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[Audit of the Public Utilities Commission’s Water and Wastewater Enterprises, Rate Setting 
and Oversight Processes With a Focus on Reducing Rate Increases] 

Motion directing the Budget and Legislative Analyst, on a priority basis, to audit the 

Public Utilities Commission’s Water and Wastewater Enterprises, rate setting, and 

contract oversight processes, with a focus on reducing rate increases. 

WHEREAS, Board Rule 3.25.3 states that “it is the policy of the Board that each 

program of the City…be the subject of a performance or management audit once every eight 

years;” and 

WHEREAS, Board Rule 3.25.3 further states that “it shall be the function of these 

audits to ensure that City departments…make prudent and efficient use of City resources and 

that the departments…effectively perform the functions assigned to them by the Charter and 

applicable laws;” and 

WHEREAS, It appears that the last performance audit of the Public Utilities 

Commission (PUC) by the Budget and Legislative Analyst occurred in 2005; and 

WHEREAS, Since that time, the Public Utilities Commission has been subject to 

reviews by the Controller that have found serious deficiencies in some of its programs and 

oversight mechanisms; and 

WHEREAS, The Budget and Legislative Analyst, in its reports about PUC contracting, 

has raised serious concerns about management and oversight of individual projects, including 

a finding that performance measures were not routinely included in multimillion dollar 

professional services contracts; and 

WHEREAS, The Public Utilities Commission proposes to raise the rates of retail and 

commercial ratepayers by extraordinary levels; and 
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WHEREAS, Over 300 protest letters raised serious concerns about flooding in our 

neighborhoods, ability to pay by low-income ratepayers, lack of serious oversight of spending 

and much more; and 

WHEREAS, Much of the rate increase appears to tie to existing capital projects and 

debt, and only a small portion of the current increase appears to be tied to new projects; and 

WHEREAS, The Board of Supervisors remains concerned about the lack of oversight 

at the Public Utilities Commission, the unchecked flooding happening in our neighborhoods, 

and the fact that ratepayers deserve a seat at the table; and 

WHEREAS, Only one of four ratepayer seats on the Rate Fairness Board was filled 

when the rates were recommended to the Public Utilities Commission, and that is 

unacceptable; and 

WHEREAS, The Board of Supervisors intends to fill its seats on the Rate Fairness 

Board and encourages the Mayor to do the same; and 

WHEREAS, Leading homeowner groups called on City leaders to ensure fiscal 

responsibility at this multibillion dollar agency and suggest cutting waste, fraud and abuse 

before raising rates; and 

WHEREAS, Reforms must be made to this process now to reduce rate increases in the 

future; now, therefore, be it 

MOVED, That the Board of Supervisors directs the Budget and Legislative Analyst to 

conduct a management audit, on a priority basis, of the Public Utilities Commission’s Water 

and Wastewater Enterprises, rate setting, and contract oversight processes, with a focus on 

reducing rate increases; and, be it 

FURTHER MOVED, That the Board of Supervisors intends that this management audit 

would be funded by SFPUC revenues, as allowed, and be part of the Board of Supervisors’ 

authorization to amend the BLA contract consistent with Motion No. M22-114. 



 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Mark Picciano
To: Cabrera, Stephanie (BOS)
Cc: Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Richard Shearin
Subject: Comments on SFPUC’s Proposed Rate Increases
Date: Wednesday, July 12, 2023 1:50:08 PM

 

Dear Stephanie,

We are concerned about the proposed rate increase to our monthly water/sewer bills. We are
retired and on fixed incomes and although we understand the need for upgrading the city’s
infrastructure, the rate increases should be spread out over a longer period of time. 

Reviewing our most recent bill, more than 50% of that bill is for the sewer charges. In past
years we had a discount on the sewer rate because we watered vegetation in our yard which
was mostly a permeable surface. That discount ended with the drought, resulting in higher
sewer rate and now we pay more for sewer services than for water services. Discharge rates
should not be higher than the consumption rates.

Respectfully,
Mark Picciano
Richard Shearin
139 San Juan Ave, San Francisco, CA 94112
415.239.5499

mailto:markdpicciano@gmail.com
mailto:stephanie.cabrera@sfgov.org
mailto:ahsha.safai@sfgov.org
mailto:ricsf44@yahoo.com


 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments
from untrusted sources.

From: Peter Drekmeier
To: Cabrera, Stephanie (BOS)
Cc: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: SFPUC Audit - Support
Date: Wednesday, July 12, 2023 6:11:18 AM
Attachments: TRT Comments Re SFPUC Audit.pdf

 

Dear Ms. Cabrera,

Please forward the attached comments to the Government Audit and Oversight Committee.

Thank you.

-Peter

-----------------------
Peter Drekmeier
Policy Director
Tuolumne River Trust
peter@tuolumne.org
(415) 882-7252

mailto:peter@tuolumne.org
mailto:stephanie.cabrera@sfgov.org
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:peter@tuolumne.org
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July 12, 2023 
 
Government Audit and Oversight Committee 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
Via email: stephanie.cabrera@sfgov.org, Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org 
 
Re: Item 2, Audit of the SFPUC’s Water and Wastewater Enterprises, July 13, 
2023. 
 
Dear Supervisors Preston, Stefani and Chan: 
 
Please support conducting a comprehensive audit of the SFPUC’s Water and 
Wastewater Enterprises. We encourage you to refer this item to the full Board.  
 
While we cannot turn back the clock on the SFPUC to correct the problem of 
decades of deferred infrastructure maintenance that have led to astronomical 
rate hikes, we have a major opportunity right now to prevent unnecessary future 
increases. 
 
In June, the SFPUC released a draft Alternative Water Supply (AWS) Plan.1 The 
Plan suggests the SFPUC might need to develop 92 million gallons of water per 
day (mgd) of AWS to meet projected demand in 2045. The evidence is clear that 
this number is extremely inflated. 
 
Many AWS are very expensive, so investing wisely is important. For example, San 
Francisco’s Westside Recycled Water project has a budget of $213.32 million, 
but would only produce 2 mgd of new water. Assuming AWS would cost an 
average of $3,000 per acre foot (less than the Westside project), developing 92 
mgd would cost $300 million per year. Imagine what this would do to rates. 
 
It's critical that the SFPUC accurately project how much water might be needed 
in the future before embarking on a plan that would certainly result in stranded 
assets. The SFPUC has failed to do so, and the Board of Supervisors needs to step 
in to provide the leadership that is so desperately needed. 
 
For years, the conservation and fishing communities have demonstrated that the 
SFPUC’s projected future water needs are highly inflated. The SFPUC has 
intentionally inflated projections to justify their opposition to the State Water 
Board’s Bay Delta Water Quality Control Plan. It appears the SFPUC has adopted 
its position based on a 1995 agreement with the Modesto and Turlock Irrigation 
Districts that states: 


 
1 SFPUC Dra* Alterna0ve Water Supply Plan – h8ps://sfpuc.org/about-us/policies-
plans/alterna0ve-water-supply-plan 
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The City agrees to support the District’s negotiating position regarding volumes of water 
to be provided for fish flows during the FERC [Federal Energy Regulatory Commission] 
mediation process and during any proceedings before FERC relating to that fish flow 
issue.2 


 
At the heart of the SFPUC’s flawed analysis is their Design Drought. For drought planning 
purposes, the SFPUC has combined the six-year drought of record (1987-92) with the driest 2-
year period on record (1976/77) to create a 8.5-year megadrought. On top of this, the Design 
Drought assumes water demand in the SFPUC service area will increase substantially to 265 
mgd, despite the fact that water demand has decreased considerably over the past three 
decades. Demand has been under 200 mgd for the past nine years. 
 
To settle the issue of whether the Design Drought is prudent or overly conservative, under the 
leadership of former General Manager, and then Commissioner, Ed Harrington, the SFPUC 
launched a serious of seven workshops to take deep dives into Tuolumne River issues. The 
assumption was that upon conclusion, the SFPUC would revisit the Design Drought. They never 
did, despite overwhelming evidence that it not justified. 
 
The Design Drought doesn’t just lead to irresponsible environmental policies that have left the 
Tuolumne River salmon population worse off than on any other Central Valley river, but now it 
threatens to exacerbate already skyrocketing water and wastewater rates. 
 
The SFPUC’s AWS Plan acknowledges that planning assumptions affect water supply needs, yet 
it fails to assess alternative scenarios. It states: 
 


The SFPUC design drought and adopted rationing policy, which are discussed in Section 
2.3 (Water Supply) and detailed in Appendix B, are assumptions that affect the 
estimates of water availability during dry-year conditions. Changes to the assumptions 
around the design drought or rationing would change total system yield estimates. 


 
Design Drought 
 
The Design Drought was conceived following the 1987-92 drought of record. It was totally 
arbitrary and has never been backed up by any supporting evidence. Much has changed since 
the 1987-92 drought. For example: 
 


• Heading into the drought, water demand was at an all-time high of 293 mgd. It has been 
under 200 mgd for the past nine years. 


• Cherry Lake, the SFPUC’s second largest reservoir in the Tuolumne watershed (3/4 the 
capacity of Hetch Hetchy) was drained for maintenance in 1989. 


 
2 1995 agreement between the City and County of San Francisco and the Modesto and Turlock Irriga0on Districts – 
h8ps://sta0c1.squarespace.com/sta0c/5eebc0039b04b54b2S0ce52/t/64934e9a7af21e557759af8f/16873755149
91/1995+Agreement+%281%29.pdf 
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• The SFPUC adopted a Water First Policy, prioritizing water supply over hydropower 
generation. According to an SFPUC presentation, precipitation in 1976/77 was 39.14 
inches, and was similar in 2020/21 at 39.28 inches. Yet, while total system storage was 
563,298 acre feet on June 10, 1977, it was substantially higher at 917,455 acre feet on 
the same date in 2021. 


• In December 2021, the SFPUC released its $743,000 Long-Term Vulnerability 
Assessment3 (LTVA) that studied how climate change might impact future water supply. 
The report suggested there’s much less to worry about than we might have assumed. 


 
The LTVA states, “According to climate projections and expert elicitations, there is a central 
tendency of warming of +2°C and +4°C by 2040 and 2070 (Representative Concentration 
Pathway [RCP] 8.5), respectively, with no clear direction of change in mean annual precipitation 
over the planning horizon.” 
 
In other words, we might expect wetter and drier years, but on average precipitation isn’t 
expected to change much. In fact, the report suggests that the Hetch Hetchy watershed is more 
likely to experience slightly greater precipitation in the future. Interestingly, earlier runoff 
projected by the study would likely benefit the SFPUC’s water entitlements based on the way 
water rights were established on the Tuolumne River. Based on the study’s projection that 
runoff will likely come three weeks earlier by 2070, if the Design Drought were to occur, the 
SFPUC would pick up an additional year’s-worth of water over the course of the 8.5-year 
drought. 
 
The LTVA includes return periods (probability of occurrence) for the known droughts, but 
suspiciously does not include a return period for the Design Drought. Through a Public Records 
Act request, we received a presentation showing that the study authors had previously 
assessed the severity of the Design Drought and found the return period to be about once 
every 25,000 years. 
 


 
3 SFPUC Long-Term Vulnerability Assessment – h8ps://sfpuc.org/about-us/reports/long-term-vulnerability-
assessment 
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Despite numerous references to “climate uncertainty,” the AWS Plan dedicated a mere three 
paragraphs to the LTVA, with no citations to justify the Design Drought. 
 
Removing one year from the Design Drought would have a huge impact on the perceived need 
to invest in expensive AWS. For one of the SFPUC workshops, at the insistence of then-
Commissioner Anson Moran, SFPUC staff reluctantly produced the following slide showing that 
by removing one year from the Design Drought, the SFPUC could manage 2045 water demand 
projections by developing 35 mgd of AWS, far less than the 92 mgd the AWS Plan suggests 
would be needed. 
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Water Demand Projections 
 
The demand projections cited in Scenario VII above are based on the SFPUC’s Urban Water 
Management Plan (UWMP). History has shown that prior UWMPs over-projected future 
demand by an average of more than 20%. 
 
The SFPUC keeps two sets of books dealing with demand projections. The figures included in 
the UWMP are produced by the Water Enterprise, but for financial planning, the SFPUC uses 
sales projections produced by the Finance Bureau. Following years of controversy over which 
figures are more accurate, the Commission directed staff to compare the two. In response, staff 
issued a report4 stating: 
 


The [UWMP] projections represent an outside bound of whatever demand will occur in 
the next 25 years...These demands will likely always be greater than actual demands 
because not all developments materialize, or they materialize slower than projected. 


 
And: 
 


By contrast, for the purpose of financial planning and for short term water system 
management, we estimate the demand that we are likely to experience. For budgeting 


 
4 SFPUC Water Enterprise and Finance Bureau Water Demand Projec0ons, July 5, 2022 – 
h8ps://sfpuc.sharefile.com/share/view/sa628ebe9c31e4326b84ffa2976f9f9a3 
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and rate setting we use demand projections that are as close to actual as we can make 
them. 


 
The Finance Bureau currently projects water sales will remain flat for at least the next decade. 
 
Modeling of a repeat of the 1987-92 drought of record, with the Bay Delta Plan flow 
requirement in place and at current demand, shows that the SFPUC could manage that drought 
without requiring any rationing or developing any new AWS. Modest rationing would enable to 
SFPUC to manage an additional year of drought, and more aggressive rationing (but within the 
SFPUC’s level of service goals) coupled with a very modest amount of new AWS would enable 
the SFPUC to manage an unprecedented eighth year of drought. 
 
The SFPUC is better positioned than any other water agency to weather extended droughts. 
There are two reasons for this. The SFPUC has an enviable amount of reservoir storage – 
enough to last six years. During the recent drought, the SFPUC never had less than four years-
worth of water in storage. The SFPUC also benefits from exceptional water rights in normal and 
wet years. In an average year, the SFPUC is entitled to enough water to last three years, so 
storage fills quickly following droughts. Even in 2021/22, the third year of drought, the SFPUC 
was entitled to enough water to meet its needs for that year. In 2017, a big water year, the 
SFPUC was entitled to enough water to last 14 years. 
 
Conclusion 
 
I’ll be blunt. The SFPUC lacks leadership, and ratepayers and the environment are paying the 
price. They plan for a Design Drought that they cannot defend. The Design Drought now 
threatens ratepayers by suggesting the need to develop 92 mgd of AWS at a cost of $300 
million per year. The Board of Supervisors must step in to end this madness. 
 
We encourage you to not only audit the SFPUC Water and Wastewater Enterprises, but also to 
hold a joint study session between the Board and the SFPUC Commission. We would be very 
interested in presenting and discussing the issues raised above in real time. 
 
Thank you for considering our comments. 
 
Sincerely, 


 
Peter Drekmeier 
Policy Director 
peter@tuolumne.org 
(650) 248-8025 
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July 12, 2023 
 
Government Audit and Oversight Committee 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
Via email: stephanie.cabrera@sfgov.org, Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org 
 
Re: Item 2, Audit of the SFPUC’s Water and Wastewater Enterprises, July 13, 
2023. 
 
Dear Supervisors Preston, Stefani and Chan: 
 
Please support conducting a comprehensive audit of the SFPUC’s Water and 
Wastewater Enterprises. We encourage you to refer this item to the full Board.  
 
While we cannot turn back the clock on the SFPUC to correct the problem of 
decades of deferred infrastructure maintenance that have led to astronomical 
rate hikes, we have a major opportunity right now to prevent unnecessary future 
increases. 
 
In June, the SFPUC released a draft Alternative Water Supply (AWS) Plan.1 The 
Plan suggests the SFPUC might need to develop 92 million gallons of water per 
day (mgd) of AWS to meet projected demand in 2045. The evidence is clear that 
this number is extremely inflated. 
 
Many AWS are very expensive, so investing wisely is important. For example, San 
Francisco’s Westside Recycled Water project has a budget of $213.32 million, 
but would only produce 2 mgd of new water. Assuming AWS would cost an 
average of $3,000 per acre foot (less than the Westside project), developing 92 
mgd would cost $300 million per year. Imagine what this would do to rates. 
 
It's critical that the SFPUC accurately project how much water might be needed 
in the future before embarking on a plan that would certainly result in stranded 
assets. The SFPUC has failed to do so, and the Board of Supervisors needs to step 
in to provide the leadership that is so desperately needed. 
 
For years, the conservation and fishing communities have demonstrated that the 
SFPUC’s projected future water needs are highly inflated. The SFPUC has 
intentionally inflated projections to justify their opposition to the State Water 
Board’s Bay Delta Water Quality Control Plan. It appears the SFPUC has adopted 
its position based on a 1995 agreement with the Modesto and Turlock Irrigation 
Districts that states: 

 
1 SFPUC Dra* Alterna0ve Water Supply Plan – h8ps://sfpuc.org/about-us/policies-
plans/alterna0ve-water-supply-plan 
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The City agrees to support the District’s negotiating position regarding volumes of water 
to be provided for fish flows during the FERC [Federal Energy Regulatory Commission] 
mediation process and during any proceedings before FERC relating to that fish flow 
issue.2 

 
At the heart of the SFPUC’s flawed analysis is their Design Drought. For drought planning 
purposes, the SFPUC has combined the six-year drought of record (1987-92) with the driest 2-
year period on record (1976/77) to create a 8.5-year megadrought. On top of this, the Design 
Drought assumes water demand in the SFPUC service area will increase substantially to 265 
mgd, despite the fact that water demand has decreased considerably over the past three 
decades. Demand has been under 200 mgd for the past nine years. 
 
To settle the issue of whether the Design Drought is prudent or overly conservative, under the 
leadership of former General Manager, and then Commissioner, Ed Harrington, the SFPUC 
launched a serious of seven workshops to take deep dives into Tuolumne River issues. The 
assumption was that upon conclusion, the SFPUC would revisit the Design Drought. They never 
did, despite overwhelming evidence that it not justified. 
 
The Design Drought doesn’t just lead to irresponsible environmental policies that have left the 
Tuolumne River salmon population worse off than on any other Central Valley river, but now it 
threatens to exacerbate already skyrocketing water and wastewater rates. 
 
The SFPUC’s AWS Plan acknowledges that planning assumptions affect water supply needs, yet 
it fails to assess alternative scenarios. It states: 
 

The SFPUC design drought and adopted rationing policy, which are discussed in Section 
2.3 (Water Supply) and detailed in Appendix B, are assumptions that affect the 
estimates of water availability during dry-year conditions. Changes to the assumptions 
around the design drought or rationing would change total system yield estimates. 

 
Design Drought 
 
The Design Drought was conceived following the 1987-92 drought of record. It was totally 
arbitrary and has never been backed up by any supporting evidence. Much has changed since 
the 1987-92 drought. For example: 
 

• Heading into the drought, water demand was at an all-time high of 293 mgd. It has been 
under 200 mgd for the past nine years. 

• Cherry Lake, the SFPUC’s second largest reservoir in the Tuolumne watershed (3/4 the 
capacity of Hetch Hetchy) was drained for maintenance in 1989. 

 
2 1995 agreement between the City and County of San Francisco and the Modesto and Turlock Irriga0on Districts – 
h8ps://sta0c1.squarespace.com/sta0c/5eebc0039b04b54b2S0ce52/t/64934e9a7af21e557759af8f/16873755149
91/1995+Agreement+%281%29.pdf 
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• The SFPUC adopted a Water First Policy, prioritizing water supply over hydropower 
generation. According to an SFPUC presentation, precipitation in 1976/77 was 39.14 
inches, and was similar in 2020/21 at 39.28 inches. Yet, while total system storage was 
563,298 acre feet on June 10, 1977, it was substantially higher at 917,455 acre feet on 
the same date in 2021. 

• In December 2021, the SFPUC released its $743,000 Long-Term Vulnerability 
Assessment3 (LTVA) that studied how climate change might impact future water supply. 
The report suggested there’s much less to worry about than we might have assumed. 

 
The LTVA states, “According to climate projections and expert elicitations, there is a central 
tendency of warming of +2°C and +4°C by 2040 and 2070 (Representative Concentration 
Pathway [RCP] 8.5), respectively, with no clear direction of change in mean annual precipitation 
over the planning horizon.” 
 
In other words, we might expect wetter and drier years, but on average precipitation isn’t 
expected to change much. In fact, the report suggests that the Hetch Hetchy watershed is more 
likely to experience slightly greater precipitation in the future. Interestingly, earlier runoff 
projected by the study would likely benefit the SFPUC’s water entitlements based on the way 
water rights were established on the Tuolumne River. Based on the study’s projection that 
runoff will likely come three weeks earlier by 2070, if the Design Drought were to occur, the 
SFPUC would pick up an additional year’s-worth of water over the course of the 8.5-year 
drought. 
 
The LTVA includes return periods (probability of occurrence) for the known droughts, but 
suspiciously does not include a return period for the Design Drought. Through a Public Records 
Act request, we received a presentation showing that the study authors had previously 
assessed the severity of the Design Drought and found the return period to be about once 
every 25,000 years. 
 

 
3 SFPUC Long-Term Vulnerability Assessment – h8ps://sfpuc.org/about-us/reports/long-term-vulnerability-
assessment 
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Despite numerous references to “climate uncertainty,” the AWS Plan dedicated a mere three 
paragraphs to the LTVA, with no citations to justify the Design Drought. 
 
Removing one year from the Design Drought would have a huge impact on the perceived need 
to invest in expensive AWS. For one of the SFPUC workshops, at the insistence of then-
Commissioner Anson Moran, SFPUC staff reluctantly produced the following slide showing that 
by removing one year from the Design Drought, the SFPUC could manage 2045 water demand 
projections by developing 35 mgd of AWS, far less than the 92 mgd the AWS Plan suggests 
would be needed. 
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Water Demand Projections 
 
The demand projections cited in Scenario VII above are based on the SFPUC’s Urban Water 
Management Plan (UWMP). History has shown that prior UWMPs over-projected future 
demand by an average of more than 20%. 
 
The SFPUC keeps two sets of books dealing with demand projections. The figures included in 
the UWMP are produced by the Water Enterprise, but for financial planning, the SFPUC uses 
sales projections produced by the Finance Bureau. Following years of controversy over which 
figures are more accurate, the Commission directed staff to compare the two. In response, staff 
issued a report4 stating: 
 

The [UWMP] projections represent an outside bound of whatever demand will occur in 
the next 25 years...These demands will likely always be greater than actual demands 
because not all developments materialize, or they materialize slower than projected. 

 
And: 
 

By contrast, for the purpose of financial planning and for short term water system 
management, we estimate the demand that we are likely to experience. For budgeting 

 
4 SFPUC Water Enterprise and Finance Bureau Water Demand Projec0ons, July 5, 2022 – 
h8ps://sfpuc.sharefile.com/share/view/sa628ebe9c31e4326b84ffa2976f9f9a3 
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and rate setting we use demand projections that are as close to actual as we can make 
them. 

 
The Finance Bureau currently projects water sales will remain flat for at least the next decade. 
 
Modeling of a repeat of the 1987-92 drought of record, with the Bay Delta Plan flow 
requirement in place and at current demand, shows that the SFPUC could manage that drought 
without requiring any rationing or developing any new AWS. Modest rationing would enable to 
SFPUC to manage an additional year of drought, and more aggressive rationing (but within the 
SFPUC’s level of service goals) coupled with a very modest amount of new AWS would enable 
the SFPUC to manage an unprecedented eighth year of drought. 
 
The SFPUC is better positioned than any other water agency to weather extended droughts. 
There are two reasons for this. The SFPUC has an enviable amount of reservoir storage – 
enough to last six years. During the recent drought, the SFPUC never had less than four years-
worth of water in storage. The SFPUC also benefits from exceptional water rights in normal and 
wet years. In an average year, the SFPUC is entitled to enough water to last three years, so 
storage fills quickly following droughts. Even in 2021/22, the third year of drought, the SFPUC 
was entitled to enough water to meet its needs for that year. In 2017, a big water year, the 
SFPUC was entitled to enough water to last 14 years. 
 
Conclusion 
 
I’ll be blunt. The SFPUC lacks leadership, and ratepayers and the environment are paying the 
price. They plan for a Design Drought that they cannot defend. The Design Drought now 
threatens ratepayers by suggesting the need to develop 92 mgd of AWS at a cost of $300 
million per year. The Board of Supervisors must step in to end this madness. 
 
We encourage you to not only audit the SFPUC Water and Wastewater Enterprises, but also to 
hold a joint study session between the Board and the SFPUC Commission. We would be very 
interested in presenting and discussing the issues raised above in real time. 
 
Thank you for considering our comments. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Peter Drekmeier 
Policy Director 
peter@tuolumne.org 
(650) 248-8025 



 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Dave Warner
To: Cabrera, Stephanie (BOS)
Subject: July 13 Special Meeting Item 2, SFPUC Rate Setting and Oversight Processes
Date: Tuesday, July 11, 2023 1:01:17 PM
Attachments: July 13 Special Meeting Item 2, SFPUC Rate Setting and Oversight Process.pdf

 

Hi Ms. Cabrera,

Thank you for your service!  Would you forward the attached letter to the Government
Oversight and Audit Committee members and include it as a part of the  public record?

Kind regards,

Dave Warner

mailto:dwar11@gmail.com
mailto:stephanie.cabrera@sfgov.org



July 11, 2023 


Re:  July 13 Special Mee�ng Item 2, SFPUC Rate Se�ng and Oversight Processes 


Dear Government Audit and Oversight Commi�ee Members, 


Thank you for your service and thank you for considering the mo$on to direct the Budget and Legisla$ve 


Analyst to audit the SFPUC’s Water and Wastewater Enterprises rate se0ng and contract oversight 


processes. 


As the two a�ached le�ers to the SFPUC detail, I’m concerned that the SFPUC does not have adequate 


financial oversight to understand the risks associated with the proposed rate increases.  None of the 


commissioners, nor General Manager Herrera nor COO Ron Flynn have overseen an organiza$on with 


anything close to the financial situa$on of the SFPUC.  The SFPUC’s CFO may be as far down the 


organiza$on as repor$ng to the COO.  There was no substan$ve presenta$on nor discussion on risk at 


any of the commission mee$ngs regarding the 10 year capital plan nor rate se0ng.  In my view there is 


substan$al risk that future water demand will be lower than what the SFPUC is projec$ng for their rate 


calcula$ons.  If this occurs, water rates will need to be even higher than projected. Such risk should be 


well understood. 


My a�ached le�er of June 26, 2023 provides support for these concerns.  My le�er of May 22, 2023 


describes that only a part of the picture was presented when comparing the SFPUC’s rates to those of 


other agencies. 


I am a technology industry CFO by trade and also chair an audit commi�ee for a small public company.  


Your a�en$on to this ma�er is valuable to your cons$tuents. 


Kind regards, 


 


Dave Warner 


Enclosures 
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July 11, 2023 

Re:  July 13 Special Mee�ng Item 2, SFPUC Rate Se�ng and Oversight Processes 

Dear Government Audit and Oversight Commi�ee Members, 

Thank you for your service and thank you for considering the mo$on to direct the Budget and Legisla$ve 

Analyst to audit the SFPUC’s Water and Wastewater Enterprises rate se0ng and contract oversight 

processes. 

As the two a�ached le�ers to the SFPUC detail, I’m concerned that the SFPUC does not have adequate 

financial oversight to understand the risks associated with the proposed rate increases.  None of the 

commissioners, nor General Manager Herrera nor COO Ron Flynn have overseen an organiza$on with 

anything close to the financial situa$on of the SFPUC.  The SFPUC’s CFO may be as far down the 

organiza$on as repor$ng to the COO.  There was no substan$ve presenta$on nor discussion on risk at 

any of the commission mee$ngs regarding the 10 year capital plan nor rate se0ng.  In my view there is 

substan$al risk that future water demand will be lower than what the SFPUC is projec$ng for their rate 

calcula$ons.  If this occurs, water rates will need to be even higher than projected. Such risk should be 

well understood. 

My a�ached le�er of June 26, 2023 provides support for these concerns.  My le�er of May 22, 2023 

describes that only a part of the picture was presented when comparing the SFPUC’s rates to those of 

other agencies. 

I am a technology industry CFO by trade and also chair an audit commi�ee for a small public company.  

Your a�en$on to this ma�er is valuable to your cons$tuents. 

Kind regards, 

 

Dave Warner 

Enclosures 
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��������������������)������������(.��&�����'��6�������)�������)��+'���������������������������������)�
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: BOS Legislation, (BOS)
To: Cabrera, Stephanie (BOS)
Cc: BOS Legislation, (BOS)
Subject: FW: Strongly SUPPORTING BOS Agenda Item #60 [Audit of Public Utilities Commission"s Water and Wastewater

Enterprises, Rate Setting and Oversight Processes With a Focus on Reducing Rate Increases] File #230719
Date: Tuesday, July 18, 2023 4:57:06 PM

 
 
 

From: Barnes, Bill (BOS) <bill.barnes@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Tuesday, June 13, 2023 9:15 AM
To: BOS Legislation, (BOS) <bos.legislation@sfgov.org>
Subject: FW: Strongly SUPPORTING BOS Agenda Item #60 [Audit of Public Utilities Commission's
Water and Wastewater Enterprises, Rate Setting and Oversight Processes With a Focus on Reducing
Rate Increases] File #230719
 
Please include this is File #230719, Item #60 on today’s agenda.
 
Thanks,
 
BILL BARNES (he/him/his)

Chief of Staff
Supervisor Ahsha Safaí
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102
 
415.554.7896 (direct)
415.554.6975 (main line)
 

From: aeboken <aeboken@gmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, June 13, 2023 8:54 AM
To: BOS-Supervisors <bos-supervisors@sfgov.org>; BOS-Legislative Aides <bos-
legislative_aides@sfgov.org>
Subject: Strongly SUPPORTING BOS Agenda Item #60 [Audit of Public Utilities Commission's Water
and Wastewater Enterprises, Rate Setting and Oversight Processes With a Focus on Reducing Rate
Increases] File #230719
 

 

 
TO: Board of Supervisors members 
 
 
Sunset-Parkside Education and Action Committee (SPEAK) is strongly supporting this

mailto:bos.legislation@sfgov.org
mailto:stephanie.cabrera@sfgov.org
mailto:bos.legislation@sfgov.org
mailto:aeboken@gmail.com
mailto:bos-supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:bos-legislative_aides@sfgov.org
mailto:bos-legislative_aides@sfgov.org


SFPUC audit. 
 
SPEAK also strongly urges that the following be included in the SFPUC audit:
 
1) There was apparently a ratepayers revolt in the 1970s when the SFPUC raised water
and wastewater rates significantly. What were the causes, actions and policy implications?
 
2) How is the SFPUC's financial situation affecting its rate increases? What debt is the
SFPUC holding? When is this debt coming due? Are there balloon payments? What
percentage of the SFPUC's revenue is going to debt service?
 
3) Are there issues with the SFPUC's capital program in terms of on-budget and on-time
performance? Has the SFPUC investigated longstanding allegations of pay to play
contracting?
 
4) Are the SFPUC's policies aligned with its mission? Are its water management and
drought planning policies overly conservative? Is the SFPUC fulfilling its environmental
obligations on the Tuolumne River? Are the policies re the SFPUC's wholesale customers
correctly aligned and why is the SFPUC considering making San Jose and Santa Clara
permanent customers? Should the SFPUC be investigating offshore desalination (desal) as
a water diversification strategy? Should the SFPUC be able to access Earthquake Safety
and Emergency Response (ESER) bonds even though this is inconsistent with Prop 218?
Should the Emergency Firefighting Water System be transferred to the City Administrator
and the Department of Public Works?
 
 
Best,
 
Eileen Boken, 
President 
 
Sunset-Parkside Education and Action Committee (SPEAK)
 
 
Sent from my Verizon, Samsung Galaxy smartphone
 



San Francisco 
Water Se er 
Services of the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 

525 Golden Gate Avenue, 13th Floor 

San Francisco, CA 94102 

T 415.554.3155 

F 415554.3161 

TTY 415.554.3488 

May 18, 2023 

Carolyn Keddy 
1745 Folsom St. 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Dear Valued Customer, 

Thank you for your written protest letter regarding our proposed water and 
sewer rates for the fiscal years ending in 2024-2026. 

We recognize that any potential rate increase can be difficult for a number of 
customers. As a not-for-profit utility funded solely by our ratepayers, we 
understand this. That is why we offer many resources to help our customers 
lower their bills. Here are just a few examples that may be of interest to you: 

• Qualifying residents with low incomes can receive a 25% discount on 
their water and sewer bill. Starting July 1, discounts for our customers 
with the lowest incomes will automatically increase from 25% to 40% off 
their bill. You can apply easily online at https://sfpuc.org/utilitydiscount -
it only takes 10 minutes! Or call (415) 551-3000, Monday to Friday, 8 
am to 5 pm (except holidays) to request a printed paper application be 
mailed to you. You can also apply in person at 525 Golden Gate 
Avenue, San Francisco, 1st Floor, at the Customer Service Counter. 

• Take advantage of grants to install gree·n infrastructure to manage 
rainwater on your property to reduce the stormwater portion of your bill. 

• We offer rebates, incentives, and free home or business checkups to 
help you identify ways to use less water and other ways to lower your 
bill. 

• If you are behind on your bills, flexible payment plans are available for 
customers by calling our Customer Service at (415) 551-3000, Monday 
to Friday, 8 am to 5 pm (except holidays). 

More information on these programs is available at https://sfpuc.org/savings. 
You can also contact us directly by emailing ratesinfo@sfwater.org or calling 
415-554-3289. 

We are proud to be your water and sewer provider. 

Thank you, 

The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 
Public Outreach Team 

OUR MISSION: To provide our customers with high-quality, efficient and reliable water, power and sewer 
services in a manner that values environmental and community interests and sustains the resources entrusted 
to our care. 

London N. Breed 
Mayor 

Newsha K. Ajaml 
President 

Sophie Maxwell 
Vice President 

Tim Paulson 
Commissioner 

Anthony Rivera 
Commissioner 

Kate H. Stacy 
Commissioner 

Dennis J. Herrera 
General Manager 




