for-profit to amend the park code to add a for-profit youth
program fee of 25 for summer camps and summer camps of $25 an hour for up to 25 children except ¥ they are serving
underserved communities and charging a fee of less than $3 per hour and for other programs that don't meet our standard it's $65
per hour.,

PN
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On motion by Commissioner Lee and duly seconded, the following resclution was Enanimously
adopted: . ‘ RES. NO. 0207-005
RESOLVED, That this Commission does approve For-Profit Youth Program fees for athletic flelds,

KEZAR PAVILION

Denny Kern, Director of Operations presented this item to the Cormamission. This item is discussion and possible to approve a
request from World Combat sports chatlenge to sell alcohol at thelr permitted events I Kezar Pavition on May 30 and July 18 of
this year. World Combat challenge is a group that produces events of mixed martial arts sports, things such as Thai boxing and
other martial arts, and they have previously two events in Kezar Pavilion {ast year. They have received permits to do two events
this year on the dates you have but they've not requested they sell alcohol and since Kezar Pavilion and the whole Kezar complex
is park code section 4,10 as facilities and parks where you cannot have alcohol except as permitted by the Department that then
brings the request to the Commission. Their schedule as you have here Saturday on May 30, the events If from 5:00 to 11:00
with alcahol sales ending at 9:30 and then the same schedule for their Saturday July 18 event. The applicant has met with the
Police Department and the police are in agregment with the proposal, especiaily with the protocols that they have put in place as
you see there in the memo. The sales will be an established food court, beer garden area behind the pavilion. They will have
protacols in effects, carding or banding so there cannot be alcohol sold to minors. As stated the event goes to 11:00 but they wilt
shut off alcoho!l sales at 9:30 p.m. and they are hiring police officers as well as two Park Patrol officers plus 15 event security so
both park station, San Francisco Police Department and the Department is satisfied that they've put the proper security measures
in place. They expect up to 3000 people at these events and the fees are included n the attached fee worksheet and the staff
recommendation is approval.

Commissioner Levitan: Denny, I remember ong of the first times we talked about--I don't know if it was the very first time we .
arranged to do drinking in the pavilion, I can’t remember the exact event. tacrosse, that's right. I'apologize, I don't have the
documentation i front of me that T know that a very active and important in that area, Friend of Kezar? :

Denny Kern: Kezar Advisory committee.

Commissioner Levitan:  Right, okay, so had they participated in thig?

Penny Kern: They are aware of it. The Kezar Advisory committee charter is the Kezar Stadium, not the Pavilion. And the
Lacrosse situation they were involved because the lacrosse was in the gtadium and their proposed alcohol sales were in the
pavilion but it’s associated with the~- ‘

Commissioner Lavitan: That was the compromise,

penny Kern  This is all within the pavilion itself so it doesn't strictly fit within their purview but they are knowledgeable of this
particular event.

Commissioner Levitan: And they are not opposed?

Denny Kern; We have not heard any opposition,

Commissioner Levitan: Kind of related follow up question Denny, has there been any history with any other neighborhood
groups about alcohel In that facility in connection with other events, has there heen any concern? I don't know what outreach we
did to the neighborhood on this particular matter but maybe they've considered it in the past. '

Denny Kern: I don't have any information on that,

Commissioner Levitan: My other question Is if--are we getting any additional revenue? If we're going from no alcohol to
aicohol sales I see that we get 5% of the Commissions is that--in these times of tight dollars is there an opportunity for us to share
in the upside If we're allowing aicohol sales?

Penny Kern: The 5% of the Commission Is where we would get our take in that.

Commissioner Levitan: You're satisfied that's as good as we can do?

Denny Kern Yes. These are increased fees and would have been without the alcohol sales.

Commissioner Bonilla: 1 was on the Commission when we had that event, the lacrosse event and if I recall we did not
experience any kind of difficuities with that, is that correct?

Denny Kern: That's correct.

©n motion by Commissioner Levitan and duly seconded, the following resolution was unanimously
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adopted: RES. NO 0907-006
RESOLVED, That this Comimission does approve a request from the World Combat Sports Challenge to sell alcohel ak their
permitted events in Kezar Pavilion on May 30, 2009 and July 18, 2009.

RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE ELEMENT

Dawn Kamalanathan, Planning Director prasented this item to the Commission. I'd like fo introduce my colleague Sarah Dennis
from City Planning. And Sarah Dennis and Sue Cling who recently had a baby last week have been working with out staff, Karen
Edwards and our other pianners, to work on the update of the recreation and open space element over the past year. We have a
draft to distribute that we will be able to come back and discuss with you in more detail and answer more questions but this is
essentially to share the draft and talk a little bit more about the highlights.

Sarah Dennis:  Sarah Dennis with the Planning Department. I'm a senior planner at the Pianning Department and one of my
roles there is to manage the general plan. Se what I'm here to talk to you about today is an update to the Recreation and open
space element of our general plan. I believe Susan Cline has spoken to you about this before so I'm continuing on a conversation
that she began. We just handed out to a package which includes the presentation that I'm going to give you today and the
products that we're introducing today with than presentation. I apologize, we were not aware that there would be laptops so I'm
doing this low-tech on the overhead, but it will be exactly what you have before you. The city has been working on an open space
framework for about a year and a half. It's been an inter-agency effort between the planning Department the Recreation and Park
Department, the Mayor's office on greening, and we also work closely with our neighborhood partners at the Neighborhood Parks
Councit. There's been a number of facets of the work we've been doing over the tast year and a half. It began with the Mayor's
open space task force which began with bi-monthly meetings about a vear and a half ago for a full year where we met with
community representatives from every end of the spectrum, whether they represented open space groups, neighborhood groups
and community members, landscape architects, people who work in the public sphere, really brainstorm ideas about where we
need to go with open space. We also held a series of city roundtables on open space where we met with all the agencies and you
know there's many, besides the Recreation and Park, the PUC, the unified school district, and numerous city agencies to get up to
speed on what everyone was doing and what possibilities were out there for the future. We held a number of working committees
that reaily focused on a number of targeted Items. Finance, planning and programming, policy and implementation, natural areas,
and then pedestrian and bicycle access as well. Then we moved into our community outreach stage which was pretty extensive
and was led by a neighborhoad's park councit. 21 workshops across the clity where we got a significant amount of response and
we also supplemented that with a survey which was posted on planning website, NPCs website and distributed to people at
workshops and mailed out to our citizens. We received a number of responses to that as well, With all of that input from all of
those aspects of the outreach over the last year and a half we have been working towards an open space framework which has two
primary components the drafts of which we're releasing to you today. The first is a vision for open space. This is really intended.as
a broad overview, a kind of 100 year vision of where we want to go, want do we want our city to look like over the long term. Not
that necessarily that everything is achievable in the short term or something that we expect Lo happen within the next 20 years,
but if we are to dream big and think about what we want our city to look like in terms of open space what is that vision. And the
second piece is the recreation and open space element of the generatl plan. The city's generat plan is kind of it’s bible. It's not just
planning, it's documents, all the ¢ity's documents, all agencies are beholden to it, decision makers, the Board of Supervisors, and
the Mayor are beholden to its policies so we wanted to update that as our 20 year framework or what has to happen within the city
over the next 20 years and that's the second piece that we'll be giving you today. There is a third element to this open space
framework which we'l be working on over the next & months and that is an action plan, that's meant to put forward some specific
steps, actions that we can take in the next 5 years or in the next 10 years to start to achieve the goals of the open space vision
and to Implement the policies that are contained in the recreation and open space element.

Probably the first things I'd like to give you an cverview of very quickly is the long-term vision of open space, this 100 year vision,
and this is the second component of your packet. It's a large format 11 X 17 map. Which really illustrates a number of primary
principals and ¥l kind of enunciate those for you. The first is making sure that we have a high-performing open space systerm,
That means that our epen spaces are they just don't exist but they contain as much activity, they serve as many people, they
function as highly as they can. It's kind of making the most of what we have. The second major compenent is adding new space
to meet the Jong-terms needs of the city. One of the areas we really honed in are we're calling high-needs areas, areas that are
particularly dense, have a number of long income children, seniors, people who use open space significantly and that's really where

~we're focusing our new open space. We're looking at improving access and connectivity to open space throughout the city through
a series of green streets that you'll see on the map, frails, connections along the waterfront, so there really is a network that
moves across the city. We're looking at improving biodiversity within all those spaces, the connections and networks allowing not
just people but wild life, birds, etc, to move through that network of open space. And then we're looking at a number of
destination open space, those are shown as asterisks on the map. There are & number of signature open spaces that are
underway right now, 1 think you just had a hearing talking about Sue Bierman park and you're aware that there’s efforts at looking
at combing that with all the Embarcadero open space o create kind of a true gathering space for our city as well as a number of
open spaces along the southeastern waterfront where we have a lot of opportunity. So that's kind of big broad overview of what
that map represents and there's detail attached to the page explained in text. We'll be back to you over coming months. This is
just a prefiminary draft, s0 that's to explain to you what's in front of you.

The next plece I'd like to talk about briefly is the general plan element and what are the components of that and so I'll start with
our first objective within the open space element which is really leoking at a high-performing open space system. What that's
about--programming, recreational opportunities, not just space outdoors but what ¢an peopie do in it and it might be in a buiiding,
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it might be cultural, etc. Activating the open spaces that are most utilized. We've honed in on & couple of those through our
workshop efforts-—-Mclaren, Ocean Beach and its connections to the Zoo, and the waterfront is another opportunity area we can do
a ot with. We've highlighted a number of parks that really need renovation, most of those are most highly used or in high growth
areas so they're seeing significant impacts from mere and more peopie using them and needing them. And then another
component of high-performing open space is really making sure that people know what they have to access. One thing we've
found through our workshops is that a lot of people don't even know the opportunities that are near them, If they want to play
tennis they don't know where the nearest tennis court is. Same with swimrming, or when those hours are. 5o how can we
promote or connect people to the resources that we're already offering so they can link into that easlly.

The next major objective is about acquiring new open spaces and where we want to focus our efforts, As we are all aware, funding
is an lssue which obviously constraing how much new open space we can provide. Also, just our city's geography, we're 7 square
miles, we're a dense buillt-out city. So we really need to focus our efforts and look for new types of opportunities. As I mentioned
we're focusing our acquisition efforts in what we're calling high-needs areas, those are areas that are high density, have a
significant population of seniors, of youth meaning chiidren above the age of 10 and of young children who might need
playgrounds. We're alse looking at opportunities along the shoreline, particularly the southeastern waterfront, the Embarcadero
and a number of port sites offer opportunities there. We're looking to make sure that new open space is provided wherever new
growth Is planned, Treasure Island and Yerba Buena Islands, Candlestick and Hunter's Point where we have major planning efforts
underway. And then where do we have opportunities for open space. We're highlighted on a couple of key city resources. The
first is public fand, obviously, That's the first place to look. Schoolyards and the greening of schoolyards programs that's been
underway as a pilot program is anocther thing that we're iooking to expand and continue, Looking at PUC propertles and where we
can expand sccess and include open space cpportunities there. And then also at our privately owned open space which as
cormnmonly called popos. A lot of work has been done by 2 lot of entities outside of the city including Neighborhood Parks Council,
Rebar, Spur, are looking at the opportunities that those open spaces provide, how can we open them up, how can we let more
people have access to them, knew about them, and actually use them as true open spaces.

The third objective of this open space efement is a new one and semething that I think is very critical to urban areas throughout
the country right now, that's actually realizing the importance of our public realms and the connectivity between open spaces. One
of the biggest resources that the city has in its hand is our public realms of space between bulldings that is owned by the city. A
fot of that is dedicated to cars right now and that presents a lot of opportunity that's untapped. Our Better Streets plan which you
may be famitiar with comes up with a number of street typologies from green connecters all the way to living alleys where people
actually move and play within streets. Temporary o even permanent street closure where people can use our public streets as
places to walk, to play, to grow things. Temporary ciosures along with Sunday streets is something that we're very interested in
promoting and seeing how we can use even spaces that do have to be dedicated to cars some of the time towards open spaces for
elements of time. And then another big aspect of connectivity that we're promoting in this open space element is our recreational
trail system. The ridge trail is something that already exists and can be improved and enhanced. We're looking at the creation of
a new cross town trail that links a number of spaces from the Presidio to the southern end of the city, And we're locking to
connect all the gaps that exist in the Bay Trail. Part of the Bay Trail is there, i€'s in good shape, but there are & number of places
where we really need to make thet connection seamless so that you can move alang the ¢ity's waterfront in onhe fell swoop.

The 4% objective of the open space element focuses on biodiversity. A number of things that are encompassed within that. I'm
just going to try to summarize briefly, Locking at our natural areas and how we can manage them. They're not all owned by the
Recreation and Park Department, a number of other agencies, even regional agencies own those, are there coordinated
management strategies that we can explore to make sure that we're having a consistent aperations strategy to those. Can we
implement principles iike water conservation, energy, food production, using planting such as hative plants or drought tolerant
plants, those are the types of policies that the element promotes.

Our 5™ objective focuses on engaging the community and this is really an untapped resource that we heard a lot about through
out open space task force and workshops. San Francisco has a wealth of resources our there in our community members, people
who not only use our parks but want to work in them, want to support them, have in many instances created their own open
spaces, along streets through the DPW street parks program, etc. 5S¢ what are the things we can do to tap into that resource and
help them in the work that they're already doing. Community initisted open spaces is something that we're looking to promote
like the community gardens and the street parks that a number of communities have already done in their neighborhoods. We're
looking at what kind of tools the city can provide them, it might be technical knowledge on how to get through the city's process or
to get materials for parks. It might be lending libraries that offer tools for working in parks, lawnmowers, planting tools, etc.
Providing linkages to nurseries so we can have plantings and then even funding where possible. The community challenge grant Is
a great opportunity and where we can see more things fike that that's something that we woutld like to enhance.

One last thing I'f mention that's near to me at the planning Department is reducing red tape barriers. Portland did & city ordinance
where they actually tried to remove as much of the process as possible to aliow communities to take over their intersections within
their communities and turn those into public open space. We sometimes in our goals to be thorough within the city process and
make sure all the agencies are online we probably put in a lot of barrlers and tooking strategically to see where we can remove
those, remove fees, remove permitting process, just let people go out and do things that are part of the public good,

Then the last objective that I mention is on governance and maintenance. This is an obvious one. This is how we function. Inter
agency coordination is obviousty 2 huge one, Public-private partnerships is a new strategy that we're looking to explore. Again

: 123
http://www.parks.sfgov.org/site/recpark_page.asp7id=113669 11/24/2009



SFGov: San Francisco Recreation & Park Department: May 07, 2009 S?ecial Meagting Page 9 of 17

I'm going to mention Portland as a model. They recently had a 10 for 1§ program where they tried to link corporate sponsors with
a 10 year maintenance plan for a neighborhood park. Especially as we're strapped for cash long term things like that are
opportunities that we think we should be looking into, Inter-agency partnerships is also something that we need to explore with
the other city agencies and even private partners and non-profits out there that are working on parks so that we're all working
together and not cross-purposes, And then funding and malntenance mechanisms and there's a number that the plan calis out,

I'm sure you have discussed the city-wide impact fee for open space before, a Nexus study has been completed and it's something
that we would like to further and put In place so new development contributes towards new open spaces. Looking at park ‘
improvement districts as a way to support the maintenance of that park. Park improvements where if property owners voters--
again, it does rety on a vote of property voters--they could provide additional assessments to support the maintenance of a park
which they live nearby. Voluntary contributions is an option where people can just check off a contribution to open space on utility
tax bilis. And even looking at tax revenue options. Some cities have adopted additional property or parcel taxes for open space, |
agree it's probably a long-shot here but it's something that we at least need to put on the table as we look towards our long term .
vision.

With that I'd like to explain to you where we're going from here. As I mentioned, this Is the preliminary draft. You are the first
ones to see it and I apologize we didn't give It to you In advance but it's fresh off the printer, This will be focated on our web site.
Our partner will be linked to it from the Neighborhood Parks Council site as well and hopefully you can get to it from the Recreation
and Park Department website. We'll have copies avallable for public view for anyene who is interested and we're looking at the
next & months or 5o to receive public comment on the draft, see what needs to change, have additional hearings if wa need to
have mare talk about it. Have additional hearing with you once you've had a chance to read it and see what needs to change and
get added to make this the most robust epen space vision we can. So that's where we're headed. We will be working on the action
plan over that same time-frame as well and looking to do an environment review on the document. I'm available if you have any
guestions.

Commissioner Lee: 1 was curious how this map overlays with the natural areas program? It wouid be heipful to see an
overlay of the natural areas program with the open space to see what areas are designated as natural areas because I recall the
last map I saw there's quite a bit of overlap particularly in the middie. It would be helpful to have that overlay.

Sarah Dennis: Sure, I think that would be a great appendix map to include to show the naturat areas and how they related to
the rest of the open spaces.

Commissioner Lee: I assume you've incorporated that into your plan because obviously you're not going to have a trail go
through a natural areas program or a bike trait.

Sarah Dennis:  We're working on those issues right now. I think within the funinteiligible] itself you'll see proposals for several
1 shouldn't say new trail networks because they exist but they haven't been formalized and I think organized in a way that's easily
accessible to the public, but they are targely I think complimentary to the natural areas rather than intrusive to them.

Commissioner Sullivan: This is a question for Sue. You mentioned a cauplé times in your comments Portiand and what
they're doing there. I know they have a reputation for being very progressive and effective with their parks. I wonder if there are
a couple of things that come to mind in terms of things they're doing that we could think about,

Sarah Dennis:  Probably the biggest one is they have a mode! ordinance that really has streamlined the process for community
open space buts also required that anybody who is doing community initiated open space gets sign off from all the people in the
neighborhood. I think that's a big one towards supporting community doing their own work. I think they're working corporate
sponsorship, white controversial, provides a very interesting model. They have for example they had a partnership with Nike that
repaved all of their basketball courts across the city, I think there was 82, free of charge in exchange for a loge on some of the
hasketball hoops. So it's the kind of thing that in some places, some people might take Issue with it. I think we need to explore
and talk about it but it's certainly improved a lot of spaces there.

Commissioner Bonilla: On the governance and maintenance aspect of this element you talked a little bit about inter-agency
coordination and cooperation and so what I wanied o ask you are there going to be parallel tracks in terms of a process with other
agency Departments. Are we going to be sharing the same baseline information and be Involved in the same process? How is this
going to be done?

Sarah Dennis We've been trying to take the first steps towards that through this city roundtable so I think probably every
agency that deals with open space or has space that people access in any sort of recreational way has met with us at least 3 or 4
times during the last year and a half in terms of this process. So they're pretty aware of what's in front of you in terms of
policies. OQur next step though which I think you're getting at and I think is the reaj critical thing is coming up with action steps
that each agency takes. So the development of our action plan will definitely be a much more robust version of that city
roundtabie where we actually come up with tasks for each other for the next 5 to 10 years together.

Commissioner Bonilla: So it wilt be a parallel track with all the other Departments. I know that was an initial concern a few
years ago that not any one Department try to come up with a definitive vision and statement on doing the open space plan but
different Departments are or the fee Departments dealing with open space issues that they work together.
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Sarah Dennis T will méntion a real asset that we've had that hasn't been there in the past is the Mayor's office in greening
which actually puts a littie bit of the weight of the Mayor's office beyond forcing all the agencies to come together which has been a

real positive.
Commissioner Bonilfa: I think that rpund table was a good thing.
Commissioner Harrison: It your meetings have you included the Gardener's Union Local 261 and some of the other unions

regarding the maintenance and the volunteer Issues because there are things that they might be concerned about.

Commissioner Bonilla: We're trying to be very sensitive to those and our work with Dawn has acknowiedged that, We have
not mat specifically with those because at this point we're just at the policy level where we're tying to promote the concept and we
haven't come up with specific strategies or what volunteer groups could do but I think you raise a good point and it's something
we need to continue to further as we development the actual action steps that tells what we're trying to do.

Commissioner Harrison: It's hest to do it early on so you don't have issues later.

Sarait Dennis One thing I'll mention out the outreach. I'm sorry, I tied to keep my presentation brief so 1 omitted this, I did
mention that we had the complete series of workshops and survey which was very capably handled hy Neighberhood Parks
Council. Isabel Wade is here also with a summary of that which we're going to be posting on our web site and I don't know if she
had anything add.

Isabel Wade: Neighborhood Parks Council was please to orchestrate the public meetings around the open space task force the
toplc of open space but really to help city planning to get a lot of public feedback and Recreation and Park and thank you those of
you Commissioners who attended some of the meetings. There were 29 in all, 8 focus groups and 21 community meetings all
across the city. Generally it was about an haur and a half in length just a discussion about open space. And I just wanted to
highlight some of the topics because its very clear that the people's ideas about the use of open space has changed today as where
It was 20 or 30 years ago and I think it's important for the Commission and Department o know. So one of things that came out
in almost every meetirig in every part of the city interestingly was using parkland for food production, that was a big topic for a lot
of people. Of course our scope ended up being how to have a greener neighborhood because some neighborhoods don’t have
parks and Playgrounds as you know and we might have been off of park land talking about food production scheolyards for
example. But people are very interested in that. Ithink it's safe to say there's a lot more environmental awareness today and the
value of our green space as an environmental asset. But also people are very savvy about the fact that parks draw visitors, that
they also can have features and aspects that bring people out to get them to spend money in our city even if it's we the residents.
And so thinking more about them as an economic tool I think it more than where we used to be where it was just fun and games.
Also, the whole aspect of health and the importance of using these spaces which when you think about it is the free place all of us
have to go and exercise. People are very aware that these spaces are very important and therefor want to make sure they have
them. So that leads into filling the gaps. Sarah mentioned that's an ongoing need, especially in the eastern neighborhoods and in
some neighborhoods without and we're all aware of the limitations of funding but some fairly radical ideas came out of the
discussions. And again it was looking at models in other citles. In Seattle and 1 visited this park neighborhood parks are
considered such a priority and they've done such detalled gap analysis that they go out and they actively purchase property
whether it has structures on it or not that are in gap areas to make parks. The next time you're up there I suggest you visit
Homer Park i Seattle. If you happen to go to Victoria this summer you can go to Rutledge park and both of these parks were
sites of three houses, torn down, specifically to make a park. So I think we can think about that in terms of achieving equity in
some nelghborhoods. We can't wait untit we have vacant land because frankly that's becoming really a scarce commodity and
really in the new areas that we're developing we can't just offer developers and let them off the hook getting balconies and rooftop
gardens. That's not a park. That's not where you're going to play frisbee with the kid or walk that dog. This is not real. So we
have to be more aggressive and thinking of more radical solutions about acquisition. Sarah mentiohed a lot about connectivity,
diversity or uses. One of the exercises we did is we asked people what was their idea of a succesgful park in thelr neighborhood
and you can go to our web site and see our list. Kind of the touching partis frankly just about every park is on it and I really
appreciate that because people really care about their park but there were some distinguishing features. One of them the sites
naving diversity of use, that people really appreciated if there were multiple things that they could do at a park because there's &
lot of needs and so that's I think an important thing to think about when we're designing and I think we do that generailty, People
want it to be green and beautiful, there's no doubt about that, Putting a circle around Jackson Playground that's primarily
playfields doesn't cut it as a nelghborhood park. So we have to be aware that nelghborhood parks are places that can be used for
different things and they have to be green and attractive. Then accessibility. The main thing for people success really was could
they get to it and it is our city policy that we try to have a park within a 10 minute walk of everyone. We have a ways to go in
meeting that but 1 think overall the feedback we were getting was positive. 1 think what people felt though Is that it was very
important in our park system was civic engagement, public participation at these sites and Sarah mentioned there was a lot of
discussion at every single meeting about the roadblocks that are put up to both velunteering, to participating and trying to do a
small or even large capital improvement. There's a long ways to go in this area and it was reaily highlighted as these meetings,
the frustration of peeple trying to help their city and not being able to do so, Commissioner Sullivan asked about exampies in
other cities. We sent around the Commissioner President, Jared and others the example from Sacramento where thelr approach to
volunteers is very proactive. You apply, you are certified, and you're allowed to go out once you're certified and help during the
weeak which we do very little of here and at a park of your cholce or you select from there are an array of park projects to do. But
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we need to be doing more of this. We're not going to be getting @ fot more staff in maintenance and the critical aspect of a'
successful park to getting people to use i is the maintenance has to be kept and that's an essential thing that we really have to be
trying even in this hard economic time. So if § can answer any guestions.

Commissioner Lazarus: I was going to ask both of you out of these meetings and staff work, just quickly locking at this, it's
a iot of big picture but have you gotten down into not only the generic need of open space, does that also include the finding of
what we need in terms of active versus passive, what we need In terms of rec centers versus tennis courts, ete. Is that going to
be part of that process?

Isabel Wade: In an hour and a half you don't have time to get down ko that but actually we got down to a lot of nitty gritty
details about what people felt was needed about open space in the future. The action plan that we wiil put forward with the whole
coalition of folks working on this I think will have some very practical ideas some of which T just mentioned to you as thoughts
about new directions, how to secure open space, and how to deal with maintenance for example, how to deal with funding. Sarah
you can elaborate more on that.

Sarah Dennis: I will emphasize what Isabel says, the notes from the workshop will--when you try to talk to people about big
picture stuff they Inevitably focus down on actually what their needs are in the neighborhood so we did hear a lot about what
specific neighborhood needs are through those workshops. What we tried to do through the update of the element that you'll see
before you is on a high-level kind of lock at the walking distance that people had towards three categeries of open space and I
believe it's on page 17 of the open space element. We locked at whether pecple--the researchers found that when people are
geing to play sports or do something active they'll waik about a half-mile. S0 we locked at how many parts of the city actually had
sports fields or active uses within about a half-mite of where they live. Things like passive uses, picnicking, hanging out in a green
space, people will walk a fittle bit lohger too especially if it's a sunny day in San Francisco. So we tried to look at how many
neighborhoods actually had that within a half-mile. Then we looked at Playgrounds which particularly because of the constraints of
small children has a much smaller radius and tried to look at neighborhoods that actually had walking distance to that. This only
gives us a high-leval of where we need to focus our needs and where some of those high-needs areas. And so the idea with the
action plan that Isabel was mentioning in the next step is to loek at some of these targeted neighborhoods, Chinatown is a big one
that comes to mind as a high-naed area and work with the community to figure out the exact specifics of the open space that
would best meet their needs like a community garden, tennis court, etc. It's the kind of thing that the open space element won't
dao on a detailed level but it provides the framework for us to go into a community and work with them to make those decisions
through the action plan.

Commissioner Lazarus: Except it does have a lot of examples of trails and cther more detailed findings of where we have need.
Does it go Into say we have too many golf courses and not enough soccer fields or we nead five more regulation basebail diamonds
and three more Litde League diamends for the amount of growth we expect in those age populations? That level?

Sarah Dennis: The thing that gets tricky especizlly when we're talking about sports fields what we found especially through our
outreach s that people are travelling to piay sports because a lot of the sports flelds and reserved people are cnly haif the time
actually using the sporis fields that's within walking distance to them simply because they might have the time to walk to it is not
when they actually is open for their use, So it's pretty difficult to do a big assessment: like that, like we need 3 mere basebal! fields
just to meet the growth of the need. So what we're looking at through the action plan is a more targeted neighborhood talking to
people and what's missing. '

Commissioner Lazarus: You didn't look at the broader issue of for Instance our numerous club sports, teams, haw we
accormnmodate not just the walkup need of a resident but the needs of ail our participants who are signing up for those facilities, for
their Viking soccer league or the attorney's league softball or whatever.

Sarah Dennis: Not on a policy level. Agsain, the goal of the action plan which is more the action steps is to look at each of those
parks and which ones are over-subscribed and what they're over-subscribed in to try to figure out how to meet the demand there
on the spot. ’

Isabel Wade: 1 have cne other thought related to what you're saying. I mean, the Department got a study, a very therough
study and we're having more studies, but the study in 2004 that Leon Younger did really iaid this all out and it basically sits in a
drawer somewhere. I don't know what we have to do but it does seem to me te be the job of the Commission ko then say what is
the process to get from A to Z, We have recommendations fram a national expert, he did the studies, he has the data, sc how do
we meet the soccer field needs, is anybody looking at that?

Jared Blumenfeld: T don't want to get into now but the city fields foundation has spent hundreds of hours calculating--
[unintelligible]

Isabel Wade: But that's the key, getting these recommendations into implementable form and whatever the topic is because
otherwise it's just ideas. -

Commissioner Martin: I'm tooking at all this and I'm really concerned. I've been talking for 8 years and I stili don't
understand why you guys don't have it on here. When you're talking open space and parks, Brooks park sitting out there is the
highest park in this city that has open space where you can see the bridge and everything from it and got a school sitting right
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there and won't fix it so the kids of the school can go to that park and see something and have some place to play. I've been
talking to this place for 8 years. They fixed the wall but they still haven't fixed the park. Why don't you guys have it on here? It's
the most fixed up place that needs to be in this town.

Sarah Dennis I think that's a great point that we'll down for the acticn plan. Again, what we're distributing to you today Is a
100 year vision and policy staterment, so we don’t do things like mention specific parks or opportunity areas but we wilt jot that
down for our action plan.

Jared Blumenfeld: The San Mateo/San Francisco county line. We spent a lot of time finking the west side of the city to the north
side to the east side but very fittle about how you get from Hunter's Point to Ocean Beach. Most look at a perimeter and we've
kind of fust done an N or U depending on which way we're Jooking at it, that was point one and you don't need to respond to any
of these. Point two Is that the bay itself I would say is open space. We're surrounded on 3 sides by water, there's a ot of
recreational activities, we have a Marina, places like Seattle have done a huge amount to open up a view of what we think of as
apen space, so for me the water and activities and another thing that isn’t on here but hopefully will be goon, on the maps.
‘Treasure Island has a lot of open space [unintelligible] just the water aspect. At the beginning you kind of tally the total number

" of acres of open space which I think Is 5250 which ends up at .0006 acres per person, Istherea goal? Is there a number that we
want to achieve that we can work towards and what is that number? And most of the other things that we do like water use we
know gallons per water per day or energy or anything. I just don’t know what the national standards are on cpen space or couid
be. And then the final element reiates to climate change, what will climate change to do for our open space, Will It create more of
a burden for water, what does that mean? The final point is that a lot of these are like what would you--and I guess this does
require a follow up--if this is printed, today's it's draft, if it's finalized by the Board of Supervisors tomorrow how would the world
look differently, what would change as a result of this happening, would this require further implementation in order to actually
change the face of open space.

Sarah Dennis It absolutely does reguire further implementation. What we have before you is a viston and set of policies.
Policies the way they're implemented to the city mean that actions that the city is taking have to be consistent with those policies
but the policies themselves don't direct anybody to do anything. So that's why the action pian is such a eritical component of this.
Commissioner Bonilla: Well of course as you said we haven't had a chance to read this document but I certainly hope that one
of the major planning assumptions in this whole planning process is that we really Jook what you mentioned earlier and that is how
people, be it youth, adults, whomever, how San Franciscans are able to access our facitities hy walking. Ithink that is so critical.
When 1 was growing up we did everything walking. I think to the extent that we can encourage that and make that a major part
of this planning process and not have this refiance on parents driving kids to their activities after school especially when the
parents are not avallable to do so. The more that we work on really targeting the accessibility of our venues to kids after school 1
think that would be a very beneficial thing for us to do because I reaily do not feel that we have dohe as much as we couid in
terms of the after school population and so I'm happy that you're saying that maybe one of the cornerstones may be how you get
to & park or a rec center or whatever by walking. I'm glad about that and think it needs to be the focus.

This item was discussion only,

COMMUNITY GARDENS

Marvin Yee, with the Capital Division presented this item to the Commissior. I'm with the Recreation and Park Department and
one of my functions is as the program manager for the community gardens program. Just briefly, the community gardens
prograrm started in the early 1990s, In the early years it was managed by an outside entity through a city contract but in 2005 the
Recreation and Park Department took direct management of those gardens. So the eutline for my presentation today includes
giving you a brief program overview, then we'll talk about some of the benefits of the community gardens program to the
gardeners, to the city, to the Department and also to the earth. We'll talk about the growing demand and what are the
possibitities for expansion potential in order to meet those demands. The first thing I'd like to go overis whatis a community
garden. In the current policies that guide the community gardens program a community garden is a site operated and maintained
by community volunteers, What is grown in the community garden is for non commercial use. In other words, the gardeners are
growing things for their own personat consumption. They could also share in these good but they cannot be compensated by
selling those items. These things are grown through garden plets. Instructional gardening may be offered at these sites and
commeon expenses are covered through self imposed garden fees. This type of program is different from other type of communal
gardening in the Department In that this program the community garden sites are subdivided into allotments which are then
assighed to a person or entity to maintain on a day to day basis.

The community garden program containg 35 community gardens, These gardens are self managed and maintained by the
gardeners themselves who are considered volunteers. These gardens are [ocated on city property, most of them are on Recreation
and Park property but some are on other city agencies including the PUC and the Department of Public Works. This program is
funded through $150,000 annually in Prop C funds which was passed in the year 2000.  Through the passage of Prop C the funds
are available for the next 30 vears, up to 2030, with a minimum budget of $150,000 and in 2006 the Commission dicd approve a
policy which does guide the management of the gardens. In this map here it locates all of the gardens in the program, all 35
gardens. The ones shown in red dots are those on park property, the ones in yellow dots are shown on other city agency
properties and you can see they're kind of clustered in a part of the city where you would expect to find community gardens,
esgentially east of twin peaks where there's a higher density of population, where people don't have already their own private
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gardens and also it's in a warmer part of the city. But in the past couple of years I have definitely notice a reguest for community
gardens throughout the city and not just in the sunnier warmer parts of the city.

In this program the gardeners are largely responsible for the day to day maintenance. That includes the gardens plots themselves,
that includes the public areas within the gardens. Again, I mentioned that what they grow is only for personal consumption. They
self imposed gardens dues which is determined by the membership. Not all gardens charge gardens dues, it depends on what
their common expense needs are. The gardeners are also responsible for maintaining a wailt list do if there's no vacancies within
the garden the gardeners are responsibie for maintaining a wait list and offering vacant plots on the list. The community gardens
are oftentimes fences and even gated and locked. Because these gardens are located on public property they are to be publicly
accessible. This doesn't mean that the gardens have to be available at alt hours of the day, it means that the gardeners need to
provide a program of public access and that could mmean that they have posted hours for the garden in advance, maybe there are
regular hours and regular days of the month when the garden is open or they can be public events that are available to anyone to
come in as long as that event is posted in advance. And lastly the gardeners because they are volunteers do have to sign a waiver
just like any other volunteer activity that's done on park land.

The city however is still involved In the gardens although they are self-managed by the gardeners themselves. What the city
provides are deferred maintenance, particularly for those items that are structural in nature or that are regulated by the building
code. The Department alsoe provides capital improvements and we also renovate gardens and that wouid be an opportunity for the
Department to increase the capacity, that Is adding more plots into the gardens, and also to provide for wheelchair access. The
Department atso supports the gardeners in enforcing the policies and to carry out the program elements of the Commission
approved policies including bulletin boards. That was one of the items that was mentioned in the policies that we're currently
rolling out. And lastly the Department updates the webpage that is part of the Department’s website. Interestingly it does get the
gth most hits of any page on the site right behind the Commissions web page.

The gardens provide beautification on public land. These are garden like environments in public spaces. They also provide and add
to the variety of the recreational uses available in our parks. They also promote community in that a lot of the gardeners live
within waiking distance of the garden and the gardeners have to manage themselves, promoting that sense of community. And of
course the gardeners are growing things for themselves and maybe for others, promoting self-sufficiency. It's good for the
environment. In policles the gardeners are required to practice organic based practices, so we're not using pesticides, herbicides
in these gardens. And lastly because the program is-set up so that it is intended to be kind of & self-sustaining program it doesn't
take away Departmental resources, operational resources that couid otherwise goes to needs in our park system. $o with all these
wonderfut benefits it's really not a surprise this there's a growing demand for community gardens. Early indications of this demand
could be found in the 2004 survey that the Department conducted which indlcated that 47% of the households have indicated a
need for more community gardens which is the third highest ranked item in that category. The survey also found that community
gardens fell in the top 5 most important facilities out of 21 facilities options within that categery. This is also confirmed when an
inventory was done in June, 2008, where we inventoried and found that we do have 1038 garden plots available throughout the
city and that's only under the Department's managed gardens. At the game time we did have 110 people on the wait list. So with
this growing demand what are the possibilities for expanding the praogram to try to meet this growing demand? One way is to
renovate the existing garden, There is the potential to add more plots as we have done in Arkansas Friendship garden. You can
see in the overhead that we have a before and after photo. In this particular garden we did increase the number of plots from 9 to
14 so we've added & plots. If we did this to all the existing community gardens then we’d have a potential of increasing the
number of plots by 217 which would potentlally take care of half the people on the wait list.

The other possibility of expanding the program is to convert under-utilized parks into community gardens. This list that I've
provided has in no way been vetted by the Department. This is really an initial list based on my observations. On perhaps on
where a new community gardens could be set up. OF course, in order to do this would require capital investment. That concludes
my presentation.

Nancy Wuerfel: 1 want to thank the General Manager for bringing this to our attentien. This has got to be one of the tap
interests in my serving on PROSAC was to be supportive of community gardens. Ilove them. I think that this is just the best
thintg that can be done for the public. I was impressed with our article which lots of people have here today in the Examiner that
talks about the curiosity of a Garden Grows. It also identifies what Marvin has said about the needs. I want to make a very ciear
statement. Prop C has awarded $150,000 to this'in 2000 when that was the baseline that was to be updated. It's 10 years later,
it's anly $150,000 for this program. Something is wrong. The afier school program, volunteers, natural areas and urban forestry
all go their due just deserts and upgrades. This is the dnly program out of Prop C that has never once been given a thin dime
more than that original baseline mandated in the voters approval. So let's start right now today and understand that they are way
behind the scenes. Somebody is going to have to say gee I'm going to glve up extra penciis or crayons because this program hag
been totally under-funded. Two, when we talk about the fact that we have all these people on the waiting list, I think this is a
serious issue. We have people that want to participate in their level in our parks, we want to grow food, flowers, or whatever they
wank, Ithink this is fabulous. Whatever they want. I think this is fabulous. -1'd like to even suggest that we even think of
Sharpe Park as a beautiful community gardens only because it used to be a comwnercial agricultural setting. Se the land is there,
the weather Is there, we ought to think about that as one of the proposed uses when they're doing alternatives. I think we need to
look very clearly at the transparency with the selection of who gets to have a community garden. I'd like as usual to hear more
about the money. I'd like to see an interplay between what's going to cost to have an improvement on the capital level and what
it going to mean if we do get more money at an operational level to help Marvin and his works and I want to know what's going on
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with the money that's contributed for those people that are actually paying for the common expenses. To me there's a nexus here
that's not clear. We've got people paying, we've got the Prop C paying and now we have some other capital needs. So let's put all
. of this on the table. Ilike numbers, T really think that helps us focus on what we can to achieve the goal of not being front and
center with a fot of red ink on this paper. So let's hear it for community gardens. Ithink they're wonderfu} and they do good
things for alt of us, thank you. ' _
Martha Amaud: Martha Armaud. I was excited to see this on the agenda and tock the day off from work to come and talk to -
you just to express my support for this program very much and I'm working with a group that is interested in getting a community
garden on one of these plots that Marvin mentioned. It's the Geneva strip. Ilive in Mission Terrace and it's out near the Baiboa
park BART station and it's a piece of land owned by Recreation and Park that's across San Jose from the BART station and just
across Geneva from the Geneva office building and it was a garden for about 25 years, It's been overgrown for the past 15 and
we'd really like to turn it into @ community garden pow. 5o our understanding of the process is first we do our community
outreach and at this point we've got the support of all the tocal neighborhood assoclations for this project. There's a Cuyhuga,
Mission Terrace, the Quter Mission, and the Excelsior, and as well we've got about 80 residents from the neighborhood that have
signed their personal support for our project so ance we get the lfetter assembled we'll be coming to you hopefully for the approval
to go ahead and apply for grants. And then once we get grant funding secured we come back and apply for inclusion into the
community garden program. Seo thanks for the opportunity to let me mention out little profect and I lock forward to working with
you to make this happen.

Jared Slumenfeld: I was out there with Supervisor Aviloson and you can see it's fenced in and you can actually see the
remnants of the community gardens. How much would It cost to convert that land which at the moment has no use into a
productive community gardens?

Martha Arnaud: 1 don't actually have a number yet,

Marvin Yee: I've also been out there to the site. It is a sloping site so it's going to need a bit more deveiopment than let's say a
site that's on flat ground. The Arkansas Friendship garden that was recently completed was done at about $35 per square foot but
that site was agaln a fairly level site. I would imagine that the Geneva Strip site would need a little bit more than that.  Just off
the top of my head I would say between $35 and $50 a sguare fook.

Linda D’Avirro:  Linda D'Avirro, District 11 Council, and I also do want to support the mini strip and have it move up to & higher
level. It actuaily was pianned as part of the plans for the Baiboa area revitalization and we do want to put this land to use so that
if the conversation somehow gets awry someone doesn't build a parking lot on there on a landing strip or enramp or something,
So we'd like it moved up on the list because if you warnt to use the Crocker-Amazon LeGrande garden as an example we have a
waiting list and I think you probabiy know better than I Marvin but it's more than 26 people and probably more than that as of
today. So we really do need community gardens. The one thing I do want to leave you with that on that subject though is a good
community garden is a well-managed community garden and Marvin has actually stepped up in the case of the LaGrande
community garden at Crocker which is not in very good shape and really needs renovation for a number of reasons. But one
reason that our group got involved was some time in 2006 the park folks came to us and said they were getting & lot of complaints
about that waiting list and about the condition of the park and just in general how it's managed. My request would be perhaps to
have the park people who are actuaily resident NSAs be tnvolved in the community garden and also involve the community groups
that are thare as the watch people because we really don't have a way to get involved with community gardens because it's a
stand-alone autonomous organization that unless you are a community gardens you have hothing to say about it. And
unfortunately Jared didn't get & chance to see it because he was riding ali over town that day but you should have taken a look at
it. It's sad because there's about 11 or 15 plots that are fallow and it's just a bad example of a community garden but because
Marvin has taken up that issue and hopefully we'll see some movement on that I would like to see the park people themselves
involved because the rec manager gets the complaints, the park gardeners get the complaints and they can do nothing about it
because it just sits there as a little Island so I really think the organizational structure sheuid include the park people and
particularly the NSA park managers that are there.

Jared Blumenfeld: Since I'm desperate to get back on my bike since I den't get to get anywhere, let's set it up for next week,
I will come out.

Steve Currier:’ Steve Currier, OQuter Mission merchants and residents association, also Crocker Amazon. And Jared I'd love to
meet with you because everything that Linda sic was absolutely correct. All the rules that Marvin had laid out, none of the rules
of this community garden was followed, none whatsoever, and they even used pesticides and herbicides on thelr beds which t
think is really nasty. They used to also have running water which I don't know where it's at now because the spigot was shut off.
And one day 1 happened to be in the park deing something around a time that I'm normally not there which was like around 11:00
or 12:00 noon and believe it or not one of the gardeners was an older Asian lady cutside the fence pulling down a Camitia tree
because she thought it was in the way of the sun hitting her piants and I absolutely went ballistic because there are no rules in
that community garden. Commissioner Martin, you mentioned Brookes Park. They did a fantastic job on their community garden
and it is accessible to the public. This particular community garden in the Crocker ts not accessible to the public, it's focked up and
if you want to get in there's no way, you're rot going to be aliowed in. The other thing they did at one time and I spoke I think it
was Larry McNesby or Denny Kern is that somebody came out and put pavers on the side of the community gardens and I have no
idea when they did that. Of course the pavers are remaved now but ] think Linda is right, there needs to be a little bit ownership
within the community and the community gardeners so there's a conversation, there's something that needs to be done. If there
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needs to be structural maintenance or more dirt or whatnot there can be than conversation or feadership for the community
garden where there is not now. But this is really excited and we do support the Geneva Strip. Like I said I£'s about % of a block In
length and probabiy about 204 to 300 feet wide so I think it would be a fantastic accomplishment to clean up that piece of property
on Genevy Avenue,

Commissioner Harrison: A couple of questions. Couid this be considered open space, part of the open space plan?
Marvin Yee: It actually is mentioned n the open space element, It certainly is.

Commissioner Harrison: Is there criteria for these acquisitions of property for these community gardens, is there some kind
of criteria for it?

Marvin Yee: Notihat I know of. The only item that I think is similar to that in the earlier versions of the open space element is
that there was a goal of creating 200 more community gardens. Other than that, but the definition of community gardens in the
element of that plan was very broad. It could have been aliotment gardens. It could have been a communal managed gardens.
So it really encompasses all that, to get the community invelved in gardening.

Commissioner Harrison: What I'm getting at here Is on the corner of Lombard and Pierce there was a Standard station there,
a Chevron Station, it's been vacant for.like 3 or 4 years now, and I think that would, in that neighborhood, would be huge.

Commissioner Lazarus: That's because the city has rejected the developrnent plan for the site. The planning Cemmission or
the Board of Supervisors--the restaurant site, the oid Cheveron station, that whole thing is on hold for many years now as to what
the city wants and what the developer land owner wants.

Commissioner Harrison: A perfect use, nebody would be hurt and we would have a park greenway and epen space.

Jared Blumenfeld: I just wanted to thank Marvin who does an absolutely fantastic fob. Most people when the San Francisco
league of urban gardeners disappeared nobody really knew what institution wouid take over. He has done an incredible jobr. This
is oniy half his jeb and he continues to be a planner and a capital division doing large projects. So the fact that he can do this in
half his time is really remarkable. So thank you Marvin. :

This item was discussion only.

PARK SCAN

Isabel Wade: Happy to be here to give you an update about Park Scan. Some interesting and 1 think very helpful
devetopments. 1 think you're all aware the project is about 5 years old and we recently made some updates to the website,
listening to the community and aiso to Recreation and Park about ease of use. I don't know if we can see-- It gives you an idea,
that's the new website which has heen I think modified in a way to make it very easy to figure out what to do and just wanted to
tell you what some of the changes are. First of all, one of the most notable is that we require an email now from participants and
there were a variety of reasons for that be we think it's a good way for both us to get back to the participants and also for the
Department staff to get back te the participants which they indicated they want. The main thing people want to do is either send
an ohservation which you can do for any park in the city and some of them not Recreation and Park parks, they're whatever parks
we ¢ould get in the systerm we could put in, and you can make special reports. In terms of sending an observation you won't really
be able to see this but the blank line Is a very easy way for you to figure out what park, actually before this page there's a Google
map, so if you don't even have a clue the name of the park, wherever you are in the city, you can just hit a bubble on the map and
it will take you to that park, But if you putin a park and here it shows a map of the park and & big change--and I must say I reaily
pushed this, I have a big park and when I take the time to go around and make my park scans and T want to file & report I didn't
want to do one report for every observation. 5o now you see there's a red button, that's my first report I make up at the
Children's Playground and then I do my second one, and you keep doing reports, and you write down in the bottom in the square
what your comments are about your particular observations. So you can do ailt of your observations regardiess of feature all at
once now when you take the time 0 go to your park. So that's especially helpfully in any park but especially the bigger parks. So
I wanted to show you how you actually make an observation search. You probably can't read any of this but one of the things we
did was condense categories and that makes a big difference because it's pretty easy to see if it's trees or graffiti or whatever you
want and when yo go to make a search of the results you can either search by the park or you can search by the feature. let's
say you want to have all the graffiti citywide you can have that. If you want all the graffiti just in your park, Buena Vista, you can
get that. And you can drill down and get all this Information In whatever format you want, We alse make it by districts even
though Recreation and Park doesn't use those districts but elected officials are very interested in what's in their district. So if they
want to see all the graffiti in district 3 they can get that. We have behind the scenes in the backend of this the NSA districts and
we've iooped that for the Recreation and Park staff but the public doesn't know what the NSA districts are, they only know the
supervisorial ones. So this is a streamlined function and we think it makes it pretly easy to use Park Scan now.

Along the same lines of evolution the Department told us once 311 came in they didn't want to be getting source from two streams
of data, they just wanted to get the 311 data. Nancy B Faro in the 311 shop have really been great in working with us and
generaliy working with the community. They already have a relationship with the Bike Coalition as well. We work together very
closely so now all these Park Scan reports are actually linked on the backend to 311. 311 sends them in the way that they
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normally send them to Recreation and Park and we stilt send to NSA managers anything that comes through Park Scan our way
and they can respond to those or not. Now why do that? Because some of the NSA managers are actually people oriented and
they want to be in touch directly with people who have commented on things in the park under their supervision, so they actuaily
want to know who sent them and be able to respond. So it can work both ways., We're actuaily very happy with 311, this just
started on May 1%, but what we're happy about is we have the clout of the Mayor's office behind us in getfing these reports closed
out so from the public's perspective it's really, really good. So what is the added value of Park Scan? Well, the added value is the
reporting function and the transparency. Once it's closed out of 311 that's the end of it, you dor't see it anymore, Normally, if
you're just tracking on 311 you only see your observation, you don't see anything else about other observations for your parks,
other observations in the city, so for those of sur park advocacy community they're really active about using the data to improve
the park and their own stewardship group and to lobby and to help the city retain gardeners, they can go and show look we had all
this graffiti last year. If we don't have these painters our parks are going to be horrible.

I think you alf got the Park Scan annual report. That's I think ane of the big plusses and added values of our Park Scan system. I
think Jared the General Manager and the previous General Manager has used our data to make the case at budget hearing time
about what is needed and it's things that in the past weren't so obvious. You know there's graffit in the park, you know there's
garbage in the park. And you know that someatimes there's a lot of other capital related projects that you have te be able to make
a3 case for too. 56 we think that this report is useful for the Department. We certainly use it. All the Board of Supervisors we give
them a report, we take them on a waik every year, we notify them on the phone whenever there's something special in their
district so we think it's been very useful in that regard because all of this ultimately is how do we keep up our parks.

There's & few other things 1 wanted to mention that are linked with this. For us the other aspect of Park Scan that's important is
it's gotten people involved and engaged in their park, They get sometimes then further involved and join a park group or even
make a park group. This is what it's alt about in the fong run, we have to have peopie feeling ownership of these spaces and
ideally participating as volunteers, To make that happen there's certain features that would improve park maintenance. One of
thern wouid be having an information kiosk In every park. NPC has promoted this for somme time. We've installed a few thaniks to
the Mayor's chalienge fund. We've been able to put & of them in now but it really should be a standard feature of any capital
project beyond a certain size because people want to post the information if they're having a work day in the park or if they're
having pug day in the park. This is how you build communities and this is how you keep your parks in better shape. There's an
adage now in the maintenance work of good users drive out bad use and that's why we want to get all the users in the parks,
that's what Park Scan is alt about. The [ast but not least thing is that we're about to launch next Monday Park Scan in Portiand,
Oregon. So San Francisco is on the ground floor but we hope to be taking this to 2 number of other cities in America and we hope
that doing that will pay for a person In San Francisco and some additional outreach because we'd like to be advertising, I think that
would drive more use. We don't hava that kind of a budget right how. I'm happy to answer guestions about this program.

Commissioner Lazarus: 1 have one question, 1 was under the impression that obviously you get this information into the
Department, a trashcan is overflowing or there's graffiti on something but T laok through the report and 1 gather an item is closed
when it gets moved over to our work order systern.

isabel Wade: No.

Commigssioner Lazarus: I saw a lot of examples in here, District 1, slide is very corroded at joints, may soon wear all the
way through to the slide bed. Status closed. Long standing problem hag been inspected and added to work order system, That
may be 5 years before that slide is true,

Isabel Wade; That's true. That's one of the things we've gone back and forth about, trying to get a different response when
things can't be addressed, usuaily they're capital projects. From the public's perspective anyway we don't consider it closed until it
gets fixed but Recreation and Park staff are the ones who decide whether something is closed or hot. One of the advantages of
311, and I think Recreation and Park will be changing it's designations because of that, people can keep catling back and 311 will
keep on a Department if there's no satisfaction from their customers. So we have to have a pending status and that's what we've
heen recommending because capital projects are a jong-term effort and you can't close a lot of them until you have the money.
But nothing else Is closed theoretically untit the work is done,

Commissioner Lazarus: Another ohe here was a lawn that someone had driven on. It said closed, thank you. Does that
mean the lawn was resodded ar on the list to be resodded some time?

Isabel Wade: Or that the gardener didn't think it was relevant and just blew it off, We can't control the responses of the staff
and the way we hear about it is If the person who scanned it is mad about that response and says look the big rutis still there,
we'll get it again. But this time we get & phone call and then we'll call up the NSA manager and says what gives. Which by the
way is something efse 311 doesn't do.

Commissioner Sullivan:  This Is probably obvious to a lot of pepple in the room but can you just keep me through from the
moment I sert an email through Park Scan, what human being gets it and how does that get conveyed to a person on staff to do

something and how does it come back.

Isabel Wade: That's a great guestion. So for Park Scan it comes to us electronically and is electronically transferred now to
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311. It used to be just going directly to Recreation and Park when they told us to send the related cbservation. So an emall now
goes from us to 311, A 311 staff person enters the details of the observation into the 311 system and they generate a case
number and we also have a case number and then they notify the appropriate city agency. That's a speed up of the past because
in the past Recreation and Park had to say oh, it's not us it's DPW or the Art Commission or whatever. This way 311 knows all
these things and so they send them appropriately. After it goes into the 311 system the 311 person sends Park Scan an email
with the case details. When we get the emall from 311 our system automatically processes the email and updates the status of
the observation and we know now it's part of the work order system. We add the 311 case 1D to ours including the expected time
that this is supposed tc be fixed and that Recreation and Park has provided to 311, And then the Recreation and Park NSA
managers then get their email notifications from us as well. So they're either seeing that, want to respond to It, or want to wait
until 311 gets there. They can add their own respenses to the 311 system like this is a capital project or this we're taking care of
right away or whatever. The Park Scan users who are emailed as soon as anything is done either by 311 or if the NSA manager
has responded and then when the observation has been completely addressed it will be closed within the 311 system and then in -
turn on a periodic basis are updating the park system. S0 next year the annual report will have all the data from 311 and Park
Scan that has come through for the entire year. So you all will have a compilete record of all public commentary on parks that will’
come in through both avenues.

Commissioner Sullivan: Thank you, that's really heipful.

Nancy Wuerfei: I just have one question that P'd like to put out that isn't going to be answered today but I'd like to the
relationship of Park Scan to the improved survey from the Controfier's office far the parks, things have impraved. So I'd like to
suggest that there should be some causal relationship as assessed that if this is positively influencing work at Recreation and Park
and therefore the Controller's office goes out and does it's audit and they recognize themselves that they see the results of better
performance by Recreation and Park employees can we make a cause and effect so that we can at least give credit where credit is
due and recognize how that influences the work in the Structural maintenance division, the gardening division, the NSA
supervision. How does this work in terms of a collaborative arrangement to better the parks vis-g-vis the impartiality of the
Controlier's office. Thanks.

Linda D’Avirro: 1 just wanted to first of all thank Commissioner Martin for attending a meeting and I wanted you to know that
we were very fortunate to have our Supervisor Avalos hold a meeting for the McLaren Park, Crocker-Amazon, Herz and all those,
the second largest park in the city, and thanks to the community's input John convened the meeting and it was very well-attended,
It was packed to the gills with about 70-plus people and 15 different entities that have interest in that park and all of the things
going on from anything from bike tratls to natural areas to trying to put entertainment in the Jerry Garcia Amphitheater. I just
want again to thank you and Invite you to the future meetings which John has promised to hold. I'm sure you know this but
McLaren Park resides in three different superviscrial districts, so he chaired it and we had representatives from both districts 9 and
10. And the result of that Larry just so you know is that I've gotten a lot of phone calls and emails saying that they very much
appreciated having the attention paid to this part of town and I think it very well demonstrates that for years we've been
underserved and something like this having a Commissioner come to a meeting was very, very special and welcomed and
hoepefully you got something out of it or at least you saw a lot of issues that we have to work with with the parks, but I did want to
thank vou.

Commissioner Martin: I enjoyed it.

COMMISSIONERS' MATTERS
Commissioner Lazarus. we have no further meetings scheduled in May.

ADJOURNMENT
The Special meeting of the Recreation and Park Commission was adjourned at 3:06
p.m.

Respectfully submitted,
Margaret A. McArthur
Commission Liaison
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Anmarie Mabbutt_ . To SOTF@sfgov.org
<tenniselement@yahoco.com> ‘

[
11/23/2009 09:08 PM bee

Subject #7 - RECPARK DEFINITION OF RESIDENT FEES -
COMPLAINT #090717 - 12/1/9 HEARING

Dear SOTF,

As further evidence of the apparent improprieties surrounding the drafting, introduction and
passing of Ordinance #090717, please consider the Recreation & Park Department's own stated
policy and terms regarding Resident Fees as evidenced in the Recreation & Park staff report by
Dr. Terry Schwartz dated May 10, 2007 and the minutes of the Recreation & Park Commission
" May 17, 2007 meeting.

Here is a direct link to the May 17, 2007 Recreation & Park Commission meeting minutes:-

http://www.parks.sfeov.org/wom_recpark/RPC Minutes/051707.pdf

The definition of Resident Fees is contained in the entries for Resolution #0705-009.

Resident Fees are clearly defined as "intended to be available for individual residents for
occasional use (not to exceed four hours per month). These fees are not intended to be applicable
to leagues or organizations and are only available for booking through the walk-up window."
Thus, as you can see, the application of Resident Fees to private individuals and organizations to
conduct for profit youth summer activities for dozens if not hundreds of hours/week is not only

improper but is in clear violation of the Recreation & Park Department's own stated policy
regarding Resident Fees. ‘

Please include this item in the agenda item packet for Complaint #09070.
Thank you,

Anmarie Mabbutt
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Gavin Newsom, Mayor

Recreation and Park Commission

Minutes
May 17, 2007

President Martin called the regular meetmg of the Recreation and Park Commission to order on Thursday,
May 17, 2007 at 2:08 p.m.

ROLL CALL
Present

Gloria Bonilla
Tom Harrison
David Lee -
Meagan Levitan
Larry Martin

Absent
Jim Lazarus

President Martin announced that items 10 and 11 were removed from calendar.

GENERAL MANAGER’S REPORT .
General Manager Agunbiade gave an update on the Capital Planning Committee meeting,

CONSENT CALENDAR
On motion by Commissioner Levitan and duly seconded that following resolution was unanimously
adopted:

RES. NO. 0705-005
RESOLVED, That this Comunission does approve the minutes from the Special meeting of January 31,
2007.

GENERAL CALENDAR

NOE COURTS PLAYGROUND — AWARD OF CONTRACT
Staff Report

Noe Courts Playground is located at 24" and Ehzabeth Streets in Noe Valley. In Apni 2003, the Recreation

and Park Commission approved a conceptual plan to renovate the children's play area,

The Recreation and Park Department advertised a bid package for competitive bids. Three bids were received
that ranged from $292,220 to $338,000. The average bid is $309,845, which is higher than the engineer's
estimate of $269,098. The apparent lowest responsible bid was submmed by Valetta Construction in the amount
of $292,220.

Valetta Construction is an LBE firm located in San Francisco. It has performed on City sewer projects in the
past, and recently as a sub-contractor on the Little Hollywood Phase 1 prcgect Award of contract is also
pending HRC review and approval.

Source of Funds and Amounts

General Fund 05/06 $15,220
General Fund 06/06 $225,000
General Fund ADA $52.000
Total $292.220
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On motion by Commissioner Levitan and duly seconded the following resolution was unanimously

adopted:
RES. NQ. 0705-006

RESOLVED, That this Commission does award a construction contract to Valletia Construction in the
base bid amount of $292,220 to renovate the children’s play area at Noe Courts Playground.

GOLDEN GATE PARK — AMENDMENT FOR PERMIT FOR PUSHCARTS

Staff Report

On May 30, 2006, the Commission approved (Resolution 0603-005) awarding a permit for the operation of
pushcart vending in Golden Gate Park to Loyal3, Inc. Since beginning operations in July 2006 LoyalS,
Inc. has operated pushcarts at all four permitted locations in Golden Gate Park. One of the permitted
locations, the Big Rec Ballfield location, has unfortunately proven to produce insufficient foot traffic to
sustain pushcart food vending.

Proposal:

The Permittee desires to modify the permit to exchange the Big Rec Ballfield location for an alternate
Jocation in the Ocean Beach parking lot between Fulton Street and John F Kennedy Drive. Staff is
recommending substituting the location in the Ocean Beach parking lot between Fulton Street and John F
Kennedy Drive for Big Rec Ballfield location effective May 1, 2007.

This amendment will also serve to discourage unauthorized food vendors from coming into that location of
the parking lot at Ocean Beach.

Financial Impact/Source of Funds:
The current Monthly Guarantee will not be reduced as a result of this amendment. The annual revenue
received from Happy Belly under their current Permit is $94,000.

Pros: By relocating to Ocean Beach the public in that area will be better served. The additional foot
traffic will also give Permittee the opportunity to generate increased revenue from the new location to be
able to maintain the rental payment schedule.

Cons: None at this time.

On motion by Commissioner Harrison and duly seconded the following resolution was unanimously
adopted: : : RES. NO. 8705-007
RESOLVED, That this Commission does approve the First Amendment to the existing Permit for
Pushcarts in Golden Gate Park to change one Site Location from the Big Rec Ballfield (in Golden Gate
Park),to the Great Highway between Fulton Street and John F. Kennedy Drive.

RECREATION AND PARK DEPARTMENT — FACILITY USE FEE STRUCTURE AND SFREC
'ONLINE (CLASS) ADMINISTRATIVE FEES

Staff Report ‘

As the Recreation and Park Department (RPD) implements the sfRecOnline (Class) system, it has identified
several changes to department business practices to improve efficiency and maximize the effectiveness of
Class. Among these changes are revisions to the department’s fee structure.

The Department's current fee structure for wedding sites and recreation facilities is not compatible with the
sfRecOnline (Class) system. Under the existing structure the hourly rate changes after the second hour of rental.
The internal logic of Class requires, among other things, that the hourly rate be consistent. The proposed
changes are designed to make the fees more rational and workable in Class. The proposal also includes a shight
increase to the rental rates which were last raised in 2003.

Tn addition to modifying the facility rental fee structure, staff proposes the creation of several fees to facilitate
administration of the sfRecOnline system. The fees, which will include charges for actions such as
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withdrawal from a program and cancellation of a facility reservation, are desxgned to capture administrative costs (
and make the depariment's business run more smoothly, ' ‘

Proposal

Wedding Sites

The Department divides its weddmg sites into two groups depending on capacity and desirability. Staff proposes
to change the fee structure from one in which the first two hours cost one rate and the succeeding hours cost
another rate. The new structure would inchude both a mandatory reservation fee and a standard hourly rate. Al
sites require a two hour minimurm reservation. Fees would be increased by either 10 or 20 percent, depending on
the site. Fees for wedding sites were last increased in spring of 2003. The following table illustrates the new fee
structure for each of the department’s eight wedding sites.

Weddings Proposed Fees ' Caurrent

Site Reservation Fee  Hourly Rate Total Fee Fee % lncrease

Chain of Lakes (Middle Lake) 200 50 300 250 20%

Fuschia Garden 200 50 300 250 20%

Portals of the Past/Lloyd's Lake 200 30 300 250 20%

Rose Garden 200 50 ‘ 300 250 20%

Chinese Pavilion 350 100 550 500 10%

Queen Withelmina Garden - 350 100 350 500 10%

Shakespeare Garden 350 100 350 500 10%

Palace of Fine Arts Rotunda 350 100 550 500 10% Vs
All sites have a two hour minimum rental ~

Recreation Facilities

Recreation famhty rental rates differ depending on the type of facility. The Trocadero Clubhouse at Stern
Grove is a premiere site, as are the newly renovated clubhouses at Julius Kahn and West Portal
playgrounds. Staff proposes to change the recreation facility rental fee structure to mirror the proposed
structure for weddings. All sites would have a mandatory reservation fee with a standard hourly rate and a
minimum rental period. Fees would be increased between 12 and 18 percent depending on the facility. Fees
for recreation facility rentals were last increased in spring 2003. The following table 111us’£rates the new fee
structure for recreation facilities.

Recreation Facilities Proposed Fees Reservation Current
Fee Hourly Rate Total Fee  Fee % Increase
Stern Grove (Trocadero) '
Monday - Thursday 40 . 110 700 600 17%
Friday - Sunday 156 115 840 730 i2%
Legal Holidays : - 150 113 840 750 12%
Six hour minimum rental
Julius Kahn Clubhouse 15 63 145 125 16%

PN
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West Portal Clubhouse 15 65 145 125 16%

Two hour minimum rental

Class A Recreation Center ' 5 40 85 75 13%
Class B Large Clubhouse 5 30 65 55  18%
Class C Small Clubhouse 5 . 20 45 40 13%

Two hour minimum rental

sfRecOnline (Class) Administrative Fees

Efficient implementation of the sfRecOnline system requires the creation of several administrative fees.
These fees are designed to capture administrative costs, drive customer behavior and encourage smoother
business processes. Implementation of administrative fees is unlikely to generate any significant revenue due to
the relatively small amount being charged and the relative infrequency of their use.

Refund processing fee: $10 or 20% of the fee, whichever is greater. This fee would apply whenever a customer
requests a refund. The fee captures a portion of the administrative time associated with processing a refund, It
also encourages customers to leave a credit within the sfRecOnline system to apply to another program at a
later date.

Program withdrawal/cancellation processing fee: $10 or 20% of the fee, whichever is greater. This fee would
apply whenever a customer wishes withdraw from a program. It will capture a portion of the administrative
time needed to make changes to program enrollment. Additionally the fee discourages customers from
enrolling in multiple overlapping programs and withdrawing just prior to the start of the programs.

Facility Use Cancellation fee: $20 or 20% of the rental fee, whichever is higher. This fee would apply to
cancellation of facility rental reservations. The fee would help to capture revenue lost when potential
customers have been turned away when a site is booked but then cancelled.

Pros:
These changes to the Department’s fee structure will allow the department to run a more efficient business

renting its facilities and maximize the potential of the sfRecOnline system. In addition the enthanced fee structure

is expected to generate between $50,000 and $100,000 in additional revenue for the department in the next
fiscal year.

Cons:
Slightly increased fees may result in a reduction in facility rentals.

Chloe Good commended the Department on changing the fees and supported the reasonable incréase.
She also stated that in the fiture Neighborhood Parks Council would recommend a bit more outreach to

the community.

On motion by Commissioner Levitan and duly seconded the following resolution was unanimously
adopted: RES. NO. 0705-008
RESOLVED, That this Commission does approve changes to the facility use fee structure for wedding
venues, recreation centers and clubhouses as well as discussion and possible action to add new
administrative fees for the sfRecOnline system.

RECREATION AND PARK DEPARTMENT- ATHLE’ITC FIELD USE POLICIES AND FEES
Staff Report
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With the implementation of CLASS recreation management software, the Department has undertaken a
redesign of the permit and reservation system used to manage the allocation of athietic fields to users. As
a part of this process it was imperative for the staff to conduct a study of the current use of City managed
fields. The study analyzed the existing supply of the fields and the subsequent demand from users.

A combination of the CL.ASS implementation and the results of the field use study require the need to
change the existing field use process. This Agenda ltem addresses some of those policies that are needed to
standardize the use and distribution of the fislds and to clarify the fees that are to be administered when
individuals, groups and organizations rent these athletic facilities.

Issues that are important to users are:

To have a level of confidence that the fields that are rented are administered in a fashion that is
transparent to the users. To feel that when they secure a contract for the use of a field, they have the
confidence that the field will be in suitable condition and properly prepared for their activity.

To have a clear understanding of the costs to reserve the athletic facilities managed by the city Permits and
Reservations Division. {The last time fees werealtered was the £l of 2005)

Field Use Transparency .

Exhibit A reflects the current fee schedule for the department. You will note the complexity of the options
as you review the exhibit. With this schedule the consumer has no idea what the costs will be when they submit
their reservation interests. In addition, the current siructure is cumbersome.

Exhibit A

Hourly Rates for Fees RESIDENTS NON-RESIDENTS PROFIT BUSINESS
SINGLE USE RESERVATION

SOFTBALL LIGHTED (1.5 hours) $35.00 $65.00 $85.00
SOFTBALL NON-LIGHTED (1.5 hours) $25.00 $50.00 $70.00
BB/GS LIGHTED (2 hours) $50.00 $70.00 $50.00
BB/GS NON-LIGHTED (2 hours) $46.00 $60.00 $80.00
BR/GS LI GHTED (3 hours) $75.00 $85.00 $95.00
BB/GS NON-LIGHTED (3 hours) $65.00 $75.00 $85.00
TWILIGHT (April - September) $30.00 $40.00 $80.00
MULTIPLE USE RESERVATIONS )

SOFTBALL LIGHTED (1.5 hours) $40.00 $70.00 $100.00
SOFTBALL NON-LIGHTED (1.5 hours) $2800 . $55.00 $90.00
BB/GS LIGHTED (2 hours) $55.00 $75.00 $120.00
BB/GS NON-LIGHTED (2 hours) $45.00 $65.00 $110.00
BB/GS LIGHTED (3 hours) $80.00 $90.00 $140.00
BB/GS NON-LIGHTED (3 hours) $70.00 $80.00 $130.00
WINTER RESERVATIONS (November -March) |

LIGHTED - SINGLE (1 hour) $25.00 $30.00 $70.00
INDIRECT LIGHT - SINGLE (I hour) $20.00 $25.00 $40.00
LIGHTED - MULTIPLE (per hour) $30.00 $35.00 $75.00
INDIRECT LIGHT - MULTIPLE {per hour) $25.00 $30.00 $45.00
THE FOLLOWING ASSOCIATED FEES APPLY TO RESIDENTS, NON-RESIDENTS & PROFIT BUSINESS
EXCLUSIVE USE $45.00

WEEKEND EVENING - After 5:00PM (3 hour mininsm) $80.00 + Staff




SOFTBALL/BASEBALL LINES $20.00
BASE LINES AND BATTERS BOX $40.00
SOCCER/LACROSSE/RUGBY/FOOTBALL #1 $80.00
GAFELIC FOOTBALL (Twice the size of soccer) $160.00
FOOTBALL #2 (Every 5 yards) $120.00
SCHEDULING FEE (Over 25 reservations) $10.00
ENVIRONMENTAL FEE (Applied to leagues weekly) |$100.00

Exhibit B reflects that our current structure (Exhibit A) ranges from $16.70 per hour to $66.70 per hour with a
variety of ranges in between, For instance the cost of renting a soccer field for 2 hours versus 3hours fora
resident is $20 per hour increasing to $21.70 per hour but the cost for a For Profit enterprise reduces from $40

to $28 per hour. In addition there are a variety of fees that users find confusing.

Exhibit B

Current Scenarios Current Unit  {Price Current Structure Cost Per Hour

Single Use in Hours Resident  |NonRes |Profit  {Resident {NonRes  Profit
Sofhall Non-Lighted 1.5 $25 $50 $70 $ 16.67 1§ 3333 1% 46.67
Softbali Lighted 1.5 $35 $65 $85 $ 23.33 1% 43.33 1% 56.67
BB/GS Non-Lighted 2 540 $60 380 $ 2000 1% 30,00 [$ 40.00
BB/GS Lighted 2 $50 370 $90 $ 2500 |$ 35.00 |[§ 4500 |
BB/GS Non-Lighted 3 365 $75 $85 $ 21.67 |$ 25.00 |§ 2833
BB/GS Lighted 3 $75 385 $95 $ 2500 (% 28.33 |[§ 3167
Current Scenarios Caurrent Unit | Price Current Structure Cost Per Hour

Multinle Use Reservation  }in Houss Resident |NonRes jProfit {Resident  [NonRes Profit
Softball Non-Lighted 1.5 $28 $55 $90 i$ 1870 | 3667 (36000
Softbal] Lighted 1.5 $40 370 $100 1% 2667 |346.67 |3 66,67
BB/GS Noa-Lighted 2 $45 $63 $110 [§ 2250 1§ 32,50 1% 55400
BB/GS Lighted 2 $55 $75 $120 |$ .27.50 18 3750 |3 6000
BB/GS Non-Lighted 3 70 $80 $130 [$ 2333 15 26.67 |§ 4333
BB/GS Lighted 3 $80 $90 $140 |$ 26.67 15 3000 |$46.67

The intent of the proposed new schedule is to make the process simple enough so that a person who wants
to rent the outdoor athletic facilities can go to the categories that apply fo them, determine fees based ona
simplified schedule. It is also designed to improve fee consistency.

Field Suitability

One element of frustration ficld users have is the inconsistency of the field conditions when they are given a
permit. When we allocate fields, we need to create a funding stream to ensure 2 field will be in good
condition. Field condition can be separated into two considerations; proper seasonal conditioning and game
day preparation.

Field conditioning is a cost that is incurred by the City and would cover the general care and maintenance
of the field prior to the beginning of the season. These preparations might include gopher remediation, the
repair of ruts and holes in the furf resulting from the gopher population, annual aerification and seeding, furf
replacement and backfilling cinder on the infield of softball and baseball fields. These practices have not kept
pace with the increase in field use given the shortage of gardener staff. Increasing the number of gardeners
who work in these areas to improve the condition of our fields is highly desirable.

Field preparation costs are associated with the appearance of the fields on the day of the game. Many times
permit users elect to have the fields marked for the games. The revenues to support these costs are o be
generated from the permit holder if they elect to have the service completed. In the ideal world, the employee
costs to complete these cosmetic and game day services are recovered from these fees. This is a line of
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business that can be capitalized on if the department can ensure high quality and consistency when completing
the work. This would play a significant role when increasing our credibility among users. '

Exhibit C

gg{;?gg:fe New Fees Change
Facility Fees Hnit
Resident Per Hour $20 $25 $5
Non Resident Per Hour $30 $65. ' 335
Non Profit Per Hour $20 $25 35
Profit Per Hour $50 $63 $15
Hxtra Fees/Additional Charges \
Multiple Use/Hour (after Isthr) Per Hour $35 $0 -$5
Lighted Per Hour $5 $10 $3
Exclusive User/Booking/Toumamants/leagues Per Day 345 $45 ‘ 50
Off Hours {After 5 Weekend) PerHour |Staflf $50+$80/ booking |Staff/ $50+ $80/ booking |Stafff $50 + $80/ booking
Base Lines Softball/Baseball -|PerBooking  {$20/60 $60 $40/0
Soccer/Laczo/Rugby/Football PorBooking  |$80 $120 $40
Gaelic Football Per Booking $160 $180 $20
Football (5 Yards) PerBooking  |$120 $160 $40

7

Exhibit C represents the rates that are recommended for the Fiscal Year 2007/2008. The first column labeled
Current Price New Structure reflects the need in Class to have a single hourly rate structure and a melding
of the current rates to as closely as possible match existing rates. The New Fees reflects changes to this New
Structure, The essentiz] recommendations of the New Fees are:

To eliminate the Multiple Use Fee, Environmental Fee and Scheduling Fee

To offset the elimination of the multiple use and Environmentat Fee by raising

fees for Residents and Non-Profits by $5

To increase fee for Non-Resident to same fee paid as the For Profit

To apply the Exclusive Use fee to townaments and weekend leagues as a one time

per day charge for the exclusive use of the fields
+ To increase fees for lights to $10 per hour

Exhibit D illustrates the percentage each of these groups will experience from the recommended changes.

Exhibit D
Current |Change Per Hour from Current Fees % Change from Cutrent Fees
Single Use Hours  [Resident |[NoaRes |NonProfit |Profit Resident |[NonRes jNonProfit |Profit
Softball Non-Lighted [ 1.5 $ 833 | 3167 |§ 833 {F 1833 150% 95% 50%  {39%
Sofiball Lighted 1.5 $ 1167 1% 3167 |3 167 {§ 1833 {50% 73% 50% 32%
BB/GS Nogn-Lighted 2 $ 500 |$ 3500 |§ 5.00 § 2500 |25% 117% 25% 63%
BB/GS Lighted 2 $ 1000 |$ 4000 (5 10060 {8 3000 [40% 114% 40% 67%
BB/GS Non-Lighted {3 $ 333 54000 (8§ 333 {§ 3667 [15% 160% 15% 129%
BB/GS Lighted 3 $ 1000 ($ 4667 |5 1000 {$ 4333 140% 165% 40% . |137%
Current  [Change Per Hour from Custrent Fees % Change from Current Fees
Multiple Use Hours |[Resident {NonRes |NonProfit [Profit ~  [Resident [NonRes [NonProfit jProfit
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Softball Non-Lighted  |1.5 § 633 |5 2833 15 633 IS 500 [34%  [77%  [34%  [8%
Softball Lighted 1.5 § 833 15 2833 |5 833 1% 833 131%  [61%  [31%  113%
BB/GS Non-Lighted |2 $7350 |5 3250 |5 250 13 1000 (11%  100%  |11%  [18%
BBJGS Lighted 2 3750 |5 3750 15 750 |8 1500 [27%  [M0%  |27%  125%
BE/GS Non-Lighted |3 $ 167 |6 3833 |§ 167 |$ 2167 |7% s 7% 50%
BB/GS Lighted 3 § 833 S 4500 |5 833 |$ 2833 [31%  [150%  [31%  |61%

BB=Ball Fields
GS=Ground Sports

While the percentage is an interesting number to review it is important to know that the change is relatively
-small except for the non-resident groups.

Definition of Renters
One area of continuing confusion has been the lack of definitions for our renters so that it is clearly defined

who is eligible for which category of fees. We are asking the Commission to approve the following
categories:

o  Resident Fees: Resident fees are intended to be available for individual residents for occasional
use (not to exceed 4 hours per month). These fees are not intended to be applicable to leagues or
organizations and are only available for booking through the walk-up window.

»  Not For Profit Fees: Not For Profit fees are available for programs administered by Approved Not
For Profit Organizations. These organizations provide organized access to fields for San Francisco
residents and are not used to generate income to organizers or sponsors. In order to determine who
is eligible for these fees, the Department intends to have groups file applications for approval to
ensure that these groups are meeting these requirements (as described below).

e For Profit Fees: For Profit Fees are intended to apply fo any renter who is generating income from

the use of the field including compensation to organizers, fundraisers or subsidies to other
programs.
Non-Resident Fees: Nonresident fees are intended to apply to any user of fields by nonresidents.
School Use: SFRP does not charge San Francisco schools for fields used for PE programs during
the school days (before 3 pm) or for school leagues for grades 6 and up who use the fields before
after school on weekdays.

e Youth Leagues: The Department does not charge ANFP's serving San Francisco youth with after school
and weekend programs.

e SFRPD Programs; Programs offered by the Department receive access to fieldsat no cost.

Regional. State, National, International Sporting Events: The fee for these events will be determined
using the ANFP criteria and must be approved by the Commission.

Approved Not for Profits
The Department seeks approval for authority for the Staff o create an application and approval process to

determine if an organization is an Approved Not for Profit.

Definitions of Approved Not For Profits
' e  Volunteer-based or obtain funding from independent fundraising sources.

s Provide programs priced at or near the direct cost-recovery level to San Francisco residents.

o Department has learned that some organizations run programs that have paid large salaries to
sponsors or administrators or generated profits that have been used to fund other organizational
operations or to make charitable donations. Approved Not For Profits must demonstrate that they are
not using their operations for these purposes or they will have to pay the For Profit Fees.

Apvlication Process - The Staff will finalize the application process but it will include at a minimum:
s Aymual application and fee of up to $250 per year ‘
o Must be 501 ¢3 or serve fewer than 125 participants
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¢ Must provide financials statements and details of fees and expenses as well as Budget

¢ Board of Directors certify no officer, director, or administrator is benefiting financially directly or
indirectly from this program except as disclosed in detail O Evidence that they are serving San
Francisco residents

»  Due to field limitations, new ANFP applicants will only be permitted if they are meeting a need not
covered by other groups ‘

Approval Conditions - The Staff will finalize the approval conditions but they will focus on two elements:

» Not Generating Income: Organizations must demonstrate that the programs are not generate
income to pay salaries to sponsors or coordinators or generating profits that are used to fund other
aspects of the organizations' operations or to make charitable donations.

*  Who is receiving compensation in connection with the program? Are directors and officers all
volunteers? Programs administered or coordinated by paid coaches will be presumed not to meet this
standard. Is the program operating at a relative breakeven and what is the program
doing with any excess revenues?

»  Has the program in the past followed SFRPD requirements including those regarding field clean-
up, recognizing rainout closures, returning unused fields in a timely manner?

e Is the program open to all in San Francisco and does it provide scholarships for those who can not
afford to pay? Is there a nonbiased method for determining who will participate (first come, first
serve, lottery)?

Serving Residents: At least 90% of the participants in each program must be San Francisco residents
If the program also uses fields outside San Francisco in a proportion at least equal to the percentage
of non San Francisco residents, the program will be eligible for the not for profit rate.

" Policy

In concert with these recommended adjustments, we continue to review the policies that are associated with
the operations of the Permits and Reservations Division. Some of the policies that we assess and will offer
recommendations for in the future include:

20% Rule- This rule was created to prevent the fields from being reserved 100% of the time in any given
week. 20% of the available fields in any given week were held back and distributed each Tuesday morming.
The intent would be that these fields would be available for individual occasional users. While the rule was a
good one in theory, in practice it was abused frequently by organizations that could not get enough fields to
conduct their leagues. Every Tuesday morning the league representatives waited in line to attempt to get as
many bookings as they needed to conduct their respective league. In addition, it allowed for profit groups to
rent at lower rates. We will recommend a reduction in the percentage holdback to improve this condition.

Priority Guidelines for Field Allocations

The priority guidelines for how fields are allocated will be refined, The most difficult times for the
distribution of fields is between 3:30 and 7:30 on weekdays and weekends in the fall and spring. We will be
looking at how the fields will be allocated among several groups including recreation and park programs,
an increase in the number of fields that need to be allocated for recreation and park girls programs, public and
private schools, youth group leagues, not for profit groups, and private organizations.

Tighteniing of Schedules
There needs to be guidelines as to when people are scheduling their programs to comply more closely with
the recreation and park department seasonal schedule (4-13 week program cycles).

Punitive Measures _ :

There are a number of individuals who are openly ignoring the policies of the reservation system. Measures
will need to be determined to discipline individuals and organizations that attempt to circumvent or ignore the
established policies for field reservations.

Monitoring Use
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We need to establish a system that monitors the use of facilities and the revenues that are generated by
revenue type. We also need to set up the system for the no pays (schools, youths efc), no one can be a no pay
unless they are in the system as an approved no pay. Then at the end of the year you could look at the total
subsidy to that group. In addition, we want to ensure that fields that are reserved are actually utilized. For the
no pay group, there is currently no incentive to return unused fields.

Financial Impact; Jt is unknown what the financial impact of these recommendations will be in relationship
with previous operations. One purpose of the CLASS software is to provide the Department with 2 tool that
will allow us to begin to measure the results of these decisions. In the future we will be able to provide
detailed financial history of each revenue line that is used to collect fees.

Pros:
e The fee schedule is proposed to simplify and clarify the fees that are charged to
permit holders for the use of the fields. :
o The policies that are under consideration will help to standardize the
administration of the use of the fields,
e  Fees have not been increased for two years. This schedule is intended to keep up
with the cost of opetations and improve field operations.

o Fee increases and policy changes may promote users who use our facilities to
object to these changes and may cause push back.
o The new system will have the potential to influence some users in a negative way.

Chloe Good stated that the Neighborhood Parks Council was impressed with the thoughtful, sophisticated
and transparent product, the process that this product has undergone and that they were looking forward to
seeing the results in two years.

On motion by Commissioner Harrison and duly seconded, the following resolution was unanimously
adopted: _ RES, NO. 0705-009
RESOLVED, That this Commission-does: 1) approve the Athletic Field Use Policies and 2) recommend
that the Board of Supervisors approves changes to the Athletic Field Fees for the administration of the use
of the athletic fields managed by the Recreation and Park Department.

RECREATION AND PARK DEPARTMENT — ARTICLE 12 - FEES OF THE PARK CODE
Staff Report

RPD currently has over 440 different types of fees including program fees. Annually the Recreation and Park
Department (RPD) considers modifications to the Park Code Article 12, FEES o update the Code to
incorporate changes to existing fees and to consider addition of new fees. Proposed fee changes are
reviewed by the Recreation and Park Commission and recommended to the Board of Supervisors for
consideration within the context of the RPD budget.

Under the current business model, the Department's planned expansion of programming will increase the
number and variety of program fees and would add additional complexity to the current fee structure, hi addition,
new recreation programs will be created throughout the course of the fiscal year in response to residents'
changing demand for new programs that may require associated program fees. The current policy and annual
program fee approval process significantly reduces program planning and development flexibility; hinders
RPD responsiveness to changing trends and residents’ demands; and is inconsistent with current industry
practices.

The 2006 Management Audit conducted by the Board of Supervisors Budget Analyst validated
recommendations of the 2004 Recreation Assessment and recommended RPD review, simplify, consolidate
and standardize the Department's fee structure. The Audit also recommended standardizing existing program
content and increasing the number and variety of program offerings to meet the needs of the City's population.
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The Recreation Assessment also found that the pricing of recreation services needed to be done with more
consistency and legibility and recommended that recreation programs be priced based on the cost of
services and a subsidy considered appropriate for the program based on the level of benefit received and
community values supported. '

Expanding priorities for limited City financial resources and increasing operation costs necessitate that
RPD consider generating program revennes to offset program expenses, increase program quality and
potential reductions in General Fund support. General Fund support for the RPD recreation programs has
decreased for five fiscal years resulting in a 10% reduction in recreation staff; over 20% budget reduction
for program related materials and services to support program effort; and an overall net reduction in
program offerings.

Currently Neighborhood Service Area budgets for recreation supplies and program related contractual

_ services average between $12,000 and $15,000 per vear and total only $100,000 to $120,000 annually for the

Neighborhood Services Division. There are over 130 recreation program staff in the Neighborhood Services
Division. On the average, each staff member has a program budget of less than $1,000 annually for up to
1,560 contact hours of programming. This ameunts to less than $0.65 per contact hour for program expenses.
Clearly this funding level can be a significant deterrent to program quality and content.

RPD currently charges for some specialty programs such as Latch Key and Tiny-Tots at neighborhood
facilities and for intermediate/advanced and advance programs offered at citywide facilities like the Randall
Museum and Sharon Art Studios. RPD can increase program revenues and enhance program quality by
expanding the number and variety of program opportunities and by charging activity fees on rew programs.

The Recreation and Park Department (RPD) is proposing revisions to subsections of Article 12, of the Park Code,
to be applied to firture new programs to support improvements to the quality, consistency and variety of
existing recreation programming. The proposal would create a new simple single program fee structure that
could eventually be used for recreation programs department-wide.

This strategy involves recovering a portion of the direct program expenses through activity fees charged
program participants. Activity fees could be charged for pew intermediate, advancedfintermediate and
advanced programs consistent with general public agency standards and industry program practices. No fees arg
recommended for existing free beginning and intermediate programs. The adopted Departmental
Scholarship Program would defray 50% of program fees for eligible participants.

‘The change would be implemented effective September 2007, in concert with full implementation of CLASS
program registration which would include an expanded catalog of new programs currently under
development.

Proposed Fee Structure
Newly developed programming standards will require Recreation Directors o provide an average six (6) contact

program hours of every eight (8) hour day (equals 30 program hours per week). Under this proposal, each
Recreation Director will be developing new beginning, intermediate, advanced / intermediate and/or
advanced program levels. Each staff has been directed to create the equivalent of one contact hour per day
(five contact hours per week) in fee generating programs within one of the program levels,

‘Under this proposal each new program would be evaluated for ifs revenue generating potential based upon direct

program costs such as travel, instructional services, materials and supplies, equipme‘r_lt rental identified in
the each program proposal. This proposal does not include 2 component to recover staff wages and benefits
which are estimated to comprise 80% or more of program delivery costs,

The development of each new program will require staff preparation of a program proposal which details
program content, schedule, and costs. Proposals will be reviewed by the Neighborhood Service Area Manager
and the Superintendent. If appropriate, the new program would be approved as a revenue program and a fee
would be determined based upon direct costs. The program wouId be assigned to a program experience level
on a new program fee schedule,



The proposed Program Fee Schedule would have four levels; beginning, intermediate, advanced / intermediate

- and/or advanced base upon program content. Each fee schedule band will have a range of five (5) price points.
Fees will be sef at a price-point within the band based upon consideration of program content and duration, direct
program costs and fees for similar programs. A copy of the proposed Program Fee Schedule is attached as
Exhibit A. '

The Program Fee Schedule would be defined in Section 12 of the Park Code and reviewed by the Recreation and
Parks Commission and the Board of Supervisors annually, as necessary during the budget process. Program fees
will be used to offset reductions in General Fund support and to defray activity expenses for materials,
supplies and other services directly associated with the activity.

Program Fee Examples
The following are examples of how the Program Fee Schedule would be used to calculate a program fee:

Program A Example

» A new beginning program with a fee set at Beginning Level, Step 3 (80.50/contact hour) meeting
fifteen (15) hours per week for eight (8) weeks (120 program hours) would result in a total fee of
$60.00 per eight (8) week session for each participant.

s That same program with 12 participants would then generate $720.00 per session in gross TEVEnUe.

Program B Example '

» A new intermediate program with a fee set at Intermediate Level, Step 1 ($1.25/contact hour) meeting
three (3) hours per week for eight (8) weeks (24 program hours) wouid result in a total fee of $30.00 per
eight (8) week session for each participant.

+  That same program with 12 participants would then generate $360.00 per session in gross revene.

Program C Example ‘

e Anew advanced intermediate program with a fee set at Advanced Intermediate, Step 1 ($3.00/contact
hour) meeting five { 5) hours per week for eight (8) weeks (40 program hours) and would result in a
total fee of $120.00 per eight (8) week session per participant,

s Program C with 12 participants would generate $1440.00 per session in gross revenue.

Fiscal Impact
The Department conservatively estimates $50,000 in new revenue to the General Fund from this proposal in the

first year of operation based on approximately 42,000 participant hours created by 131 FTE Reoreation Director
and Assistant Recreation Director positions. '

The impact to participants could be mitigated by the adopted Departimental Scholarship Program which could
deftay 50% of program fees for eligible participants.

Chloe Good with the Neighborﬁood Parks Council stated that the proposal reflected analysis and they were
encouraged by the fair and equitable fee structure. However, they encouraged more public outreach when
the programs were more delineated and specific to gain additional feedback.

On motion by Commissioner Levitan and duly seconded, the following resolution was unanimously
adopted: RES. NO. 0705-810
RESOLVED, That this Commission does recommend that the Board of Supervisors adopts the revision to
Article 12. FEES of the Park Code to restructure the recreation program and activity fees schedule to be
enacted with the approval of the Fiscal Year 2007/08 Department budget.

NATURAL RESOURCE AREAS MANAGEMENT PLAN - ENVIRONMENTAL
ANALYSIS AWARD OF CONTRACT
This item was removed from calendar.

WASHINGTON SQUARE
This item was removed from calendar.

PUBLIC COMMENT

Pat Skein with the Pine Lake Park Neighborhood Association addressed the Commission on his concerns of
graffiti and the need for improvements to the Pink Lake Field House. He stated that in a few weeks the
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Summer Camp was due to open for the season and the building and grounds were in need of repair. He (
urged the Commission to find the necessary resources to make immediate improvements. Sally Stevens
with 8.F. Dog spoke on the proposal to allow parking during the Stern Grove Festival on the Pink Lake
Meadow. She also stated that in February the Dog Advisory Commitice passed a proposal for time use of
dog play areas. She commented that although this was passed in February, timed use was not listed under
the New Business/Agenda Setting item on the calendar and asked that timed use be heard before the
Commission. Emestine Weiss listed her concerns with Ferry Park: 1) volleyball players, 2) holes in the
broken concrete on Block 202 and 3) amplified sound. Steven Worsley gave some history on Coit Tower
and stated it should be a respite for people to come and learn about the great depression. Jim Salinas
commended the President of this Commissioner as someone he had a great deal of respect for and thanked
him for all of his contributions. He also complimented staff members, Rose Dennis and Sandy Lee and
asked the Commission to try wherever possible to meet staff and listen to their issues.

The Commission adjourned into Closed Session at 3:50 p.m.
The Commission reconvened into Open Session at 4:00 p.m.

AOm motion by Commissioner Bonilla and duly seconded, the following resolution was unanimously

adopted: RES.NO. 0705-911
RESOLVED, That this Commission votes not to disclose any or all discussions held in closed session.
(San Francisco Administrative Code Section 67.12 (a)).

ADJOURNMENT

The Regular meeting of the Recreation and Park
Commission was adjourned in memory of Charles
Patrick Shea and Carl Poch at 4:17 p.m.
Respectfully submitied,

Margaret A, McArthur
Commission Liaison




City Hall
Dr. Cariton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244

BOARD of SUPERVISORS San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
THD/TTY No. 54458227
MEMORANDAUM
DATE: December 4, 2009
TO: Sunshine Qrdinance Task Force
FROM: Angela Calvillo, Cletk of the Board’A‘?“‘z“C‘Ag‘“i&&

SUBJECT: Sunshine Ordinance Complaint Nos. 09072 and 09073 - Anmariec Mabbutt vs. COB

This is 2 response to Complaint Nos. 09072 and 09073 filed by Anmarie Mabbutt against the Cletk
of the Board.

{n both of the above referenced complaints, Ms. Mabbutt indicates that the shott-title descriptions
of File Nos. 070815 and 090717 ate in violation of Sections 67.7() and 67.7(b) of the Sunshine
Otrdinance. The short- and long-titles are depicted below:

File No. 070815 [Recreation and Park Department — Athletic Fees]
Ordinance makign environmental findings and amending San Francisco Patrk Code,
Article 12, Section 12.36, to revise the fee schedule for use of athletic fields.

File No. 090717 [Recreation and Park Department — Athletic Field Fees]
Otrdinance amending San Francisco Park Code, Article 12, by amending Section
12.36 to increase the fees for use of athletic fields and making environmental
findings.

Section 67.7(a) of the Sunshine Ordinance specifies that ‘at least 72 hours before 2 regular meeting, 2
policy body shall post an agenda containing a meaningful desctiption of each item of business to be
transacted o discussed at the meeting, and agendas shall specify for each item of business the
proposed action or a statement the item is for discussion only, and the policy body shall post a
current agenda on its Internet site at least 72 hours before a regular meeting.’

In response to Ms. Mabbutt’s complaint relating to posting requirements in Section 67.7(a) of the
Sunshine Ordinance, agendas for File No. 070815 were posted in advance of the 72 hout regulation,
in the hallway outside of Room 244, at the main library, and on the Board of Supetvisors Website,
for the following meeting dates: June 18, 2007 (Budget & Finance Committee); June 25, 2007
(Budget & Finance Committee; July 10, 2007 (Board of Supesvisors); July 17, 2007 (Board of
Supetvisors); and July 24, 2007 (Board of Supervisots. Agendas for File No. 090717 were posted in
advance of the 72 hout regulation, in the hallway outside of Room 244, at the main library, and on
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the Board of Supervisors Website, for the following meeting dates: June 2, 2009 (Budget & Finance
Committee); June 24, 2009 (Budget & Finance Committee); June 30, 2009 (Boatd of Supervisozs);
and July 7, 2009 (Board of Supervisors). '

In response to Ms. Mabbutt’s complaint relating to ‘meaningful description” requiremnents in Section
67.7(a) of the Sunshine Ordinance, the titles referenced above cleatly indicate the description that
athletic fees were being discussed, including amendments to the fee schedules. T would like to clarify
that proposed legislation is not created by the Cletk of the Board, it is submitted by departments,
and in this instance, was introduced by the Office of the Mayor. Both of these files are ordinances
which aré prepared for the depastments by the City Attorney’s Office and were both approved as to
form by a Deputy City Attorney. The Cletk of the Board’s Office utilizes the titles provided to
prepare the agendas for meetings of the Board of Supetvisors. It is worth mentioning that the Cletk
of the Board does provide templates for departments to utilize when drafting legislation, which are
available on the City’s Intranet site, indicating the titles should be in ‘plain English and clearly state
the purpose of the legislation.’ -

In addition, both of these files were fee items and in accordance with Government Code Section
6062(a) wete duly published in our newpaper of general citculation twice prior to being heard by the
Board of Supetvisors as follows:

File No. 070815 — Published on June 8, 2007 and June 16, 2007 (Attachment A)
File No. 090717 — Published on June 14, 2009 and June 21, 2009 (Astachment B)

It is our opinion that both of these files were duly noticed, posted, and published with a ‘meaningful
description’ from what was submitted by the department, City Attorney’s Office, and Office of the

Mayor.

Section 67.7(b) of the Sunshine Ordinance specifies that ‘a description is meaningful if it is
sufficiently clear and specific to alett a person of average intelligence and education whose interests
are affected by the item that he or she may have reason to attend the meeting ot seek more
information on the item, be brief, concise and written in plain, easily understood English, and made
available for public inspection and copying at a location indicated on the agenda during notrmal
office hours.

As cleatly stated above, both of these files were duly noticed, posted, and published with a
‘meaningful desctiption’ from what was submitted by the City Attorney’s Office, department, and
Office of the Mayot. In addition, both the agendas and published notices indicated that additional
information was available for public inspection and copying at the Office of the Clerk of the Board,
not to mention drafted legislation is available on the Board of Supetvisots website, in its entirety, for
review by the public with the posting of the agenda in advance of the 72 hour noticing tequitemment.

In closing, it is our position that both of these files were processed by the Cletk of the Board in
accordance with the tegulations depicted in Sections 67.7(a) and 67.7(b) and therefore these

complaints have no merit.

P
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San Francisco 94102-4689
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“achment A

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING
BUDGET AND FINANCE COMMITTEE

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN to the general public that the Budget and Finance
Committee will hold a public hearing on June 18, 2007 at 11:00 a.m., in the Legislative
Chamber, Room 250 at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco,
California to consider the following:

File: 070815 Ordinance making environmental findings and amending San Francisco
Park Code, Article 12, Section 12.38, to revise the fee schedule for use of athletic fields.

if the legisiation passes, it will increase the current fee as follows:

{a) Facility Fee Per Hour

S.F. Residents: $25.00
Non-resident: 365,00
Not-for-Profit: $25.00
Profit: 365,00

(b) Additional Charges
Lighted $10.00 per hour
Exclusive Use/Tournaments $45.00 per day
Baselines: Softball, Baseball $60.00 per booking
Fieldlines: Soccer, Football, Rugby, Lacrgsse $120.00 per booking
Gaelic Football . $180.00 per booking
Football (5 yards) 3160.00 per booking

(c)  Not for Profit Fees are available to organized programs that serve San I'rancisco
residents and that do not eenerate income or compensation to the organizers
and/or sponsors. The Commission shall establish criteria for the determination of
organizations eligible for this fee. Organizations shall pay an application fee of
$150.00 for certification for eligibility for Not for Profit fees.

 (d)___ For Profit Fees apply to organized programs that generate income or
compensation to organizers, fundraisers or subsidies to other programs. The Commission shall
establish criteria for the determination of organizations subject to this fee.

Fee Notlice 3/8/00
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Data in support of the proposed fee increases is available in the above mentioned file of

the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors ten days prior to the hearing.
For more information regarding the above, telephone (415) 554-5184 or write to Clerk's

Office, Board of Supervisors, Room 244, City Hall, San Francisco, CA 94102.
Persons who are unable to attend the hearing may submit written comments regérding

this matter prior to the beginning of the hearing. These comments will become part of
the official public record. -

Kay Guibengay, Interim Clerk of the Board

TN



SAN FRANCISCO EXAMINER

450 MISSION ST 8TH FL, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 84105
Telephone {415) 358-2723 | Fax (415) 358-26859

Victor Young
S.F. BD OF SUPERVISORS (NON-CONS

1 DR CARLTON B GOODLETT PL #244
SAN FRANCISCO, CA - 84102

PROOF OF PUBLICATION

(20155 C.C.P)

State of California b
County of SAN FRANCISCO  )ss

Notice Type:  GPN - GOVT PUBLIC NOTICE

Ad Description: vy Rec and park fee ads 6/18

! amn & cifizen of the Uniled States and a resident of the State of California; | am
over the age of eighieen years, and not a party to or iInterested in the above
entitied matter. | am the principal clerk of the printer and publisher of the SAN
FRANCISCO EXAMINER, a newspaper published in the English language in
the city of SAN FRANCISCO, county of SAN FRANCISCO, and adjudged a
newspaper of general circulation as defined by the laws of the Stats of
California by the Superior Court of the Counlty of SAN FRANCISCO, Stale of
Galffornia, under date 10/18/1851, Case No. 410667. That the notice, of which
the annexed is a printed copy, has been published in each regular and entire
issue of said newspaper and not in any supplement theredf on the following
dates, to-wit:

06/08/2007, 06/16/2007

Executed o 06/16/2007
At Los Angetes, California

| certify (or declare) under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and
correct.

U Signature

R EIREAN

This space lor liing stamp anly

EXM#: 1148203
NOTICE OF PUBLIC
F SUP
NOTICE ¥ HEREBY GIVEN

10 Ihe general public thal the
Budget and Finange

Commitles will hold 2 public |

hearing on June 1B, 2007 at
11,00 a1, in Ihe Legisiative
Chamber, Room 250 al City
Hall, 1 Dr. Cation B.
Goodieit Place. San
Francisco,  Csfiforria o
congider the [olowing: Fila:
070815 Ordinance making
environmental lindings and
amending  San  Francisco
Park  Code, Asicle 12,
Seclion 12,36, i revise (he
fez scheduls for use of
sinlelic dields, Fachily Fee
Per #Hour S.F  Residenls:
$25,00 Non-resigdent: $85 0D
Not-for-Profie:§25.00  Profil
$65 0D Addilional Charges
Lighted $16.00 per hour
Exclusive UsefTournaments
$45.00 per dey Baselines:
Soltball, Baseballf60.00 per
booking Fieldlings: Soccer,
Football. Rugby, Llacrosse
$120.00 per booking (Gaebc
Footbalt S180.0D per
booking Fooiball (B yards)
$160 0D per bopking Noi for
Profit Feps are avaisbie o
orgenized  programs  thet
SETVE San Francisco
residenis and thal do not
generale neome of
compensation lo the
orgenizels andfor $pONSOTS,
The  Commission  shall
estabfsh criteria for  Ihe
detemningtion ot
organizations eligible for this
tee. Oigerizations shall pay
an application  fee  of
8150 00 for cenllicailon for
eligivilty for Not for Frofit

fees. For Profit Fees apply lc: .

ofganized  proprams

generale income or
compensalion 1o organizess,
fundraisers or Subsidies 1o
olher programs. The
Commission shak estabiish
crileria for the determination
of organizafions subjecl o
this ~fee. Fiter 70816
Ordinance making
environmental findings and
amensing  San  Francisco
Park  Code, Adicle 12,
Seclion 12.12, lo revise lhe
ime for wiighl play, 1o
eslablish fees for shoigun
lourngments, and o
auinerize the Recrealion and
Park Commission lo approve
specia! promolions nol 1o
exceed a 20% discount of
Ihe appicabie e, 1 the
legisiption pesses, 0 wil
ncrease or eslablish fees as
{ollows: Sholgun Tournament
(120 players of  moigh
Tournement Pale plus per
player$iC 00 Weekday/per

player $15.00 Weekent/per
Super Ywilight lee iimes
change  seasonally  as
eslablished by e
Becrealion angd Fark
Commission. The
Commission  may  8iso
approve special promolions
nol lo exgeed a  lwenty
percenl (20%) giscount of
the applicabie rale  File
070817 Ordinance making
ervironmental lingdings ant
amending San  Fiancisco
Park  (ode, Anicle 712,
Seclion 12 21 1o increase
Ihe iees for  renting
clubhouses in San Franciseo
parks, 1 the legisialion
passes, # wilk increase Ihe
currenl Tee to the following:
Stern  Grove  (Jiocaderok:
won-Thurs Reservation
Fee(RF) 40, Hourly
Rate(HR) 5110 Friday-Sun
RF$IS0. HR §%15;, Legal
Holidays RF $150, HR $315
(six hour minimpm Jenlaf)
Judis Clubhpuse:
Reservalion FeelRF) 815,
er%ﬂale(%ﬂ) £65 (2 hour
min} West Poriat Clubhouse:
Heservation  Fee(RF} 515,
tourly Rate[HR) $65 (2 hour
min} -Class A Recrealion
Cenler. Reservition Fee(RF)
§5, Houry Rate{HR) 340 (2
hour ming} Class B
Ciubhouse Cenler,
Aeservation  Fee(RF} 85,
Hourly Rale[HR} $30.(2 hour
miny -~ Clss  © Smail
Clubhouse. Reservation
Fep(BF) $5, Hourly Rate(HR}
$23(2  hour .min) File
G70618, Ordinance making
grvironmenlal findings and
amending San  Francisch
Park  Code, Atticle 12,
Section 12.43, to establish
fees for Junior and Family
got  towmnaments. I Ibis
iegislalon passes, it wil
eslablish the following ises
ihal are charged for Junipr
Tournaments. A Junipr
Towrnament s a group of 16
of mofe players, age 17 and
unggt.  Cars  are  not
includet Tor FY2007.2008
Thereatier. urd

Tournameni fees will be 50%
ol the rgsidenl fpurnament
iem  for e aspplicable
course. Wweekday(Mpn-
Thurs)per player F!Bmi%
515 0D Golden (Gale § £

Harding Park $58.00 Lincoln
$1900 Mclaren (2 hoie)
$11.00 Mclaren (18 hole)
$1800  Sharp  $12.00
(Fri-Sun)/per
player  Fleming  $2100
Golden Gale $13 00 Harding
Park $68.00 Lincoln $24 0
Melaren (8 hole} $14.00
olaren {18 hole) $2000
Sherp $24.00 The legistation
will also establish lees for
Family  Tournamenls, a
group of 16 of more players

[
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composed of leams of (wo
family members allernatin
shots, playing fwo rounds o
nine  holes The  Junior
Teurnamenl rale shall apply
only 16 Junicr leam members
of the family. The lee par
team shall be the sum of the
applicale fees for ong
round of lournament play
per person per gay at he
cowse, The Ciy
Champignship will honot e
Junior Tournament 1aie for
Juniprs ooly.  File 070818
Ordinance miakirg
environmenfal findings and
amending San  Francisco
Park  Code, Adicle 12,
Seclion 1243, [o eslablish
adminisirative charges and
a fee struclure for
recrealional progiams I his
iegislation passes, it wil
establish the {following hourly
fees 1o be charged for
recreation programs, There
i an  Bhour  minioum
requirement. Slep 1 Level 1.
$025; Level 2, $1,50; Levet
3, 3400, Ltevel & $1200
Slep 2 L1, 50.50; 12, §1.75;
£3. 8500; Levet 4, $16.00
Step 3 L1 5078 1.2, $2.00;
13. 56 00; 1.4, $20.00 Slep 4
i1, S100. . 5225 L3
$7.00, 1.4, $24.00 Siep 5 L1,
$125, L2, $3.00, L3, $200,
L4, $28.00 File O/Q0B20,
Ordinance making
environmenlal findings ard
amending San  Francisco
Patk  Code.  Article 12,
Section 1245, lo eslablish
adminisirsiive fees M Ihis
mgistation passes, B will
aslabiish e lolowing fees
lor 8l reservalions lor
Recreation and Park
Depariment [HOGIRmS,
aclivilies  ang  facillies,
unlgss otherwise specilied:
A tefund processing fee of
$10.00 or 20% of lhe f{ee,
whichever is greater. will be
charged when a person
requests &  tefund  of
program fees. A program
withdrawal fea of $30.00 or
20% of the lee, whichever is
grester, will e ¢harged
when & person withdraws
{rom & program or activity.
Thare will ba a cancellation
fee ol $20.00 or 20% of the
rertal  fee, whichever is
grealer, for the cancellation
of facHily renlal resesvations.
There wit be a non
relundable application fee of
350,00 for  special event
pemits, File  G700821.
Cxrclinance making
environmenial findings and
amanding. San Franeisce
Park  Code, Adicls 12,
Seclion 12.32, io increase
lhe annual fee for San
Francisco  Resident  Golf
Cards from $40.00 1o 545,00
and imposing adminisirative
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{ees. n agdiion o
increasing the annual fee for
resident golf cards, i this
legislation passes, i wiif also
wpose the foliowing
adminisirative  fees”  An
annual fee ol 30 shall be
chargad o Pacilica
sesidents lor a  Pacilica
Residen! Cerd for wse al
Sharp Park for FY2007.2008.
The fee wil incizase fo
$45 00 in FY2008.2009 A
fee of 52500 shafl be
charged for replacement of
San Francisco and Pacilica
Aesiden! Go#t Cards. Il &
San Francisco of Pacilice
restdent caid application is
tefuined o The  applicant
because he infarmaton on
the ppplication is incorrect
of incomplele, there shall be
an addiional administrative
fee of $5.00. File 070822.
Ordinance making
environmentai findings and
agmending San Francisco
Park  Code, Arlicle 12,
Section 12.07, 0 ingcrease
the fees for  holding
weddings in San Francisco
parks. Il this  legislation
asses. #owill increase lhe
oliowing  fees  |hal  ate
chatge fr  weddings:
Chain of Lakes (Middle
take) Fuschiz Garden,
Poriels of |he PasiLioyd's
Lake and Rose Garden ~
fleservation Fee will be 5200
and Howrly Rate will be $50.
Chinase Pavition, Queen
Wihelrina Garden,
Shakespeare Garden ang
Palace ol Fine Arts Rolunda
- Resemvalion Fee wi be
$350 and Hourly Rale will be
$100. ANl sites require 3 fwo-
hour minimum rental Data in
support of the proposed fse
increases is available in the
abpva mentioned life of the
Clerk of Ithe Board of
Supetvisors ten days priof 1o
the nearing For  more
inlormalion “regarding  the
above, telephons (415} 554-
5184 o write to Cierks
QOlice, Board of Supenisors,
Room 244, Clty Hal, San
Francisco, CA 94102,
Persons whe are unable 1o
allend the heering may
submil  wrillen comments
that wili becoma pad of the
olficial publle ecord. For
more  delals, go lo
wwaw sigov.orgibdsupurs  of
cali {415} 554.5184. Kay
Gusbangay, Inlerim Clerk of
the Board
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Attachment B

+

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING
BUDGET AND FINANCE COMMITTEE
SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

NOTICE 1S HEREBY GIVEN to the general public that the Budget and Finance
Committee will hold a public hearing on Wednesday, June 24, 2009, at 11.00 a.m,, in
the Legislative Chamber, Room 250 at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San
Francisco, California to consider the following: |

File: 090717 Ordinance amending San Francisco Park Code, Article 12, by amending
Section 12.36 to increase the fees for use of Athletic Fields and making environmental

findings.
This legislation authorizes the following:

Athletic Field Fees (for adults): $25 for SF Residents; $65 for Non-resident; $25 Not for
Profit; $65 Profit, Additional Charges: Lighted, per hour$10; Exclusive Use $45;
Baselines per booking $60; Fieldlines per booking $120; Gaelic Football per booking
$180; and football (5 yards) per booking $160.

Athletic Field Fees for For-Profit Youth Programs and Camps: SF Resident Fees will
apply to any youth summer camp or vacation camp except that any camp charging less
than $3 per hour per child will pay no fee.

Data in support of the proposed fees are available in the above-mentioned file of the
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors ten days prior to.the hearing. -

For more information regarding the above, telephone (415) 554-5184 or write to Clerk's
Office, Board of Supervisors, Room 244, City Hall, San Francisco, CA 94102.

Persons who are unable fo attend the hearing may submit written comments regarding

this matter prior to the beginning of the hearing. These comments will become part of
the official public record. ‘

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board

Fee Notice B/4/08
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71 STEVENSQON 2ND FL, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 24105
Telephone (415) 359-2723 [ Fax (415) 359-2659

Gait Johnson

S.F. BD OF SUPERVISORS (OFFICIAL EXM#: 1621948

1 DR CARLTON B GOODLETT PL #244 NOTICE OF

SAN FRANCISCO, CA - 94102 é’&%gg%,gdfﬁg;ﬁg
SAN FRANCISCO

ARD OF SUPERVISORS
NOTICE 18 HEREBY GIVEN
1o the general public that the
Budget and Finance
Committes will hold a pub!xc

PROOF OF PUBLICATION Boma %20 "d00s, "5t 1104

In the Legislative
ghgmb?r %ocm C25=:llt at Cléy
E ;. arlten
(20155 CCP) Goodlatt Place, San
Frantisco, Califomia to

State of California ) : consider the followlng: File:
090717 Crdinance amending
County of SAN FRANCISCO  }ss San Francsco Park Cods,

Adicla 12, by amending

€Secbfan 12.36{:1 él';ifcri?a;? ?éﬂ

i . fees for use of Athletic Fields
Notice Type:  GPN - GOVT PUBLIC NOTICE . and making. environmantal
findings.  This  lagislation

authorizes  tha following:

. Athletic  Field Fees (for

Ad Deseription: GJ FEE Ad - Rec & Park - 090717 adultsy. $25 for SF Resh
dents; $65 for Non- :estdant

$25 Mot for Profit; $65 Profit

Additional Charges: Lighted,

per hour$i0; Exclusive Use

$45; Baselines per bocking

360, Fieldinos Fper baoking

$120; Gaallc thalf ar

| am a citizen of the United States and a resident of the State of California; 1 am bg;’ﬂ’)‘g ﬂ?"bggg{;‘;"“’sﬁ’ﬁg’
over the age of eighteen years, and not a party fo or interested in the above Athlelic Field Fees for For-
entitfed matter. | am the principal clerk of the printer and publisher of the SAN Efa"rﬁf,sv uth Programs and

FRANCISCO EXAMINER, a newspaper published in the English language in wil apply to any youth

the city of SAN FRANCISCO, county of SAN FRANCISCO, and adjudged a gg;"‘;’m‘;ﬂ’h;{;gjﬁgg
newspaper of general circulation as defined by the laws of the State of charging less than $3

California by the Superior Court of the County of SAN FRANCISCO, State of et P/ ohiid wil pay o ;‘L

California, under date 10/18/1951, Case No. 410667, That the notice, of which pfoswsed foas aro svailable
tha above-mantioned e

the annexed is a printed copy, has been published in each regular and entire o the Clodk of the Board of
i i i i Supervisers ten days prior lo
issue of sal_d newspaper and not in any suppiement thereof on the following b canng, Fgf s i
cates, to-wit; information regarding  the

shove, telephons (415) 654-

5184 or wite to Clerk's

Office, Bosrd of Supenvisors,

gooncwl 244, Chy alg4f§2|1
ranclisgo,

06/14/2009, 06/21/2008 Parmens who e unable 6
atend the hearing may
submit wrilten ¢ommanis
ragarding this matter prier to
tha beginring of the haaring.
Fhese comments will
bacome part of the official
public  record. Angela
Calvilio, Cierk of the Board

. Califernia Nowspapar
Executed on: 12/03/2009 Sewvice Bureau, Jnc. San
At Los Angeles, California Francisco Examiner 6/14/09

8 621709 - 2t
| certify {or declare) under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and

coreect,

Signature
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