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B = Board President Appointment, D = SF District, M = Mayoral Appointment
Staff Liaisons: Teresa Young
ORDER OF BUSINESS
1. The meeting was called to order by Chair Javieree PruittHill at 5:43 p.m.
Members Present: J.PruittHill; T.Jones; D.Pilpel
Members Absent: D.Romero; A.Lantsberg
SFPUC Staff Present: L.Madjus; S.Murray; J.Walsh; M.Earwood: G.Mayer
** skipped to item 6
2. Approval of the September 13, 2012 meeting minutes
D.Pilpel moved; T.Jones seconded.
Comments: D.Pilpel had written comments. Public comments: none. Approved with
amendments.
3. Public Comment: none.
4. Report from the Chair: none.
5. Staff Report: Jean Walsh, Wastewater Communications (heard after item 6)
About 20 SFPUC staff attended the Water Environment Federation’s Annual
Technical Exhibition and Conference (WEFTEC). It was an opportunity to share
ideas and learn new technologies from other agencies across the United States.
Several SFPUC staff gave presentations during the conference.
G.Mayer: Within the SFPUC, we have a workforce development program (ongoing
for two and a half years now) to explore educational and workforce losses through
attrition and retirement to forecast what jobs will be available on a regional basis.
Cheryl Davis (SFPUC) has been heading up this initiative on a national level with
great results. We are at a point where they are sampling different agencies across
the United States and Canada to see how different utilities are approaching,
forecasting, and preparing for the future. This information will feed back to our
program. It will really influence our community benefits and workforce development
initiatives and create more apprenticeships and opportunities looking at future
technical skills and groups.
6. Presentation and Discussion: Triple Bottom Line (TBL) Update, Alexander Quinn
and Jonathan Kevles, AECOM, made a presentation with handouts/PowerPoint
(taken after item 1)
Discussion and Q&A:
T.Jones: Did the Commission or SFPUC make up the Triple Bottom Line (TBL)?
A.Quinn: The TBL has been around for some time. It was something the United
Nations set some rules on this in the 1980s or 1990s. It is the principle of

sustainability, of living within your means and not jeopardizing the needs of the
future. The TBL concept is intended to begin to quantify social and economic
factors instead of just looking at a financial point of view. It is now being used by
other utilities in Philadelphia, Sydney, Melbourne, and Seattle and these cities have
set up ways to evaluate investments beyond dollar values and include broader
social and environmental impacts.
T.Jones: Are other cities creating an analyzer of any sort?
A.Quinn: It’s different for each group. This model is unique to San Francisco. There
are other models out there and a lot of them deal with monetizing the
environmental and social costs. The application was brought up to San Francisco.
The way we’re approaching this is less precision and more roughly what the
outcomes are looking like. This is an SFPUC model.
T.Jones: This analyzer is a great concept, but I’m not fully clear on what is coming
out. What’s the long-term intention?
A.Quinn: Right now the direction is the SSIP investments and infrastructure going
forward as of 2013 will be evaluated under this system. It’s not going to be applied
broadly throughout SFPUC yet. We’re first using this in the SSIP to look at the
outcomes and then evaluate whether it should have a broader application
throughout the SFPUC. We look at components and the project in its entirety. It’s
about helping project managers decide which alternative they should really select
and explain how they arrived at this alternative.
D.Pilpel: In addition to the two criteria on slide 4, the operations and other costs are
included as a footnote. Rather than just rolling that up in “everything but capital,”
would it make sense to break that out so that there’s consideration to those items?
A.Quinn: We had this internal debate ourselves. Here’s the reasoning behind how
we arrived at these two items: Initially we just wanted that to be one item that says
lifecycle costs. There’s a difference here; one is the capital costs and the other is
operations and maintenance (O&M), which is a separate pool inflated at 3% per
year. Since those budget items are so discretely different, it was important to
separate them out. The reason that avoided costs was not a separate item was
that avoided cost was going to be positive. In a pie, you have one as a positive and
two that are negatives. We were grappling with this issue and ultimately we said
that if we lump it in with O&M, then it is just subtracted from that O&M ledger.
D.Pilpel: I think it also depends on the nature of the project. Just because there’s a
maintenance cost to it, it may not be an SFPUC-borne cost. I’m not sure if that’s
actually what the SFPUC costs are versus what is the project cost.
A.Quinn: It looks at the isolation of the other elements. If you take that piece out.
what is that cost? If you put that piece in, what is the cost? Under this model, this is
the cost of the infrastructure.
D.Pilpel: This is a tool to analyze elements of projects. Is there a working list of
which pieces you’re looking to evaluate?
A.Quinn: We currently have a directive to first look at the watershed assessment
piece, which is the collection, transport, and movement of water versus the
treatment of water. Ultimately we’re also going to look at treatment options. So,
everything under the SSIP after 2014 is really the answer. Right now, 2013 will just
be the watershed assessment. 2014 will be everything else.
D.Pilpel: Can we get that list of projects as broken down and defined?
A.Quinn: We have a draft list of technology projects that we are supposed to
evaluate. This list is going through an internal vetting process. When that’s done,
I’m happy to send that out.
D.Pilpel: Is there some feedback loop from this process to project development?
A.Quinn: The feedback loop is on slide 5 of the presentation.
D.Pilpel: On slide 21 the left pie is unweighted within each watershed and the right
pie is weighted with community values.
A.Quinn: That is correct. That will be an advisory in a disc.
D.Pilpel: This entire process, none of this is dispositive of any project process or
approach; it’s just information you can use in selecting projects.
A.Quinn: That’s correct. When we get the data about jobs, recreation areas,
climate change, greenhouse gases, etc. we are going to aggregate that data out as
a reporting mechanism.
T.Jones: This analyzer project is great. What’s the scope of it? Will there be
something on the website after all the analysis and decisions are made? What’s
the cost of the contract?

A.Quinn: It is roughly a five year contract with most of it happening in the first two
years. Each project will have a TBL sheet. We are embodied in the broader
AECOM/Parsons contract which is $150M of which we are less than 2%. The total
hour allocation is 1,700 hours.
J.PruittHill: What types of systems are set up to get community input? How are you
leveraging those systems to get accurate information?
A.Quinn: There are four venues we are using to reach people to gather input:
Civinomics iPad survey, Wastewater Subcommittee, SFPUC Commission, and
workshops that we will be doing in tandem with the watershed assessment folks.
J.PruittHill: From your experience, is that 170 attainable as far as it being
significant?
A.Quinn: With a standard error of 10%. We’d like to have more. What we expect is
to continually go back and update this. This is our first try at this, so we’re trying to
get a sense of how meaningful this is and how applicable it could be.
D.Pilpel: When you talked about the data input card, is a sample of that in this
presentation? Is there a full sheet?
A.Quinn: There is a sample video, but we don’t have a sample of the full sheet yet.
D.Pilpel: When you have a sample full sheet, can you please send that to us?
T.Jones: A similar thing to look at is Morning Star. They have a sheet with a
combination of items.
Public comment: none.
7. Verbal Update and Discussion: Public Engagement with the Southeast Community,
Sam Murray, SFPUC Communications
Sam Murray gave a verbal update.
Discussion and Q&A:
D.Pilpel: There is an Oceanside Treatment Plant tour this Saturday.
J.Walsh: Please forward any comments or feedback to me if you attend a
treatment plant tour. This could include sign up, tour content, and follow up.
D.Pilpel: It would be nice to give people a small bag of compost as a giveaway.
J.Walsh: A few years ago, we gave compost away and people thought that it was
from Recology food scraps. Some people were surprised about where the compost
came from.
S.Murray: We used to do the compost giveaway. Farmers liked our compost.
D.Pilpel: I’d like to be on the mailing list for the Quint Street meetings and outreach.
L.Madjis: We just got looped in to the Quint Street discussions about two weeks
ago and are figuring out what our role is in the process. Caltrans is leading the
efforts and we are participating in the process. Sam can connect you, but the
communications are currently through email.
T.Jones: Do you have school kids attend the Southeast Treatment Plant tours?
J.Walsh: We have a lot of school tours, maybe three or four a month.
T.Jones: There is a $3B program that will happen in that neighborhood. It would be
good for all the schools within one or one and a half miles around the plant to be
specifically invited on a tour.
S.Murray: We reach out to schools near the plant and in the Bayview. We also
send letters to the schools and teachers inviting them to visit our facilities.
T.Jones: Public schools seem to have funding issues with buses. It would be a
great way to reach the kids.
J.Walsh: We are looking into that.
S.Murray: I talked to several principals and they informed me that teachers have to
juggle how many times they get to use buses during the year, usually only once or
twice. Some schools visit the Oceanside Treatment Plant and then go to the Zoo
right after to use the same bus.
J.PruittHill: Regarding the Sunnydale project, what are some of the positives we
can take from that project?
S.Murray: Moving forward, you probably won’t have the funding problem that
community has had before. Through the mitigations, we are actually planting a lot
of trees. Friends of the Urban Forest (FUF) is supporting and gathering signatures.
Leland Avenue is also much cleaner.
J.PruittHill: As far of jobs for the big projects coming out, we know that not
everyone in that community has specific skills to get those jobs. Can we allocate
those funds to another project?

S.Murray: We actually had better numbers on that particular project. We try to meet
the goal of 50% San Franciscans hired, and our numbers were better than what we
expected.
J.PruittHill: Maybe we can find another method or strategy to reach the community.
S.Murray: SFPUC has a history of trying to create unique ways to meet the needs
of jobs. When you look at the Garden Project, 9910, and apprenticeship programs,
there is a proactive approach as to how SFPUC tries to help. Can we do a better
job? Yes. It’s important for people to know that we have programs in place.
T.Jones: In regards to Sunnydale local hire, why were there better numbers?
S.Murray: I think we have a very strong record of getting San Franciscans hired.
We have these programs and we want to see that our programs are working. I
think the approach of SFPUC management is to see that it happens.
T.Jones: Do you know what those higher numbers were for the Sunnydale project?
S.Murray: I don’t have those numbers here. Taking a guess, when you look at
truckers, plumbers, electrical folks, trade folks, we did well.
D.Pilpel: Back on Sunnydale, MUNI/Municipal Transportation Agency is
considering purchasing a property along Bayshore Boulevard for their towing
operations. If that transaction happens, it would be good to have some coordination
with the streetscape on Leland Avenue because it is two blocks away. If we can
coordinate in the greater area along Bayshore Boulevard, that would be great.
S.Murray: When it gets to that level we can see if there’s someone to talk about it.
Public comment: none.
8. Future agenda items by members of the WWCAC, staff and general public
Next regularly scheduled WWCAC meeting: Thursday, November 8, 2012.
D.Pilpel: I suggest having a more detailed and updated timeline of specific projects
and how projects and activities will undergo for the SSIP. For example, the next big
milestone and when projects will go for environmental review.
Also regarding the resolution that we passed about the SSIP staff should provide a
formal response.
T.Young will track down the SSIP resolution transmittal letter from the CAC
Secretary.
9. Adjournment at 6:56 p.m. (J.PruittHill moved; T.Jones seconded.)

