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Not So Much…
I’m Kathleen McCowin, a soccer 

mom for over ten years. My daughter plays 
in Viking Soccer, and this spring enjoyed 
playing on the Beach Chalet soccer fields, 
currently natural grass.

Many Viking parents support the 
hybrid alternative for the Beach Chalet 
soccer fields’ renovation - that is, grass in 
Golden Gate Park, with plastic turf fields 
and 60’ stadium lights reserved for more 
urban settings. We Viking parents believe 
real grass in Golden Gate Park is better for 
our children, the environment, and our 
City.

Viking Soccer Management writes 
“…we represent all of San Francisco” in 
its aggressive and very public lobbying 
for plastic turf replacement of the Beach 
Chalet soccer fields, now seven acres of 
Golden Gate Park grass meadow at Ocean 
Beach, between the windmills. 60’ stadium 
lights will be installed, staying on until 
10:00 P.M. This plan was approved May 
24th by the SF Planning and Park & Rec 
Commissions.

However, Viking Management never 
asked us Viking parents what we think. I 
represent Viking Soccer parents and play-
ers who have not yet been heard. 

Viking Management showcased doz-
ens of child players at the approval hear-
ing. Some of these children were taken to 
the hearing without their parents’ knowl-
edge or permission. These parents, who 
support natural grass renovation, thought 
their uniformed children were being taken 
to their usual soccer practice. Children 
were promised pizza and games to attend 
the hearing. 

At a recent rally, I made a short pub-
lic statement that we Viking parents were 
never asked our opinion by Viking Man-
agement on the Chalet Fields renovation. 
Immediately afterwards, I was personally 
confronted by the President of Viking Soc-
cer, obviously very angry that I expressed 
my views publicly. 

Facing this kind of response from the 
highest official in the Viking League, you 
will understand why parents feel they don’t 

have a real say in this Viking policy, and are 
afraid to come forward with their names if 
they support real grass fields. I have been 
asked by the many Viking Soccer parents 
who have contacted me to withhold their 
names, since their children are still in the 
Viking league. My youngest child, 16, is 
leaving Vikings this fall, so I am able to 
speak openly.

Many Viking players want to play on 
real grass. Children have no more injuries 
on properly maintained grass fields than 
on plastic turf. Our kids complain that 
plastic turf gives them skin abrasions they 
don’t get on grass. The California Depart-
ment of Resources Recycling and Recov-
ery studies have confirmed soccer players 
suffer 3X as many skin abrasions on plastic 
turf. 

A Norwegian study of 60,000 teen 
soccer players found more back and spine 
injuries with plastic turf. European soccer 
leagues have banned its use. And the jury 
is still out on long-term health effects on 
our children of inhaling finely ground tire 
dust.

Remaining as natural grass, these 
fields could be renovated for $1M. Even 
with the $5M grant from City Fields Foun-
dation, the plastic turf renovation with 
some other amenities will cost San Fran-
cisco $7.5M. We soccer parents think that 
is irresponsible in these tough economic 
times.

Worse, the plastic turf and fill must be 
replaced every eight years, at a cost only 
50% less than a full installation. If the City 
doesn’t pay these costs, the result will be 
fields that are unsafe and unsightly. We, 
as soccer parents, don’t want that for our 
kids.

Viking Soccer Parents Want Real 
Grass Fields in Golden Gate Park. 
Thank you for your support of Viking kids 
and their parents. If you want grass in 
Golden Gate Park, please write e-mails to 
the Mayor and City Supervisors. And please 
email me if you are a Viking or other soccer 
parent who would like to be added to our 
members list. kmccowin@berkeley.edu 
Kathleen McCowin, San Francisco

A Good Thing: New Soccer Field
t I’m very grateful for being a lifetime 

resident of San Francisco and it is my opin-
ion that the world would be a better place if 
everyone adopted those controversial ‘San 
Francisco Values’.  Unfortunately I feel like 
this city, its politicians and many of its resi-
dents are living more in the fantasy of San 
Francisco than the reality of San Francisco. 

A few years back I had the same reac-
tion about Crocker Amazon as the author’s 
reaction about the west end of Golden 
Gate Park.  The community had the same 
opposition to that project as to this.  The 
response was almost identical in scope and 
numbers.  The project involved replacing 
half of the grass area with next genera-
tion artificial turf.  A huge chunk of open 
grass space was being replaced with soccer 
fields.  Soccer is a sport I neither care to 
watch let alone participate in. 

We can see Crocker Amazon from 
our back window and I’m happy to report 
that the soccer fields in that park are in 
constant use. Each week easily hundreds 
of people are exercising and playing soc-
cer from sun up to sun down. And when I 
say till sun down I mean it, they play until 
the lights are turned off at 10:15PM. And 
from what I know there has been little if 
any trouble at the park.

And the surrounding area, driving 
and walking by the park, no longer feels 
unsafe. The ripple effect of having ongoing 
healthy activity makes the entire area feel 
‘family friendly’. Before the renovation the 
area could be considered somewhat sus-
pect, especially after dark.

To address your article in particu-
lar, I challenge the notion that this is the 
beginning of the end. First lets start with 
the idea that GGP is one of San Francisco’s 
crown jewels. I agree that it’s SUPPOSED 
to be one of our jewels but in its current, 
neglected condition it is not. It can be a lot 
better. There is the constant drug dealing 
and numerous homeless encampments. 
You can find dirty needles and used con-
doms with frightening regularity, and 
the bathrooms are in indescribably filthy 
conditions. The web is littered with ‘let-
ters to the editor’ from tourists who were 
tremendously disappointed by the condi-
tion of GGP. The park has its bright spots 
and conditions continue to improve with 
each new project, but having spent several 
summers in the park as part of my church’s 
youth day camp program I can tell you the 
park today is not the park I grew up in.

I suggest this project has the potential 
to become another bright spot in the con-
tinuing evolution of GGP.

I’m not going to debate the ‘political’ 
process that took place to get this project 
approved, any City project can have its 
process debated to death (which I would 
suggest is exactly the strategy minor-
ity voices use to hold the rest of us hos-
tage). What I will say is, and with all due 
respect to Mr. Miller, he starts his article 
with scathing assessments of both the SF 

Planning Commission and Recreation 
and Park Commission, pointing out how 
they literally ignored 1000 emails from 
concerned citizens, many of who opposed 
the project. He then concludes his editorial 
stating this project excludes the 790,000 
people who don’t or can’t play soccer. If 
this project were to impact 790,000 people 
I would expect you’d get more than just 
1000 emails. And of those 790,000 people, 
how many of them even considered visit-
ing the west end of GGP in the last year? 
The last 5 years? This just feels like another 
“just because I never use it doesn’t mean 
you can take it away from me” stance.

I will be the first one to admit that 
one of the reasons I resisted the change to 
Crocker Amazon was the idea of the soc-
cer fields. If I may be politically incorrect 
for a moment, my feeling was soccer is not 
a traditional American sport and the idea 
that ‘American tax dollars’ were going to 
support an activity I didn’t grow up with 
kind of bothered me. But in the spirit of 
‘San Francisco Values’, where the needs of 
the many outweigh the needs of the few, 
seeing just how many people are using 
those fields absolutely validates the spend-
ing of the money to renovate that park. 
And for context, there are still two natural 
grass baseball diamonds sitting right next 
to those 5 soccer fields, and guess how 
often they’re used? Almost never.

And with response to Mr. Miller’s sug-
gestion that city government completely 
ignored or dismissed errors in the submit-
ted environmental impact report, I would 
submit that tirelessly debating EIRs is 
another tool for a minority voice to hold 
the rest of us hostage. There is no such 
thing as a ‘perfect project’, there will always 
be positives and negatives to everything. 
The idea is to see if the positive outweigh 
the negative. In this case, if the same thing 
happens to the west end of GGP that hap-
pened to Crocker Amazon, I would submit 
for your consideration that the environ-
mental impact is hugely positive. If there 
are hundreds of people using those fields 
all day long, getting exercise while actually 
USING the park, brining with them a halo 
effect that cleans up undesirable activities 
in the nearby area, then how can one call 
this the ‘beginning of the end’?

San Francisco has always been a city 
where we do things for the right reasons 
even if it means some self sacrifice. We 
take chances because our conscience tells 
us its the right thing to do. We do these 
things with the faith that the benefits will 
be there even if we can’t absolutely see 
them in advance. And when we’re wrong 
we make it right. We don’t say ‘no’, we say 
‘let try and see what happens’. Mr. Miller 
and members of SF Ocean Edge, come 
out the the south side of the city - go out 
to Crocker Amazon on a sunny Saturday 
afternoon and take a look at your possible 
future. Then ask yourself what’s better for 
our community as a whole.
Dean K. – 45 year NATIVE San Franciscan

 BUSINESS BRIEFS…… 
Mollie Stone’s Named Outstanding Specialty Retailer by the National Associa-
tion for the Specialty Food Trade

Recognized nationwide for excellence in customer service, product sourcing, mer-
chandising, quality assurance and top-quality food.

The National Association for the Specialty Food Trade, Inc. (NASFT) selected 
Mollie Stone’s Markets as an Outstanding Specialty Food Retailer of 2012. This award 
recognizes only five retailers nationwide each year for excellence in customer service, 
product sourcing, merchandising, quality assurance and a passion for presenting top-
quality food.

“Mollie Stone’s shows true commitment to providing premium service, well-edited 
choices of the latest new products, and a deep connection to its community that are 
hallmarks of the specialty food industry,” says NASFT President Ann Daw.

Nominations for the award were made by members of the NASFT, a not-for profit 
association of food artisans, entrepreneurs and importers. Mollie Stone’s was selected 
as a winner by a national panel of specialty food experts including previous honorees, 
manufacturers, distributors and editors of NASFT’s Specialty Food Magazine.

Mollie Stone’s is featured in the May/June issue of Specialty Food Magazine. Co-
founder and co-owner David Bennett accepted the award on June 18, 2012 at the Sum-
mer Fancy Food Show in Washington, DC, during a ceremony hosted by chef and 
culinary innovator Jose Andres.

About Mollie Stone’s Markets Founded in 1985 by Mike Stone and Dave Bennett, 
Mollie Stone’s Markets is family owned and operated with nine locations in the San 
Francisco Bay Area. Mollie Stone’s has been unflinching in its commitment to provide 
the best possible shopping experience for its customers by offering a wide range of 
high quality products and full service departments. For more information about Mollie 
Stone’s Markets, visit www.molliestones.com.

Letters to the Editor

Wiener v Sunshine (Cont. from p. 1)
Ehrman White & McAuliffe, where he 
focused on financial, accounting-related, 
and commercial litigation. In 2002, he 
took a position with the City Attorney’s 
Trial Team representing City departments 
in civil litigation. In both positions Wiener 
was thought to have a lily-white reputation. 

Perhaps while a Deputy City Attorney, 
Wiener may have ran across the Sunshine 
Ordinance as a result of knowledgeable 
litigants who had used the City’s open gov-
ernment Sunshine law during legal discov-
ery. Then he ran for District 8 Supervisor, 
and his reputation began getting black 
marks. 

Luckily for San Franciscans, Wiener 
has a number of setbacks to his various 
tinkering with transparency at City Hall. 
Here’s the timeline that reduced Wiener to 
vindictiveness:
Wiener’s Tinkering Timeline

On September 27, 2011 the SOTF 
heard a complaint from Parkmerced resi-
dent Pastor Lynn Gavin that Board of 
Supervisors President David Chiu and the 
board’s Land Use and Economic Develop-
ment Committee — composed by Super-
visors Eric Mar, Malia Cohen, and Scott 
Wiener — violated local and state open-
meeting laws by sneaking in 14 pages of 
amendments to the Parkmerced develop-
ment deal only minutes before approving 
it. Pastor Gavin asserted the amendments 
were so drastic that the Board’s agenda 
didn’t accurately reflect the real deal under 
consideration, and that voting to approve 
it without sufficient time for review by 
members of the public violated open-
meeting laws. The SOTF ruled in Gavin’s 
favor, finding Wiener and the other three 
supervisors committed official miscon-
duct, and referred the four Supervisors to 
the Ethics Commission for enforcement.

On November 8, 2011, voters rejected 
PropE that Wiener sponsored. Initially, 

Wiener proposed granting the Mayor and 
Board authority to amend or repeal mea-
sures placed on the ballot by the Mayor, 
four or more Supervisors, or by citizens’ 
initiatives. Facing intense public criticism 
in the spring of 2011, Wiener toned the 
measure down and eventually convinced 
only seven of the Supervisors on July 19 
to place a modified version on the bal-
lot, to allow amendments to, or repeal of, 
measures that only the Board or Mayor 
had placed on the ballot, but not to citizen 
measures, or Charter amendments and 
bond measures. Opposed by the Friends 
of Ethics — founded by five former Eth-
ics Commission members — Prop E went 
down to defeat, handing Wiener a second 
public embarrassment.

Prop F, another Wiener-sponsored 
ballot measure also went down in flames on 
November 8, handing him a third embar-
rassment. It would have redefined who 
would be required to register as campaign 
consultants; raised the threshold of cam-
paign consultant earnings from $1,000 to 
$5,000; eliminated filing of paper reports, 
requiring only electronic reports instead; 
amended the annual fees to no longer 
depend on the number of clients campaign 
consultants represent; and allowed the City 
to change consultant ordinance provisions 
without further voter approval. Voters saw 
right through this, slapping Wiener with a 
third embarrassing defeat.
Sunshine Blackout

Given these embarrassments, on May 
22 Wiener apparently engineered strip-
ping Bruce Wolfe of his seat on the Task 
Force and held up four nominations to the 
Task Force by demanding that three nomi-
nating agencies, the Society of Professional 
Journalists, the League of Women Voters, 
and New America Media, submit multiple 
nominees from each agency, rather than 
single nominees (as they have since Sun-
shine became law)  be forwarded to the 


























