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ORDER OF BUSINESS:
1. Call to Order
The meeting was called to order by President Vietor at 1:31P.M.
2. Roll Call
Present were President Vietor, Vice President Moran, Commissioner Caen, and
Commissioner Torres; Commissioner Courtenay was excused.
3. Approval of Minutes
a) Minutes of the May 10, 2011, Regular Meeting
b) Minutes of the May 24, 2011, Regular Meeting
Motion to approve the May 10th and May 24th Minutes as presented by Commissioner
Torres, seconded by Vice President Moran Passed 4-0 AYE (Vietor, Moran, Caen,
Torres) unanimously
4. Public Comments
Members of the public may address the Commission on matters that are within the
Commission’s jurisdiction and are not on today’s agenda.
Commissioner Torres called attention to the California Institute for Regenerative
Medicine’s (CRIM) recently released report outlining the significant economic and
community benefits’ provide by the work that it does. Commissioner Torres suggested
that a similar report identifying benefits deriving from the activities of the San Francisco
Public Utilities Commission might also be useful in informing our ratepayers and the
public of the important economic contributions that the SFPUC’s work provided to the
City and the region.
AGM Rydstrom responded briefly calling attention to the new “popular” annual report and
observed that this public education tool could be usefully expanded to include the kinds
of information described by Commissioner Torres in the CIRM Report. AGM Kelly
reported that we actually keep track of disadvantaged workers, local workers, non-local
workers, out of state workers, saying that we keep track of all of these numbers and kinds
of jobs created by SFPUC related construction projects and ongoing activities which
could also be included. Acting General Manager Carlin called attention to economic
“ripple effect” from SFPUC Projects was also described in Controller’s Office reports and
noted future discussions of this topic could be calendared.
Commissioner Torres observed that reports of jobs created and economic activity
generated by our projects went together and should be reported together.

Mr. Art Jensen, BAWSCA General Manager applauded this as a useful idea and found it
an additional way to let ratepayers and residents better understand how much the region
benefitted not only from work being done now but also the long-term benefits deriving
from the improved, strengthened, and seismically safer system that protected the
regional economy against the serious threat posed by earthquakes. Mr. Jensen hoped
that this kind of information might also be included in the expanded popular annual
report.
President Vietor requested that when a revised draft of the new “popular” annual report
was ready that it be made available to the Commissioners.

5. Communications
a) Letter Summary
b) Advance Calendar
c) Staff Reports (written reports sent to the Commissioners)
1. Quarterly Update Interim Wastewater Capital Improvement Projects (Moala)
2. Status of Major Development Projects in Service Area
(Ritchie/Carlin)
3. Legislative Update
(Ellis)
4. LED Streetlights and Streetlighting Plan Update
(Hale)
Vice President Moran was pleased to see that the excellent models developed for the
Water System Improvement Program (WSIP) reports were also being employed in the
Wastewater Enterprise’s reports, noting that this greatly facilitated understanding and
tracking what was being reported. Turning next to the Memo regarding Development
Projects Vice President Moran pointed out that the report basically said that each of our
wholesale agencies were going to be doing an urban water management plan which staff
would be reviewing, with a report to the Commission likely sometime in the fall. Vice
President Moran noted that he would encourage staff to make sure that where we knew
about major projects, that we understand how those are being treated within these
individual urban water management plans. Vice President Moran noted that it was not
uncommon that for timing to get out of sync when somebody was tying their water plan to
their general plans. Vice President Moran observed that we should know about it and at
least highlight that so that while it was not considered in the plan, it was a known issue.
President Vietor requested regarding some of the comment letters that had been sent to
the Commission last evening and that morning for this meeting, that staff identify ways
meeting materials might be made available to the public and provided to the
Commissioners earlier so that comments in response to these matters would have
sufficient time to be sent to the Commissioners sooner rather than just prior to the
meeting. Mr. Carlin noted that work was underway to identify the best means to get this
kind of late arriving comments out to the Commissions as well as sending agenda
materials earlier electronically.
President Vietor additionally asked regarding the significant amount of ongoing legislative
activity reported in the Legislative update requesting that a fuller presentation be
calendared for an upcoming Commission meeting.
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President Vietor asked concerning how the greenhouse gas reduction impacts from this
LED Lighting Project were being captured. AGM Hale explained that the benefit of the
change to the LED Streetlighting was to be fully reported in the SFPUC’s segment of
City’s Climate Action Plan Report.
Public comment
Ms. Jennifer Clary, SFPUC Citizens Advisory Committee and Clean Water Action noting
the ongoing legislative activities reported in AGM Ellis’ report suggested that the
Commission, as it had already adopted an Environmental Justice Policy, take action to
formally support of AB 685, defining access to water as a human right, and AB 935
addressing language diversity and access issues.

6. Other Commission Business
a) Honoring Mr. Patrick Lo for 34 years of Public Service upon his Retirement
Acting General Manager Michael Carlin reported the highlights of Mr. Patrick Lo’s more
that 34 years of dedicated and skilled service to the SFPUC; noting that he had worked
with him on may important and significant projects. Mr. Lo was then invited to joint the
Commissioners on the dais and was presented a certificate honoring his over three
decades of exemplary public service on the occasion of his retirement. Commemorative
photographs were then taken with the Commissioners and the Acting General Manager.
No new business items were proposed.

7. Report of the General Manager
Acting General Manager Michael Carlin reported that there were no General Manager’s
Report items.

THE FOLLOWING MATTERS BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION ARE
RECOMMENDED FOR ACTION AS STATED BY THE GENERAL MANAGER OF
PUBLIC UTILITIES AND CITY ATTORNEY WHERE APPLICABLE.
Explanatory documents provided to the Commission in connection with this agenda are
available for public inspection and copying at the Office of the Commission Secretary,
1155 Market Street, 11th Floor, San Francisco, CA 94103, Telephone: (415) 554-3165,
Fax: (415) 554-3424.
Public comment
No comment was offered on any of the Consent Calendar items
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Motion to approved the Consent calendar items # 8a through #8g by Commissioner
Torres, seconded by Commissioner Caen Passed 4-0 AYE (Vietor, Moran, Caen, Torres)
unanimously

CONSENT CALENDAR
8. All matters listed hereunder constitute a Consent Calendar, are considered to be
routine by the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, and will be acted upon by a
single vote of the Commission. There will be no separate discussion of these items
unless a member of the Commission or the public so requests, in which event the
matter will be removed from the Consent Calendar and considered as a separate
item.
a) Ratify the Declaration of Emergency WW-537(E) made by the General Manager of
the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC), dated April 27, 2011, and
approved by the President of the Commission, for immediate replacement of the
existing sewer on Post Street, from Kearny Street to Montgomery Street, due to
missing bricks, sagging and bulging walls, missing grout throughout and a damaged
invert along the length of the entire sewer. The emergency sewer replacement work
was awarded to Shaw Pipeline, Inc. in the amount of $403,425.
(Moala)
Resolution 11-0082
b) Authorize the General Manager of the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission
(SFPUC) to apply to the United States Bureau of Reclamation (USBR) WaterSMART
Grant Program for funding up to $231,591 for the project “Assessing Potential Effects
of Climate Change on the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission’s Water Supply,
to be matched by SFPUC and Scripps Institution of Oceanography in-kind
contributions of $237,494.
(Ritchie)
Resolution 11-0083
c) Approve Amendment No. 1 to Water Enterprise revenue-funded Agreement No. CS898, Environmental Analysis Services for the New Diversion Dam Road Upgrade
Project in the Sunol Watershed with Jones and Stokes; and authorize the General
Manager of the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) to execute this
amendment, extending the agreement duration by two years for a total agreement
duration of five years and one month. This modification is required to complete the
environmental analysis services for the proposed replacement of the existing bridge
after the work was placed in abeyance while SFPUC completed conceptual design of
the project.
(Kelly/Torrey)
Resolution 11-0084
d) Approve Modification No. 1 to Water Enterprise, Water System Improvement
Program-funded Contract No. WD-2558 La Grande Pump Station Upgrades, with
Trinet Construction, Inc., increasing the contract time by 133 consecutive calendar
days to negotiate and fully execute License Agreements between SFPUC and
adjacent property owners for construction access and for construction of shoring and
underpinning systems, for a total contract duration of 728 consecutive calendar days.
Resolution 11-0085
(Kelly)
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e) Accept work performed by NTK Construction, Inc., for Water Enterprise, Water
System Improvement Program-funded Contract No. WD-2597, Lawrence Livermore
and Phase II Thomas Shaft Improvement Project; approve Modification No. 9 (Final)
to address for unanticipated conditions encountered during facility testing and startup, increasing the contract by $67,784, for a total contract amount of $3,440,719 and
extend it by 162 consecutive calendar days, for a total contract duration of 563
consecutive calendar days; and authorize final payment, to the contractor in the
amount of $186,625.
(Kelly)
Resolution 11-0086
f) Approve the terms and conditions and authorize the General Manager of the
San Francisco Public Utilities Commission to execute a Revocable Permit with
City of San Jose for a pedestrian and bicycle trail crossing at the Lower
Guadalupe River, near Parcel 127.
(Carlin)

Resolution 11-0087
g) Approve the terms and conditions and authorize the General Manager of the San
Francisco Public Utilities Commission to execute a Revocable Permit with City of
Fremont for a pedestrian and bicycle trail crossing at Sabercat Creek, near Parcel 18.
Resolution 11-0088
(Carlin)

At the suggestion of Acting General Manager Carlin Agenda Items #9 and #10 were
called up and addressed together.
9.

Public Hearing – presentation, discussion, and possible action for adoption of the
2010 Urban Water Management Plan for the City and County of San Francisco.
(Ritchie)
AGM for Water Steven Ritchie recapped the presentation he had given at the May 26th
meeting outlining the details of the proposed Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP)
which now had incorporated suggestions made by the Commissioners and members of
the public. Mr. Ritchie noted that an urban water management plan update was required
to be done every five years.
Mr. Ritchie then explained that this Plan addressed the Urban Water Management Plan
Act requirements and presented the supply and demand projections through 2035 and
included both retail and wholesale customers projections in as well as incorporated
elements required by the Water Conservation Act of 2009. Mr Ritchie noted that if we did
not actually prepare, adopt, and submit the plan to the state that we would be ineligible to
receive funding for drought assistance from the state, which was the whole reason for
doing this kind of urban water management planning.
Turning to the details Mr Ritchie reported in summary, our level of service goal was for no
greater than 20% system wide reduction in any one year. Mr. Ritchie explained that what
staff had found was that supply was positioned to meet retail customer demand under all
conditions. Mr. Ritchie reported that the wholesale customer demand exceeds supply in
future dry years if we continued on with the limitation of the 265 mgd after 2018.
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Mr. Ritchie pointed out that this was one of the things that had been a bit of a challenge
in this document, to discuss the fact that we had an interim supply limitation in effect until
2018 with no policy decision on what we would do after that. Mr Ritchie explained that for
the purpose of the analysis staff carried through what happens if we hold that in place
noting it did identify that there were demands from the wholesale side that would need to
be dealt with.
Lastly, Mr Ritchie noted the retail per capita water use was in compliance with the Water
Conservation Act of 2009, commonly referred to as the 20% reduction by 2020 for urban
water suppliers throughout the state. Mr Ritchie explained that our per-capita demand in
San Francisco had been so low for the last five years that San Francisco did not actually
have to do anything additionally on the conservation side to comply with that mandate. Of
course, Mr. Ritchie observed we were continuing on with the conservation activities for
lots of different reasons, but as far as that law was concerned, the City of San Francisco
fully complied right now.
Wrapping up, Mr Ritchie noted in review that on May 24th, the draft was presented to the
Commission and the public hearing was held. In response to that Mr Ritchie noted staff
had made minor revisions to the draft plan based on the public comments we received
Mr. Ritchie reported that the proposed final plan was being considered today with an
additional change that staff proposed in response to a comment we received yesterday
that discussed supply planning into the future, and identified activities that would be very
important to note in our plan. Mr Ritchie explained thought this a good change to make to
the plan to have a more complete record. Mr Ritchie then explained a chart showing that
projected water demands for the wholesale customers would could grow to 198 mgd
somewhere between 2020 and 2025 before 2035.
Turning next to purpose of the Resolution proposed in Agenda item #I0 Mr. Ritchie
explained that there were specific requirements in CEQA and the Water Code requiring
suppliers to prepare assessments for certain projects that were subject to review under
CEQA. Mr Ritchie explained that staff had brought some of these to the Commission for
Treasure Island, Parkmerced, and Hunters’ Point. Mr Ritchie noted these were done as
individual water supply assessments because they were not in the previous urban water
management plan. Mr Ritchie further explained that staff accommodated all of the
projections for San Francisco that we had in this urban water management plan working
with the Planning Department on projections into the future. Mr. Ritchie reported that the
City Planning Staff had agreed that these projections took into account all known and
projected development for the City and had said this plan could be used for water supply
assessment in the future as well. Mr Ritchie explained that adoption of this plan and
resolution as well as prior adoption of air and water management plans, and the
certification that the Urban Water Management Plan meant it also served as water supply
assessments for CEQA purposes.
In response to questions posed by Vice President Moran concerning and legal
implications for our Wholesale Customers in acting to adopt this Retail Customer focused
plan, AGM Ritchie noted that each of the Wholesale Customers water supply entities
developed there own plans designed to address their own needs and conditions and
further clarified that none related to CEQA. Additionally, Deputy City Attorney Noreen
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Ambrose explained that if there were any implications they were perhaps related to post2018 decisions and that while each water supplier developed their own water
management plans these could not be inconsistent with ours. The Deputy City Attorney
emphasized that this plan only related to us but that the other agencies’ plans had to be
consistent. Vice President Moran expressed discomfort with any ambiguity and
uncertainty about our relationship with our Wholesale Customers after 2018 on this point,
noting that not all of our Wholesale Customers’ plans were going to be based on the 184
mgd (million gallons per day) allocation.
Public comment on items #9 & #10
Mr. Eric Brooks, San Francisco Green Party, commented that the Commission should
delay action on adoption of this matter, suggesting that there had been insufficient time
for some environmental groups to review and carefully consider what was being
proposed. Mr. Brooks also objected to the use of technology based methods to increase
the water supply, specifically the use of desalinization, and suggested more time was
need to consider several other alternatives which he believed were better suited to
address these concerns.
Mr. Peter Drekmeier, Tuolumne River Trust, commended staff for their diligence in
developing a really comprehensive water management plan, and said that San Francisco
was presenting a good model of conservation. Mr. Drekmeier also observed that
extending the cap beyond 2018 was very beneficial and called attention to the SFPUC’s
leadership in the Water Utility Climate Alliance. Mr. Drekmeier offers two suggestions;
first that the Environmental Enhancement Surcharge be based on the actual numbers,
and requested that information about the requirements of the Raker Act concerning the
SFPUC’s engagements with private water utilities be highlighted
Ms. Jennifer Clary, SFPUC CAC, Clean Water Action, also commended staff for working
cooperatively with the Citizens’ Advisory Committee and expressed hope that the next
iteration of this would actually assign an yield to for non-potable water resources,
Secondly Ms. Clary asked for an update to the Climate change section based on current
information as this version seemed unchanged from the previous.
BAWSCA General Manager Art Jensen expressed appreciation for the collaborative
efforts made to work together with BAWSCA and pointed out that San Francisco would
only face a 2% mandatory drought reductions in contrast to the levels in previous drought
situations. Mr. Jensen also pointed that the Wholesale Customers would not rely on this
plan when developing their own plans.
10. Discussion and possible action for adoption of a resolution affirming that the 2010
Urban Water Management Plan for the City and County of San Francisco covers
projected growth in the City and County of San Francisco through the year 2035 and
thereby satisfies the water supply and demand assessment requirements for
developments of a specific size pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act
and the California Water Code.
(Ritchie)
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President Vietor called attention to perhaps beefing up the Climate Change language,
addressing the Raker Act questions, and regarding drought planning. Mr. Carlin and Mr.
Ritchie explained that this plan would provide a basis for the next plan in 2015 when the
information developed from various ongoing efforts would be available to better inform
that decision. Acting General Manager Carlin pointed out that all of these topics had
been discussed previously with the Bay Area Water Stewards so that there should be no
surprise at what was being proposed in this plan.
Vice President Moran observed that there were difficult choices ahead, understanding
that with all we had already done there were limits on what conservation can do, and
noted that heretofore little if any consideration had been given to excluding some
potential water supply choices because of their potentially very high unit costs. Vice
President Moran also pointed out that had the choice been made to look at different
water supply amounts beyond 184 mgd the really difficult questions that we face beyond
2018 would be readily apparent.
Acting General Manager Carlin explained that this was a situation common among all
water agencies in California and emphasized that the Urban Water Management Plan
(UWMP) being considered was designed to meet our own requirements. Mr. Carlin
additionally reported that staff worked closely to share data with BAWSCA so that
everyone could use common data in developing each of our own plans. Mr. Carlin further
explained that these figures were all based in the Phased Variant of the Water System
Improvement Program (WSIP) which the Commission had adopted.
In response to the proposed additions noted by President Vietor related to the
suggestions offered, Mr. Ritchie noted that none of these required a change in the
proposed resolutions and that they could be easily incorporated in to the supporting
documents. President Vietor agreed this was acceptable and asked that the final
complete documents be made available when done.

Motion to approve the item #9 by Commissioner Caen seconded by Vice President
Moran Passed 4-0 AYE (Vietor, Moran, Caen, Torres) unanimously.
Resolution 11-0089

Motion to approve the item#10 by Commissioner Caen seconded by Vice President
Moran Passed 4-0 AYE (Vietor, Moran, Caen, Torres) unanimously.
Resolution 11-0090

REGULAR BUSINESS
11. Discussion and possible action to authorize the General Manager of the San
Francisco Public Utilities Commission to consent, on behalf of the SFPUC, to the
Development Agreement (“DA”) between the City and County of San Francisco (the
“City”) and Parkmerced Investors, LLC (“Project Sponsor”), and adopt findings,
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pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) to support the
Parkmerced Project (the Project), including a statement of overriding considerations
and a mitigation monitoring and reporting program.
(Carlin)
Acting General Manager Carlin began this presentation by pointing out that there was no
SFPUC money involved in this project and that all of the wide array of water and
wastewater and other infrastructure improvements were to be fully funded by the
developers. Then Mr. Carlin introduced Mr. Michael Yarne of the Mayor’s Office for an
extensive and highly detailed overview of this proposed renewal and transformation of
this post World War II suburban style development into a model of 21st century green
urban planning. In reply to a question by Commissioner Torres Mr. Yarne explained the
development was located in District 7 and that District 7 Supervisor Elsbernd was a
strong supporter of this proposed plan.
Mr Yarne reported that the most important thing to note was this was a contract that runs
with the land and that regardless of the future owners -- be they the developer, a different
developer, multiple owners -- all the obligations are enforceable. Mr Yarne further
explained that the city in general, in compliance with state law, cannot enter into an
annulment agreement unless there were re substantial benefits above and beyond what
would be provided.
Mr Yarne then outlined the key components of the project as being a transit-oriented
mixed use development with a complete redesign of the streets and blocks, using the
city's newly adopted better streets guidelines, with substantial amenity improvements and
multiple part transportation plan with a Muni light rail and an ambitious greenhouse gas
ecological performance assessment. In addition, Mr Yarne reported that his office with an
outside consultant had quantified benefits above and beyond what the city could achieve
with the application of the existing ordnances. Mr Yarne estimated in addition to about
$220 million of affordable housing funds, his office anticipated a $17.5 million annual
surplus. This Mr Yarne explained was after accounting for the increased cost of the
population. Finally, Mr Yarne reported this was a huge economic and job generator for
the city. He noted we were looking at in total $7 billion in construction activity, and over
the 20-year build out, 30,000 jobs. Mr Yarne pointed out that Parkmerced was based on
a new plan that attempted to retrofit the 1940’s model suburb into a 21st century
sustainable urban environment. Mr Yarne reiterated the basic land use plan included the
addition of approximately 7500 new units to the existing apartment units. Approximately
half, all of which are rent-controlled, Mr Yarne reported would be replaced by brand new
replacement units, bringing the entire site up to 8900 residential units at build out. In
addition Mr Yarne explained the plan proposed a mixed use community with retail, office,
a community centre, and a redesign of all the open space, increasing the amount of
public spaces to about 68 acres.
Mr Yarne then reported an overview of the Land Use plan showing that essentially we
would see the creation of a mixed use transit-oriented core. This change Mr Yarne
explained would allow immediate access to neighbourhood services like cafes and dry
cleaners. It also allows for positive benefits to mode share. Also Mr Yarne observed the
transit-oriented neighbourhood core was walkable for pretty much everyone on the
project site and will provide many resources that are not available now.
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Next Mr Yarne outlined each of the proposed changes in the arrangement of the various
newly defined open space and recreational areas within the development. Next Mr.
Yarned turned to the more specifically focused on SFPUC -- a development agreement
incorporates the referenced sustainability plan. Mr Yarne reported that the sustainability
plan incorporated all the resource requirements of the development and sets ambitious
goals which the project sponsor has to fill out. Mr Yarne explained that the development
agreement works in coordination with the sustainability and development plan to make
sure that SFPUC can monitor progress on those goals. Specifically, Mr Yarne reported
that the goals were for a substantial reduction in per-capita energy and carbon output.
This was achieved Mr Yarne reported through substantial investment in alternative or
non-carbon based renewables and conservation measures as the project was built up. Mr
Yarne explained that there will be a 56% energy usage decrease at the project site.
There are equally ambitious goals. Mr Yarne reported that the project proposes to reduce
per-capita water use by 60% per household at build out, reduce waste water generation
by 60%, and improve the local watershed. Also Mr Yarne observed that the project
proposed incremental removal of storm water by a storm water management system that
combines wells, ponds, and if all goes as planned, adding this aquifer to Lake Merced. Mr
Yarne reported that the SFPUC had discretion to guide the process.
Next, Mr Yarne explained that the development agreement had four levels of approval.
The first level was a resolution authorizing the consent for the executive director to
execute the basic agreement and there were three layers of approval after that. Probably
the most important for SFPUC purposes Mr Yarne reported was that the developer must
develop of phase application during which they outlined their storm water requirements,
their energy requirements, all the benefits in their plans, and the SFPUC or any agency
with that authority was assigned to review that to make sure it was in compliance. This Mr
Yarne noted allowed for subsequent review and monitoring at every development phase.
Mr Yarne explained that if a target cannot be made, whether it was energy or potable
water, there was an opportunity at each development phase to correct the course with
discretionary authority to make sure the obligations of the developer were fulfilled.
Mr Yarne repeated that there were no public funds for this project, and said the
agreement allowed for substantial flexibility This Mr Yarne noted involved individual
design review projects and the city retains full permitting authority and retains its rights to
review for any public improvement and to acceptance of a public improvement only when
its standards have been satisfied. Mr Yarne reported that the SFPUC staff would be
reviewing a variety of improvements, including the potable water distribution system,
waste water collection, a new storm water treatment system, street lights, and an
auxiliary water system. Mr Yarne emphasized all of these were to be executed by the
SFPUC. Included in the agreements Mr Yarne noted was the addition of the sustainable
energy agreement. Mr Yarne explained that our goal was generating approximately 20
million kilowatt hours per year of either renewable energy or some combination thereof,
or requiring that the developers achieve that capacity. Mr Yarne explained the review and
monitoring role for the phased application and pointed out that it allowed for a variety of
means to achieve those goals such as a large Co-Gen Facility. Mr Yarne noted this was
in his view a model of flexibility. Finally, Mr Yarne reported we included a public power
provision that requires a feasibility study conducted soon after the development
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agreement. Mr Yarne reported that when the study was complete, the parties could meet
to discuss the provision of public power to the site, if it meets the goals of the agency and
the developer
Mr. Yarne then outlined in detail the arrangements in place to protect the entire stock of
rental housing currently protected by the Rent Ordinance and outlined the extensive new
developements that would provide neighborhood serving commercial and community
facilities as well as transportation improvements and expanded housing.
Commission discussion
In response to a question by Commissioner Torres, Mr Yarne replied he had been
involved with this project for two years. Commissioner Torres noted that it showed, and
noted this was a good job. In further response to Commissioner Torres, Mr Yarne
explained that the plan sets ambitious goals that exceed the existing title 24 standards for
everything from energy consumption to water conservation. This was possible Mr Yarne
reported because the site was extraordinarily inefficient today noting this was because
the current level of waste at the site was so extraordinary.
In answer to Commissioner Caen asking about the timeline, Mr Yarne explained that this
was a unique project. It was entirely private that the developer would decide when they
would commence construction. Mr Yarne explained that this would depend on financing
and the market. Mr Yarne noted that once they commence, the whole set of
requirements, all the public benefits mentioned were required commensurate with the
development that occurs. So, Mr Yarne explained this was more of a performance-based
development. That is, Mr Yarne explained the amenities were provided commensurate
with the private development that occurs. Mr Yarne reported that the city would not
dictate the timing of that development, but that certain obligations were created and the
developer was required to make commercially reasonable efforts to improve the site. Mr
Yarne reported that while this was driven by the market, but the framework was also
there for public improvements. If after 30 years Mr Yarne reported nothing has occurred,
and if the Board of Supervisors does not amend the agreement, all the obligations expire.
Mr Yarne explained that it was our estimation it would occur over approximately 20 years.

President Vietor asked concerning the chart related to energy consumption and
Transportation. Mr Yarne replied that staff expected a good mode share on this project
using transportation speak. Mr Yarne explained that there was a detailed public benefits
project that includes a shuttle with connections to all the shopping, with bike share and
car share options,. Additionally, Mr Yarne explained a large majority of the emissions are
due to transportation. So, Mr Yarne pointed out that the chart shows that the simple pop
up allowing this growth to occur here, as opposed to on the edge of the Bay Area or a low
density suburb has significant carbon savings due to transportation. Mr Yarne explained
that the analysis you see on the following page was a combined analysis that showed
savings due to energy conservation and also changed behaviour for residents. President
Vietor: observed that we had a great story to tell if, moving on, we would be able to say
what these projections were and show we were able to contribute our fair share.
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Next President Vietor asked what percentage of the units were going to be affordable
housing? Mr Yarne emphasized as there was a significant public controversy that there
were approximately 300 existing rental units on the site. Mr Yarne reported that at the full
build out, all those rent-control units will remain and all existing tenants will be provided
an opportunity to relocate at the developer's expense to brand-new units. Mr Yarne
reported that the development agreement required that one-third of those be provided as
BMR units’ onsite. Mr Yarne reported that at a minimum, 270 units would be provided
onsite. Mr Yarne explained these were affordable units that do not exist today and would
be targeted specifically at qualifying households. Mr Yarne reported the remaining 10% of
the obligation, the developer may provide onsite. Mr Yarne explained staff estimated the
developer, as an alternative, could pay $220 million to the Mayor's Office to create an
affordable housing trust fund. That money Mr Yarne reported can be leveraged with state
and federal money, and that $220 million, by the way, was what the obligation was
valued at today and would increase over time. In response to a question by President
Vietor, Mr Yarne explained there was a substantial high turnover rates but also there
were a good percentage of long-term tenants as well. Mr Yarne wanted to emphasize,
we had gone to great lengths to put an agreement in place that protects those,
particularly the long-term tenants and make sure no one was displaced at any point
during the construction and the long-term tenants who were benefiting from rentcontrolled could move into new units.
In response to a question by President Vietor to do with climate change and the proximity
to the Ocean Beach Mr Yarne explained that while he was not an expert on sea level rise
that he knew their CEQA staff at the Planning Department had carefully considered all
comment related issues, and came to the conclusion in the CEQA documents that there
were no sea level rise issues. Mr Yarne explained that the site of Parkmerced was a little
higher up from sea level than you might expect. President Vietor observed that she
thought this a great project with significant sustainable elements that also addressed a lot
of the SFPUC issues.
Acting General Manager Carlin then proposed modifications to the agenda item related
the protection of our pipeline No. 3 which runs through the development site, which is
San Andreas Pipeline Number Three. Mr Carlin described the first was to modify the
proposed relocation of the pipeline as part of the project. Then Mr Carlin pointed to the
change that followed the staff report that makes it clear the relocation would take place
using the specified plans, and reported staff was very comfortable with the language at
this point in time.
Motion to approve the proposed amendment by Commissioer Torres, seconded by
Commission Caen Passed 4-0 AYE (Vietor, Moran, Caen, Torres) unanimously.
Public comment on the amendment
No comments were offered on the proposed amendments

Public comment
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Mr. Tim Colen, San Francisco Housing Action Coalition commented that his group was
developing more solutions for housing affordability solutions. He reported that the
proposed Parkmerced plan abundantly met their endorsement guidelines. Mr. Colen
reported that the proposed plan represents the largest investment in housing affordability
in the Upper West Side and was the largest increase in amenities since the street cars
went in. Mr. Colen outlined his view that the current state of the housing development
was wasteful, designed and build for the energy conditions of an earlier era, and not
sustainable and that it was necessary to do things differently. Mr Colen found the
proposed development exemplifies what we mean when we say thoughtful, and forwardlooking.
Ms. Anne Marie Bretton, an18-year resident of Parkmerced said that she totally
supported this wonderful project. Ms. Bretton noted that we know San Francisco needs
housing, and that this kind of high-density urban housing development was really the
most sustainable. Ms. Bretton reported that "Mother Jones" Magazine mentioned
Parkmerced as an example of this type of development. She also noted there were many
elements that address issues of water conservation and renewable energy. MS Bretton
observed that she was looking forward to living in the unit where shoe could live
sustainably without making sure my heat was turned off. Ms. Bretton noted something
near and dear to my heart, Lake Merced. Ms. Bretton noted that she was happy to see
that water will go into the west side basin, as well as directly into Lake Merced.
Additionally, Ms.. Bretton noted this would provide habitat for wildlife in Parkmerced. And
that it would really connect Lake Merced to Parkmerced, and that she found really
wonderful and she planned to live there forever.
Mr Arnie Larsen having lived in Parkmerced for 15 years gave the perspective of
someone who moved into a neighbourhood that had a few shops way off at one end of
the neighbourhood, and most of them were empty, and that necessitated leaving the
neighbourhood for other neighbourhoods to do almost any of the business of daily living.
One of the things he had thought about then was who can support neighbourhood
businesses could he stay there and do my business here and just walk to a lot of the
places he needed to go on a daily basis. Mr Larsen reported that when this idea was
presented, he could not believe it. It was amazing. It was so right on the mark with what I
had in mind with what I wanted to happen in my neighbourhood. Mr Larsen pointed to the
protection for rent controlled units saying it was very important that this remained, and to
the 60% reduction in use of potable water and use of recycled water. Mr Larsen also
commended the landscape and water managed plan that would follow the natural
watercourse down through the land, and the water will go where it wants to go say this
was green and lovely. Mr Larsen also applauded the alternative energy sources they had
in mind. Mr. Larsen also liked this plan because it looked to the future and because there
was no way he could think of to come up with a better plan to put this much housing in
San Francisco in such a family friendly way.
Mr. Eric Brooks, San Francisco Green Party, Our City, in a dissenting note strongly
opposed the SFPUC’s approval of this proposed development, citing that most of the
local environmental and tenant organizations were strongly opposed to this proposal for a
diverse and wide variety of excellent reasons. Mr. Brooks pointed that we need action on
climate change now and this project proposed to demolish a significant amount of
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existing housing contribute to greenhouse gases and that number according the the
proposed plans would not turn around for many years. Mr. Brooks however did find the
water plan spectacular and the kind of stuff should be encouraged and it was exactly
what should be done, rather than desalinization

Commission discussion
Commissioner Torres observed that as a former chairman of the California Democratic
Party that he never thought he would be agreeing with the Green Party representatives.
Commissioner Torres observed that it had been his experience most San Franciscans
want to use a car. Commissioner Torres noted that while this city has incredible public
transportation system did Mr Yarne take this factor into account? Mr Yarne explained
what you can do to help change that, regardless of how much parking they put in, was to
encourage the developers to put a lot more car share spaces in. That way even if they do
the one-to-one parking, that might help mitigate the problems. President Vietor agreed
that she would be comfortable doing that, encouraging the developers to put more car
shares and be more aggressive with renewable energy and to bring it on-line as quickly
as possible. Additionally President Vietor pointed to the public power provision that could
encourage the developers to move forward as aggressively as possible with that.

Motion to approve the item and the associated CEQA actions by Commissioer Caen,
seconded by Vice President Moran, Passed 4-0 AYE (Vietor, Moran, Caen, Torres)
unanimously.
Resolution 11-0091

12. Discussion and possible action to authorize the General Manager of the San
Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) to execute a Memorandum of
Agreement with East Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMUD), Contra Costa Water
District (CCWD), Santa Clara Valley Water District (SCVWD), and Alameda County
Flood Control and Water Conservation District - Zone 7 (Zone 7) for an amount not
to exceed $200,000 (SFPUC share over an estimated duration of 18 months) to
conduct Site Specific Analysis to further study the feasibility of the Bay Area
Regional Desalination Project. The proposed Site Specific Analysis will provide
information about hydraulic modeling, impacts on water quality and marine life,
carbon footprint and related mitigation, and public outreach, to inform the decision
as to whether to proceed with Project design, permitting, and environmental review.
Ritchie)
On Agenda item #12 no action was taken and the item was continued to July 12, 2011

Public Comment
Mr. Eric Brooks, San Francisco Green Party, Our City, strongly opposed approval
environmental organizers, when it comes to desal of ocean, estuary, and bay water, not
water that's been ruined by agriculture. Mr Brooks noted that when you're returning water
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to the ecosystem, you're taking some of the water out permanently so there's no way that
the salt balance could be the same over the long term. Also, up front, when you suck the
water out of the Bay or ocean estuary, you're going to take massive amounts of
especially small living things -- if we were to go forward with a plan like this anywhere in
the San Francisco Bay there would be a take of endangered species and that was
unavoidable. Mr Brooks explained that the reason that we were at this point was because
of global warming, essentially and to use desalination as a strategy was very like some of
these ideas to put particles up in the atmosphere to block some of the sun out. Mr.
Brooks observed that at the beginning it sounds like maybe a clever idea but when you
delve into the impact it was going to have on the environments and specifically, on
energy use, you can't leave that out. And Mr Brooks referred specifically to the letter that
the Commissioners had received reporting that not only Our City, the group he
represented, but also San Francisco Green Party had agreed to sign on to that letter as
well. Mr Brooks’ point was that we haven't had a lot of new information on this since 2006
and that most enviros are opposed enough to this that what we were seeking was to now
engage a real open public process before we decide to spend $200,000 on a study. Mr
Brooks observed because a lot of the questions being raised about environmental
impacts, emergency use, endangered species, grassroots organizations like the ones on
the letters would be willing to let you know about those things without spending $200,000
and a lot of those things would convince you that a lot of the impacts are so extreme that
we don't think you'll want to do this. Mr. Brooks concluded so let's have that public
dialogue before you decide whether or not to be the $200,000 into the study.

Mr. Art Jensen, BAWSCA pointed out that this was a joint project with 2/3 of the costs
paid by the associated water agencies. Mr Jensen observed that reading the documents
and the history made clear that any suggestion that it was premature to do a pilot study
was a little bit late to the dance. Mr Jensen pointed out that the pilot study had been done
by the SFPUC. So Mr Jensen observed that he would hate to see on the one hand
money spent go to waste, but on the other hand, it doesn't make sense to throw good
money after bad. Mr Jensen explained BAWSCA was participating through San
Francisco and paying San Francisco to represent on this, saying they were comfortable
with that. Mr Jensen reported that while the group was concerned about a number of
things that they had continued their participation through the SFPUC. Mr Jensen noted
the questions being asked were appropriate questions. Mr Jensen noted that doing any
project in the delta was fraught with concerns about the impacts it will have on the
environment, particularly with this project, related to the greenhouse gases. All of those
are relevant questions. The point he wanted to get to was if we're going to rely upon the
SFPUC to do work for us we would like to see that the work gets done. Mr Jensen
pointed out if you want to stop working on this project, that was fine too, but let us know.
The worst thing we have to live with was the uncertainty in what San Francisco was going
to do whether it is a study or about water.
Mr. Peter Drekmeier, Tuolumne Trust, observed that he was an individual, feeling an
obligation to comment on the human dilemma. Mr. Drekmeier observed that when we
have to start looking at things like desalination, were living beyond the care and capacity
of our region. Just like when we do everything we can to conserve our water and we're
still seeing a decline in the fish. Mr. Drekmeier reported that he had been reading a lot of
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urban water management plans lately and they all talk about population growth and job
growth, which drives population growth and it's not ever questioned. Mr. Drekmeier
pointed out we're in a place now where the population of California is expected to grow
from 38 million to 60 million by 2050. At the same time Mr. Drekmeier said we're
expecting a lot less snowpack, 12% to 50% reduction in that time period. So Mr.
Drekmeier noted a lot more people, less available water. In Palo Alto, Mr. Drekmeier
reported we have more jobs than residents. Mr. Drekmeier explained that he tried to bring
these issues up and that it was not a popular issue because communities see job growth
as great. It provides jobs and revenue for the community. But we're in this cycle like a
pyramid scheme where we have to keep growing. At some point Mr. Drekmeier observed
we really need leaders to step up, perhaps at some point the SFPUC could bring up
these issues that we were constrained by the amount of water we have available and that
we have to think about whether we can sustain the population. It's a question of whether
we're proactive or does nature do it for us. Mr. Drekmeier observed that this was a
challenge and everyone was making good comments. In conclusion Mr. Drekmeier said
he was not sure where we go but he hoped this was the beginning of a longer-term
discussion about the real root of the problem here.

Commission Discussion
Following the extensive discussion among the Commissioners of the very many issues
and concerns raised by members of the public, as well as a concern by Commissioner
Torres that we needed to carefully consider all of this and whether or not this was a
direction we even wanted to consider pursuing further with the expenditure of $200,000
before continuing with project, President Vietor continued this item to the meeting of July
12th.
13. Discussion and possible action to Commission (SFPUC) to amend and extend
the agreement to provide a Direct Pay Letter of Credit Authorized under 2002
Proposition A for the Water Enterprise Commercial Paper Program with Bank of
America N. A.. The agreement provides $250,000,000 in available credit with
annual costs not-to-exceed $2,000,000 and for a duration of three years. The
current agreement entered into July 1, 2008, provides at the SFPUC’s option,
the option to extend the agreement. The proposed three-year amendment
includes more favorable credit-rating downgrade provisions and early
termination fee protection terms. However, the current market has less
favorable pricing for credit support; the new agreement increases the annual
costs of the Letter of Credit from $1,000,000 to $1,875,000, based on a fully
utilized commercial paper program.
(Rydstrom)
Resolution 11-0092
AGM for Business Services and CFO Todd Rydstrom explained that this Letter of credit
extension allowed us to continue our commercial paper program that costs about 1% on
average by the time we borrow on the short market. Mr. Rydstrom explained that
compares to about 5% if we were to have to sell bonds in advance.
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Commissioner Torres asked why the annual fee was so much more. Mr. Rydstrom
explained that when we previously renewed this contract, the market was very
aggressive for commercial paper programs. Since then investment Banks and Banks in
particular were gearing up for implementation of the Basel Three Initiative. Mr. Rydstrom
explained what this compares to most recently was if you look at what we renewed with
J.P. Morgan last year, this was the same cost, the same rate that we got the J.P. Morgan
rates at a year ago so this continuation would be a very good deal for ratepayers. In
addition, Mr. Rydstrom reported we had locked that rate for three years, so this would get
us through the heavy lifting for the contract awards.
Commissioner Torres then asked while there were additional costs when we issue the
bonds, wasn’t this a favorable environment and therefore why weren't we issuing the
bonds? Mr. Rydstrom explained that we were issuing bonds as soon as we need the
money for spending. What this $500 million commercial paper program did was that it
allowed us instead to during that interim period, until we sell bonds, which we do on
average every three to six months; it allows us to get access to funds that cost about a
percent to 1.25%. Mr. Rydstrom reported that if we had to sell it up front we would be
selling at an average cost of 5%. Mr. Rydstrom noted that while this was still a great deal
that this extension allows us additional savings. Commissioner Torres pointed out that
that these same banks that were continually raising their rates, were still foreclosing on
homes, and here they ask for a $1.8 million fee through 2014 just to borrow money. Mr.
Rydstrom replied that they had asked for more and staff had told them no and negotiated
very hard ending up saving about $730,000 from what their initial proposal was. Mr.
Rydstrom reported that this was the best deal we can get for ratepayers today so he felt
good about presenting it. In response to other questions Mr. Rydstrom explained that the
SFPUC works with several local banks, such as Wells Fargo, reporting that they were
active participants in our purchasing. Mr. Rydstrom also noted we next were up for our
renewal of the other $250 million, at which time we would again canvas the market.
Commissioner Torres asked that after canvassing this was the best deal we can get. Mr.
Rydstrom replied that this the best deal we can get to be able to lock rates in for three
years and that this was a very important time period for us for the program

Public comment
No comments were offered
Motion by Commissioner Caen, seconded by Vice President Moran Passed 3 AYE
(Vietor, Moran Caen) 1 NO (Torres)
14. Discussion and possible action to authorize the General Manager to enter into one
or more low-interest loan agreements from the California Energy Commission to
finance a portion of the Light Emitting Diodes (LED) Streetlight Conversion Project
and authorize staff to apply for additional loans as they become available for total
loan amount not-to-exceed the project cost of $16,000,000.
(Rydstrom)
Resolution 11-0093
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Chief Financial Officer and Assistant General Manager for Business Service Todd
Rydstrom explained that use of these California Energy Commission loans at very low
rates provided substantial savings in borrowing to move these projects forward.
Public comment
No comments were offered
Motion to approve this item by Commissioner Torres, seconded by Vice President Moran
Passed 4-0 AYE (Vietor, Moran Caen. Torres) unanimously

15. Discussion and possible action to approve the plans and specifications, and award
Water Enterprise Water System Improvement Program-funded Contract No. HH935C, San Joaquin Pipeline System - Eastern Segment & Other Facilities, in the
amount of $45,329,416 to the lowest, qualified, responsible and responsive bidder,
Contri Construction to install approximately 6.7 miles of new pipeline and build other
facilities.
(Labonte)
Resolution 11-0094
WSIP Manager Jeet Bajwa outlined the circumstance of this contract award noting that
the low bid was 27% below the Engineering estimate and reported that there were 9 bids
received and recommended approval saying this was a good deal on this contract.
Public comment
No comments were offered
Motion to approve this item by Commissioner Torres, seconded by Vice President Moran
Passed 4-0 AYE (Vietor, Moran Caen. Torres) unanimously

16. Discussion and possible action to authorize the General Manager of the San
Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) to approve and execute the First
Amendment to the Joint Exercise of Powers Agreement with the Bayshore Sanitary
District (District) for sewer service to the Bayshore Sanitary District for the purpose
of extending the existing contract term by up to a maximum of twelve (12) months
through June 30, 2012, as contract negotiations progress on a new agreement
(Rydstrom)
Resolution 11-0095

Public comment
No comments were offered
Motion to approve this item by Commissioner Torres, seconded by Vice President Moran
Passed 4-0 AYE (Vietor, Moran Caen. Torres) unanimously
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CLOSED SESSION
17. Public comments on matters to be discussed in Closed Session No cokments were
offered on any closed session items
18. Motion on whether to assert the attorney-client privilege regarding the matters listed
below as Conference with Legal Counsel.
Motion by Commissioner seconded by Commissioner to assert the attorney-client and go
into a closed session privilege
The Commission retired into a Closed Session at 424 P.M.
(Present in the Closed Session were President Francesca Vietor, Vice President Anson
B. Moran, Commissioner Ann Moller Caen, Commissioner Art Torres, Acting General
Manager Michael Carlin, CFO & Assistant General Manager for Business Services Todd
Rydstrom, Deputy City Attorney Noreen Ambrose, Water Enterprise Special Projects
Manager Sharyn Saslafsky, Deputy City Attorney Ron Flynn, and Commission Secretary
Michael Housh)
THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION WILL GO INTO CLOSED SESSION TO
DISCUSS THE FOLLOWING ITEMS:
19. Threat to Public Services or Facilities – Pursuant to California Government Code
Section 54957 and San Francisco Administrative Code Section 67.10(a).(Ambrose)
Consultation with: Agency Chief of Security concerning security of S.F.P.U.C. Water
and Power Systems.
20. Conference with Legal Counsel – Pursuant to California Government Code Section
54956.9 (a) and San Francisco Administrative Code Section 67.10 (d) (1)(Ambrose)
Existing Litigation: Mitchell Engineering vs. CCSF, Alameda Superior Court, Case
No. RG07339056, filed Nov. 9, 2007; CCSF vs. Mitchell
Engineering, Inc. San Francisco Superior Court, Case No. CGC07-465520, filed
July 26, 2007; CCSF vs Mitchell Engineering, Inc, San Francisco
Superior Court, Case No. CGC-07-469176, filed Nov. 14, 2007;
CCSF vs Mitchell Engineering, Inc, San Francisco Superior
Court,
Case No. CGC-07-465522, filed July 26, 2007; CCSF v Mitchell
Engineering, Inc, San Francisco Superior Court,
Case No. CGC-07-465524, filed July 26, 2007; CCSF v Mitchell
Engineering, Inc, San Francisco Superior Court,
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Case No. CGC-07-468361, filed Oct. 18, 2007; and Mitchell
Engineering vs CCSF, United States District Court, Northern
District, Case No. CV 08 4022-SI, filed Aug. 22, 2008.

21. Conference with Real Property Negotiator - Pursuant to California Government
Code Section 54956.8 and San Francisco Administrative Code Section 67.8(a)(2).
(Carlin)
Property: Mountain View, portion of BDPL 3 and 4, parcels 189, 190, 191 and 192,
located between Whisman Road and Tyrella Avenue.
Parties Negotiating: SFPUC Carlin
KMJ Urban Communities
Under Negotiation: Price and Terms
FOLLOWING THE CLOSED SESSION, THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION WILL
RECONVENE IN OPEN SESSION.
Return to open session 4:53 P.M.
22. Announcement following Closed Session.
President Vietor announced there was no action on Agenda Items #19 and #21 and
that Agenda Item #20 was settled.
23. Motion regarding whether to disclose the discussions during Closed Session.
Motion not to disclose the Closed Session discussions by Commissioner Torres,
seconded by Vice President Moran Passed 4-0AYE (Vietor, Moran, Caen, Torres)
unanimously.
24. Other New Business
No new business was proposed
There being no additional Business President Vietor adjourned the meeting at 4:54P.M..

ADJOURNMENT
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