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ORDER OF BUSINESS
1. Call to order
The meeting was called to order at 5:35 p.m.
2. Roll call
Present: Clary, Hansen, Jensen, Farrell, Marshall, Donovan, Cain
3. Review and approval of minutes from the May 16, 2011 and July 18, 2011
meetings
Approved
4. Public comment
None
5. Staff announcements/updates –
Suzanne Gautier made the following announcements:
The draft Lake Merced MOU is undergoing revisions based on staff and
community input. Significant points will include the stronger role of the SFPUC
and the use of generated revenues for the restoration of Lake Merced rather than
the Red/Park General Fund. The completed draft will be shared with interested
CAC members.
Informational open houses to introduce the community to the Eastside Recycled
Water Project, and recycled water generally will be held on November 15 and 17
at two different sites. The content for each will be the same. Ms. Gautier asked
the members to get the word out to their own friends, colleagues, and neighbors.

The Calaveras Dam groundbreaking event launched the largest undertaking of
the WSIP program. The project will allow the reservoir capacity to be returned to
its original level.
6. Financing the Water Enterprise
Crispin Hollings, PUC Financial Planning Director, gave a presentation on WSIP bond
funding and impacts on rates. He distinguished between bond funding for non-WSIP
capital projects and bond funding for the WSIP program, and said that debt service
related to bond funding of Non-WSIP capital projects was fairly consistent. The 2002
Proposition A voter guide suggested that the Proposition A “bond amount represents
increases ranging between 5% and 12% annually between 2003 and 2015 in water
rates for San Francisco consumers.” For the average single family residential service
in San Francisco this cost is equivalent to an increase of approximately $26.42 per
month above the current rate of $14.43 per month for a total of $40.85 by 2015. The
current projection for FE 2015 would be $42.89. However this includes 1% to 2%
inflation for operations and maintenance costs, which were not represented in the
$40.85 amount quoted in the voter guide.
Mr. Hollings said that the 10-year CIP impacts on a single family residence water bill
results in an average annual amount of roughly $5 for bond-funded projects and $5
for cash-funded projects.
In discussion, members expressed concern about the amount of money spent for
historical preservation, and pushing for more bond financing for projects that should
be funded on an asset management level. It was also asked if Finance distinguished
between what the Commission can afford to do with cash funding versus bond
funding.
Mr. Hollings said that cash flow management could affect whether to fund certain
projects with cash or debts. Citing the smart meter as an example, he said that
building up reserves to cash fund the project could have delayed it. Since costs may
increase over time, bond financing may be cheaper, and minimize impact on the
ratepayer. Decisions on cash funding versus bond funding are determined year by
year on an analysis of a number of different factors. He also said the Commission
does not issue debt to cover O&M.
Other points raised in discussion included: Proposition E, which grants authority to
issue bonds without Board of Supervisors approval; the City’s prudent debt limit and
policy on using new debt only after the old debt is paid off; the fact that agencies in
wholesale areas are having to defer their own capital projects to defer costs; the
economic impact of WSIP on the Bay Area, and avoided costs; the distinction
between O & M versus capital costs.
It was asked if the SFPUC should have specific criteria on how projects funded, and
whether bond funding would push up rates beyond the WSIP.
Mr. Hollings said that, as the Water enterprise develops an asset management policy,
decisions on project funding will be further refined.
It was agreed that someone from Finance would return for a future presentation
addressing a particular year within the 10-year capital plan and walk through how
decisions are made on whether to fund by cash or debt.

7. Staff Presentation: Water Quality 3-1-1 advertising campaign and the EPA Water
Quality Grant
Charles Sheehan described the outreach component of the EPA Water Quality
Grant for the development of an early warning detection system. The outreach
consisted of a campaign to educate the public on use of 3-1-1 as the most
effective mechanism for reporting water quality issues. The campaign itself was
designed to be broad-reaching. It consisted of print materials, tv ads, outdoor
advertising and on-line communication; materials were also produced in Chinese
and Spanish. The campaign also promoted the high quality of Hetch Hetchy
water. In addition to providing better customer service, funneling calls through 31-1 would provide additional monitoring by the public for water quality issues and
potential contaminants. The budget for the campaign was $192,000, and the
work was done in house.
In response to a member suggestion that the rates of giardia and crytospordium
were high in San Francisco, staff proposed a future presentation on the
epidemiology of infections from those microorganisms. In response to a member
request for information about the rest of the grant, Mr. Sheehan explained that
the document itself is classified. Ms. Gautier volunteered to find out as much
additional information as possible.
8. Schedule of meetings for 2011, and Proposed Future Topics
Chair Clary asked the members to submit their budget questions at the next meeting,
for action items on the coming year budget
The members decided that the final meeting of the year would be on Monday,
November 14. Topics for the remaining two meetings of the year were:
•

Report back on the Commission's Strategic Planning Session for the Water
Enterprise;

•

Discussion of potential actions or recommendations for FY 2012/2013 budget

•

A presentation by finance on how decisions are made between cash- and debtfunding, using a particular year during the 10-year capital plan as illustration of
the process

9.

Other Topics

The members requested that the website post subcommittee agendas, minutes and,
and a separate list of adopted action items.
10. Adjournment
The Meeting adjourned at 6:55 p.m.

