
 

 

 

OUR MISSION: To provide our customers with high-quality, efficient, and reliable water, power and sewer 
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  T 415.554.3155 
F 415.554.3161 

TTY 415.554.3488 
 
 

San Francisco Public Utilities Commission  
Citizens’ Advisory Committee  

Water Subcommittee  
  

MEETING MINUTES  
  

Tuesday, February 24, 2026 
5:30 p.m. – 7:00 p.m. 

525 Golden Gate Ave., 3rd Floor Tuolumne Conference Room 
 

MEMBERS OF THE PUBLIC MAY OBSERVE AND PARTICIPATE VIA ZOOM 
VIRTUAL CONFERENCE SOFTWARE 

 
Meeting Recording URL   

https://sfwater.zoom.us/rec/share/iVSHONnBJb_A6sFsnkRCpPg5S5pMy9k2smGpC1y
7AWZbAGoBAtKgq7WcmRnOxneI.l9ueIf32wF5N4vLd  

 
 Meeting Passcode 
        836028 

 
 Mission: The Water Subcommittee reviews water supply system reliability, water 
conservation, recycling, regional cooperation efforts, and other relevant plans and 

policies. (Admin Code 5.140-142)  
  
Members:   
Jennifer Clary (Chair) (D11)  
 

Douglas Jacuzzi (D4) 
Aaron Hebert (D9)  
 

Thomas Smegal (M-Reg’l Water 
Customers)  
 

   
  

D = District Supervisor appointed, M = Mayor Appointed, B = Board President 
appointed 
  
Staff Liaisons: Lexus Moncrease and Lupita Garcia 
Staff Email for Public Comment: cac@sfwater.org  

  
  

ORDER OF BUSINESS  
  

1. Call to Order and Roll Call at 5:31 pm  
 
Present (4): Clary, Jacuzzi, Hebert, Smegal 
 
Absent (0):  
 
Staff/Presenters: Jennifer Lee, Manisha Kothari, Mark Shahinian   
 
Members of the Public: Dave Warner, Peter Drekmeier  
 

2. Approval of the November 25, 2025, Minutes  
 

https://urldefense.com/v3/__https:/sfwater.zoom.us/rec/share/iVSHONnBJb_A6sFsnkRCpPg5S5pMy9k2smGpC1y7AWZbAGoBAtKgq7WcmRnOxneI.l9ueIf32wF5N4vLd__;!!NCYPjq8!_fayCN7jl77FR0Bb4doZ6zbJ798mgZ91vdMciXOGbeaB6cxr2qIcvNVkN3Wrq00mB_0EbiRIWLdeA90K9Q$
https://urldefense.com/v3/__https:/sfwater.zoom.us/rec/share/iVSHONnBJb_A6sFsnkRCpPg5S5pMy9k2smGpC1y7AWZbAGoBAtKgq7WcmRnOxneI.l9ueIf32wF5N4vLd__;!!NCYPjq8!_fayCN7jl77FR0Bb4doZ6zbJ798mgZ91vdMciXOGbeaB6cxr2qIcvNVkN3Wrq00mB_0EbiRIWLdeA90K9Q$
http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/administrative/chapter5committees?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_Ch.5Art.XV
https://www.sfpuc.gov/sites/default/files/about-us/agendas-minutes/11252025%20Water%20CAC%20Minutes.pdf


  

 

 
A motion was made (Jacuzzi) and seconded (Hebert) to approve the 
November 25, 2025,  
 
Minutes pending an edit change on page 3 from “we” and “they” to “BAWSCA”.  
 
The minutes were approved without objection.  
 
Public Comment: None.  

 
3. Report from the Chair   

• Chair welcomes committee members, staff, and the public  
 
Public Comment: None. 

  
4. Public Comment: Members of the public may address the Committee on 

matters that are within the committee’s jurisdiction and are not on today’s 
agenda (2 minutes per speaker). 
 
Public Comment: None.  

 
5. Presentation and Discussion: Demand Forecasting Update, Jennifer Lee, 

SFPUC Alternative Water Supply Project Manager  
Presentation 

• SFPUC’s Retail Demand Development  
• UWMP Overview 
• Background on Demand Projections  
• What is in the Demand Model?  
• New Updates to the 2025 Demand Projections  
• Variables Considered in the Sensitivity Analysis  
• Housing and Population Growth Projection Sources 
• Population is Projected to Increase from 1 to 46%  
• Employment Growth Projection Sources 
• Employment is Projected to Increase from 17 to 44% 
• Water Demand Scenarios  
• Retail Demand Projections Change Over Time 
• Multiple Demand Scenarios Show a Range of Potential Retail 

Demands  
• Growth Rates Vary Among Housing/Population, Employment, and 

Waer Demand (UWMP Scenario)  
• Growth Rates Vary Among Housing/Population, Employment, and 

Water Demand (Historical Growth Scenario)  
• Growth Rates Vary Among Housing/Population, Employment, and 

Water Demand (DOF and Moody’s Scenario)  
• Total Projected Retail Demands Under the UWMP Scenario  
• Total Projected Retail and Wholesale Demands under the UWMP 

Scenario  
• 2020 vs 2025 Total Retail Demands and Wholesale Purchase 

Requests 
• 2025 UWMP Schedule  
• Questions?  

 

https://sfpuc.sharefile.com/public/share/web-s82443a7c7ebf4d8dac7cf6aac78db25b


  

 

Discussion: 
• Member Hebert asked if the SF planning projection is a housing 

projection that is extrapolated into a population projection.  
 
Staff Lee responded yes, it’s based on housing units.  
 
Chair Clary commented this is influenced by State requirements.  
 
Staff Lee responded yes, it is based on Master Planned Communities 
(MPC) and Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) 
 
Member Hebert commented the new housing element is recent and 
asked is it something incorporated in the next round of projections. 
  
Staff Lee responded the 2022 housing element that was recently 
adopted is what is included. 
 
Member Hebert asked if the 2022 housing element was what was 
recently adopted.  
 
Member Smegal commented it has been going back and forth in 
terms of State approval. 
  
Chair Clary further commented it is a requirement to have it in if 
submitted before January 2023. 
 
Member Smegal further commented it would have been submitted 
before but is a question of if the State approved it or not.  
 
Staff Lee responded she can follow up with them, but this is the latest 
information received.  
 
Member Hebert commented the one recently approved by the City 
may not be approved by the State. The mayor pushed through a new 
housing element to keep up with the State housing requirements. 
   
Staff Lee responded what the mayor recently passed is related to 
zoning not housing element which complies with the State’s 
requirement to have enough zones for homes to meet targets.  
 

• Chair Clary asked if it is essentially high, medium, low.  
 
Staff Lee responded yes.  
 

• Chair Clary asked if the demand model projects droughts.  
 
Staff Lee responded it does look at past performance and one of the 
components in the plan is water system reliability and within that 
component are droughts. It is not shown in the table but there are 
multiple tables that look at what demands are going to be, what supply 
will be and the gap between now and 2045. If there was a 5-year 



  

 

drought starting any time between now and 2045, it is a hypothetical 
drought based off years 2 through 6 in the design drought and the 
projections show the where the droughts are taken into consideration.  
 
Chair Clary commented maybe it needs to be calculated differently 
and there is a mismatch between the demand scenarios and what 
happened and assumes this is why the finance department has a 
different model and understand the SFPUC cannot predict anything 
and asks what the SPFUC will do about this.  
 
Staff Lee this is a tough question and it hard to put in the graph and 
the information is more in the tables because the impact of a 5-year 
drought depends on the starting year. If you start in year 2030, your 
demands are going to be within a certain range compared to 2050. 
 
Member Smegal commented the drought analysis is a scenario that is 
ran as part of the Urban Management Water Plan and it is not affecting 
this demand.  
 
Chair Clary asked why not.  

 
Staff Lee responded it is not a sperate demand scenario, it is 
integrated into the water supply reliability analysis.  
 

• Member Hebert asked if the SFPUC is accounting for the expiration of 
conservation programs.  
 
Staff Lee responded this is why we see a slight decrease because we 
see more conservation savings in the near-term than long-term not 
because we are conserving less long-term, but we do not know what 
the savings will be from a new program that we have yet to come up 
with.  
 
Member Hebert asked if a certain conservation program like a toilet 
program will exhaust its effectiveness by a certain date.  
 
Staff Lee responded yes, they will sunset after some time just because 
the changes in plumbing code and saturation rate are not considered.  
 

• Chair Clary commented that is the same amount of water we were 
using in 2003.  
 

• Member Hebert commented this was a great presentation and asked 
what else is impacted by these numbers.  

 
Staff Kothari responded a big reason SFPUC did the two additional 
demand scenarios is we know models are models and they generally 
are not right. We want to get close and do a better job and we know 
some things are part of the Urban Water Management Plan are 
necessarily going to be higher and we have to be consistent with 
planning and there are some assumptions that we do not know how 



  

 

they will play out so when we prepared the Alternative Water Supply 
Plan in 2024, one of the recommendations that came out of that plan 
was the development of additional demand scenarios so that when we 
use it for other purposes other than the Urban Water Management 
Plan, we have a more complete picture of what the range may be. The 
Alternative Water Supply Plan will be updated following the Urban 
Water Management Plan and it was planned this way because we 
knew we were going to update demands and the SFPUC will be 
thinking more about holistically how we use the demand numbers for 
planning.  

 
• Member Herbet commented for the purposes of the Urban Water 

Management Plan, the numbers make sense since you must 
accommodate for growth, and we have a historic long-term downward 
trend in demand and there are reasons it goes up and down as noted 
and asked if there is any retroactive analysis done on what the drivers 
are of past demand.  
 
Staff Lee responded the SFPUC has a per account level data which is 
the most granular data. When we train our model based off the per 
account level data, there is also an output that is what is the per 
account projection. In a technical memo, for each single-family, multi-
family and commercial sector, we have the average consumption for a 
housing unit. Currently, the average for a single-family average 
consumption is about 145 gallons per unit per day. As we look at this 
over time, the efficiency goes up and demand goes down. The SFPUC 
does not have control over the growth that we are required to use from 
the San Francisco Planning Department which is going to cause our 
demands to go up because the Planning Department is estimated an 
increase in number of jobs and/or housing units. The SFPUC does 
analyze on a per account level basis to see how we are doing and 
that’s where we see the increase in efficiency over time. Our demands 
do take into consideration the impacts of rates that is one reasons why 
accounts over time use less water and it is also because of 
conservation, behavioral changes, passive savings like pluming code 
and fixture improvements. 
 
Member Hebert commented showing this narrative in a graph will be 
impactful.  
 
Member Smegal commented in the BAWSCA demand study, there 
was also a scenario analysis and is a lot more complicated with 26 
agencies. BAWSCA had some stakeholders come in and tried a range 
of variables and they have this in addition to what SFPUC uses to get 
the overall aggregate demand that was a central estimate, and they 
also have a higher estimate based on higher growth due to data 
centers and businesses and a lower growth one based on the similar 
variables SFPUC discussed.  
 

• Chair Clary asked in the 2020 Urban Water Management Plan to this 
one, if we did not have had the COVID-19 pandemic, would the 



  

 

SFPUC be closer to their target and how much water used dropped 
and how much did downtown revival account for increases.  
 
Staff Lee responded this is a good question and one that the SFPUC 
has asked their bottlers, and it is hard to disentangle. We do see a dip 
in the demand projections because people were leaving the City and 
on a per capita basis people were more efficient with their water use.  
 
Member Jacuzzi commented they were being more efficient because 
working from home meant showers were not needed as often.  
 

• Chair Clary asked if any of this calculation is used for the water supply 
assessments that SFPUC is asked to do.  
 
Staff Lee responded yes, in the water supply assessment we have 
three conclusions based off three different supply scenarios: with, the 
Bay Delta Plan, with the Healthy Rivers and Landscapes, and then 
without the Bay Delta Plan or the Healthy Rivers and Landscapes. 
Each of those three scenarios, the numbers that are represented are 
coming directly from the Urban Water Management Plan. There was 
an interim update done in 2023, so the numbers are slightly different.  
 

Public Comment:  
• Peter Drekmeier, Policy Director at Yosemite Rivers Alliance 

commented he appreciated the comment about there being different 
projections for different uses and saw the water enterprise projection of 
regional water system demand being about 222 million gallons per Day 
(MGD) in 2050 and asked what Finance sales projection for 2050 is 
and if it is compared to current sales or another benchmark. 
 
Staff Lee responded she does not know the exact numbers, but their 
projection is increasing and if you look at slide 13, it will be within 
range of the green and purple line. Finance’s sales projections are 
coming from their financial plans, and they have since adopted a new 
one in February.  
 

 
6. Presentation and Discussion: Using Droughts to Predict Demand: 

Drought-Demand Model, Mark Shahinian, Sierra Club San Francisco Bay 
 
Presentation  

• Improving the problematic accuracy of demand projections: the 
Drought-Demand Model  

• Executive Summary 
• Why projections matter: we don’t need to sacrifice ecosystems or 

affordability – but it’s how we’ve always done it 
• The SFPUC has over projected demand by 45 to 50% on a 15-year 

retrospective basis  
• In urban water systems across California, including the RWS, drought 

causes reductions in demand 
• The demand models the SFPUC receives from BAWSCA have serious 

flaws 

https://sfpuc.sharefile.com/public/share/web-scbd57230801d456faecb5b7fe8e502e2
https://sfpuc.sharefile.com/public/share/web-scbd57230801d456faecb5b7fe8e502e2


  

 

• Modeling the impacts of droughts on demand gives a tight fit – and 
shows a projection 50% less than the UWMP  

• The model is tested against out-of-sample data and appears to work 
well in urban and suburban environments  

 
Discussion:  

• Member Jacuzzi asked if the Bay Delta Plan is the Sierra Club’s top 
priority. 
 
Presenter Shahinian responded it would be in the top 3 priorities.  
 

• Member Jacuzzi asked if the model presented takes in any other 
considerations aside from past drought and the drought curves.  
 
Presenter Shahinian responded that is a good question and the two 
main inputs are drought and population. The Sierra Club uses the 
Department of Finance’s population stats for Santa Clara, San Mateo 
and San Francisco counites.  
 
Chair Clary asked if it is assumed Hayward is an average of all of 
those.  
 
Presenter Shahinian responded yes since it is not broken down at 
city-level.  
 

• Member Hebert commented he appreciates the future drought 
simulation in the model and conservation does not seem to be linear 
since there will be points you cannot replace the toilets and pull out the 
lawns and the model incorporates past conservation to project future 
conservation and asked how conservation is figured into the model.  
 
Presenter Shahinian responded it is looking at past behavior and 
running that as a regression and it is finding a fit on the past 40 years 
of data using conservation and other terms that adjust how much 
droughts affect current year’s behavior. Something the SFPUC and 
other water agencies like to say is how conservation might get 
saturated or how we might see something called demand hardening 
which has never shown to be true. In 2007 or 2008, the SFPUC said 
demand hardening is real and since then the water use has dropped 
25%.    
 

• Member Hebert asked how much of the housing projections drive up 
the overall demand projections in the model.  
 
Presenter Shahinian responded even if these numbers were put into 
the model, we would show declines and growth. Housing is a factor, 
but it is not the only factor and the housing growth that is being shown 
in the baseline model has not been seen in San Francisco and in 
BAWSCA territory has not been seen in the last 30 years.  

 
• Member Smegal asked if drought is referent to times with water 

restriction.  
 
Presenter Shahinian responded no, a more technical definition is 
used, and it is used a bit loosely in this presentation. When the 
Standardized Precipitation Evapotranspiration Index (SPEI) is negative 
the model incorporates that into future demand projections. When it is 
positive, it lets demand float up.  



  

 

• Chair Clary commented one thing she is interested in and would like 
SFPUC to figure out how to incorporate is the impact of prior year 
droughts because conservation doesn’t just end of a drought and 
understands SFPUC needs to be conservative but not incorporating 
the drop residual is a major reason why the numbers continue to be 
off.  
 
Member Smegal commented he does not want to speak for the 
SFPUC, but we are talking apples to oranges since SFPUC is looking 
at a specific 5-year period and what is being described would happen 
after the 5 years.  
 
Staff Kothari responded it is based on supply, reliability and this is 
what is mandated.  

 
• Chair Clary asked if the SFPUC is modeling a drought, are they only 

modeling as far as supply, not demand.  
 
Staff Kothari responded it is looking at supply and demand and what 
happens over the 5 years.  
 
Chair Clary commented but it is a 25-year plan, and you have a 5-year 
drought that permanently affects the trajectory of the 25-year plan and 
understands it is difficult to model but feels that is a missing piece.  
 

• Chair Clary commented the Sierra Club’s projections do not help with 
affordability because using less water does not mean the costs are 
going to change and knows what is being discussed is the Alternative 
Water Supply but that is a drop in the bucket compared to the cost of 
running the system.  
 
Presenter Shahinian responded it is a great point, and high-water 
projections do two things: they give agencies permission to spend a lot 
such as the Alternative Water Supply Plan, and Water Temples and 
two it sets the wrong expectations for the public. SFPUC is showing 
big increases for next 7 to 8 years on their water capital spending plan 
and these plans get much flatter after 2033.   
 

• Member Jacuzzi commented the red drought bars is missing the 
second half of the droughts from 2005 onward.  
 
Presenter Shahinian responded the BAWSCA documentation being 
referenced, it does not count that drought as a drought, so it is not 
included.  
 

• Member Hebert asked if the graph on page 4 that indicates a drought, 
is that using the same drought data being used in the model.  
 
Presenter Shahinian responded no, its years that were designated as 
drought years in the Bay Area.   
 

• Member Jacuzzi asked if there is any downside to using a drought 
formula model.  
 
Staff Kothari responded SFPUC is planning on meeting with 
Presenter Shahinian to better understand his model and are 
scheduling it for next week. Staff Kothari better wants to understand 
the assumptions that are made in the model and the best way to do it 
is discuss what is included in the model. 



  

 

Member Jacuzzi asked if there is a way to get a response from 
SFPUC staff, so SFPUC CAC is not waiting another year to hear what 
happened.  

 
Chair Clary commented the Urban Water Management Plan is coming 
out this year. 
 
Staff Kothari responded yes and does not expect that we would be 
able to meet the schedule for the Urban Water Management Plan and 
the purpose of the plan is to make sure we are consistent with land use 
planning and making a lot of changes to those assumptions will make 
us inconsistent with what land use agency and planning department 
wants. It does not mean we shouldn’t be thinking beyond that and 
wants to be sure that SFPUC is using defensible data sources to 
develop the other scenario and wants to learn more about the 
assumptions made to predict when future droughts are going to 
happen for example what climate data is used and making sure 
SFPUC is not double counting those assumptions.  
 
Presenter Shahinian further responded they are scheduled to meet 
next week and is looking forward to meeting and asked if SFPUC’s 
model can be shared ahead of time and is also happy to share his.  
 
Staff Kothari responded SFPUC does not have a shareable version of 
the model.  
 
Presenter Shahinian responded if SFPUC won’t share it with the 
pubic who pays their rates, it is instructive.  
 
Staff Kothari further responded SFPUC has a group of consultants 
who built the proprietary model and SFPUC does not have the 
programs to run the models and break it apart. SFPUC has tried to 
extract the data and put it forward in a way that can share with the 
public.  
 
Chair Clary asked who did the model.  
 
Staff Lee responded West Water Research.  

 
Public Comment:  

• Dave Warner commented this has been an outstanding conversation 
and Staff Lee and Staff Kothari had a clear, transparent presentation 
and doing the sensitivity analysis is a nice step forward. BAWSCA is 
also doing this and looking at incorporating droughts into their demand 
planning. What Presenter Shahinian is presenting is new and exciting 
and thanks a big step forward to being closer to reality and thanks 
everyone for their outstanding questions and comments. The demand 
projections have a huge impact in so many ways that we may not 
understand, and one example is the regional water system that can 
deliver around 300 mgd and we are using at most 65% of it. Maybe if 
we had a more realistic demand projection, we could look at 
opportunities to downsize the system at least for the foreseeable future 
and an example is there are four Moccasin pen stocks that need to be 
replaced, and it is a huge expense and if people were realistically 
thinking about this system did not need to provide as much water as it 
does maybe we could rebuild 3 of the penstocks and there may be 
other opportunities like this in the system. Fromer SFPUC 
Commissioner Ajami would say that we haven’t seen anything yet in 
terms of conservation. No one in 2000 could have imaged where we 



  

 

are today in terms of how low demand is and we don’t have an idea as 
to how much this may be in 2050.     
 

7. Staff Report 
• Full CAC meeting is March 24 
 
Public Comment: None  
 

8. Future Agenda Items and Resolutions  
Standing Subjects 

• Groundwater 
• Water Quality 

  
   Specific Subjects  

• Resolution on Salmon Restoration Project - Pending 
• Integrating Tribal Leaders into SFPUC Land Management Decisions 
• State Board Water Rights 
• Water Enterprise Environmental Stewardship Policy Implementation 

Report 
• State of the Regional Water System Report – Bi-annual report 
• Drought resilience: 3-year water supply update 
• Water Equity and Homelessness 
• Water Treatment Plant Tour 
• Sunol Watershed Tour 
• Capital Plan Update 

 
Adopted Resolutions for Follow Up  

• Resolution on Salmon Restoration Project - Pending 
• Resolution in Support of a Resilient Water Supply adopted August 17, 

2021 
• Resolution in Support of the Southern Skyline Boulevard Ridge Trail 

Extension Project adopted April 20, 2021 
• Resolution in Support of Interim Emergency Rate Assistance Program 

and Revised Community Assistance Program adopted July 21, 2020  
• Resolution in Support of Improved Communications Related to the San 

Francisco Groundwater Supply Project adopted August 21, 2018  
• Resolution in Supporting Stewardship and Public Access in the 

Redeveloped Lake Merced West Property adopted in March 15, 2016  
• Resolution on Impacts of Drought on System Maintenance and 

Improvements adopted January 19, 2016 
 
Public Comment: None 

  
9. Announcements/Comments Please visit www.sfpuc.gov/cac for final 

confirmation of the next scheduled meeting, agenda, and materials.   
 
Public Comment: None 

  
10. Adjournment at 7:03 pm  

  
 
For more information concerning the agendas, minutes, and meeting information, 
please visit www.sfpuc.gov/cac. For more information concerning the CAC, please 
contact staff by email at cac@sfwater.org or by calling (415) 517-8465. 
 
Disability Access  
  

https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1rk5IQVQEb2wjX3eLwS3tBp5lA6JfcO0yQBHXwGF_SA0/edit?gid=0#gid=0
https://sfpuc.sharefile.com/d-s117cdf5eb2604c8c852fbd470437b488
https://sfpuc.sharefile.com/d-s117cdf5eb2604c8c852fbd470437b488
https://sfpuc.org/sites/default/files/about-us/2021%20Resolutions_0.pdf
https://sfwater.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=16022
https://sfwater.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=13490
https://www.sfwater.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=9326
https://www.sfwater.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=9326
http://www.sfpuc.org/cac
http://www.sfpuc.org/cac
mailto:cac@sfwater.org


  

 

The following services are available on request 48 hours prior to the meeting; except 
for Monday meetings, for which the deadline shall be 4:00 p.m. of the last business day 
of the preceding week: For American sign language interpreters or the use of a reader 
during a meeting, a sound enhancement system, and/or alternative formats of the 
agenda and minutes, please contact Lexus Moncrease at (415) 517-8465 or our TTY at 
(415) 554-3488 to make arrangements for the accommodation. Late requests will be 
honored, if possible.  
 
In order to assist the City's efforts to accommodate persons with severe allergies, 
environmental illnesses, multiple chemical sensitivity or related disabilities, attendees 
at public meetings are reminded that other attendees may be sensitive to various 
chemical-based products. Please help the City accommodate these individuals. 
Individuals with chemical sensitivity or related disabilities should call our accessibility 
hotline at (415) 554-6789.  

 

LANGUAGE ACCESS  
Per the Language Access Ordinance (Chapter 91 of the San Francisco Administrative 
Code), Chinese, Spanish and or Filipino (Tagalog) interpreters will be available upon 
requests. Meeting Minutes may be translated, if requested, after they have been 
adopted by the Committee. Assistance in additional languages may be honored 
whenever possible. To request assistance with these services please contact Lexus 
Moncrease at (415) 517-8465, or cac@sfwater.org at least 48 hours in advance of the 
hearing. Late requests will be honored if possible.  

 

語言服務  

根據三藩市行政法第91章"語言服務條例"，中文、西班牙語和/或菲律賓語口譯服務在有

人提出要求後會提供。翻譯版本的會議記錄可在委員會後要求提供。其他語言協助在可

能的情況下也可提供。請於會議前至少48小時致電(415) 517-8465 或電郵至

[cac@sfwater.org] Lexus Moncrease 提出口譯要求。逾期要求， 在可能狀況下會被考

慮。 

 

ACCESO A IDIOMAS  
De acuerdo con la Ordenanza de Acceso a Idiomas “Language Access Ordinance” 
(Capítulo 91 del Código Administrativo de San Francisco “Chapter 91 of the San 
Francisco Administrative Code”) intérpretes de chino, español y/o filipino (tagalo) 
estarán disponibles de ser requeridos. Los minutos podrán ser traducidos, de ser 
requeridos, luego de ser aprobados por la comité. La asistencia en idiomas adicionales 
se tomará en cuenta siempre que sea posible. Para solicitar asistencia con estos 
servicios favor comunicarse con Lexus Moncrease al (415) 517-8465, o 
cac@sfwater.org por lo menos 48 horas antes de la reunión. Las solicitudes tardías 
serán consideradas de ser posible.  

 

PAG-ACCESS SA WIKA  
Ayon sa Language Access Ordinance (Chapter 91 ng San Francisco Administrative 
Code), maaaring mag-request ng mga tagapagsalin sa wikang Tsino, Espanyol, at/o 
Filipino (Tagalog). Kapag hiniling, ang mga kaganapan ng miting ay maaring isalin sa 
ibang wika matapos ito ay aprobahan ng komite. Maari din magkaroon ng tulong sa 
ibang wika. Sa mga ganitong uri ng kahilingan, mangyaring tumawag sa Lexus 
Moncrease at (415) 517-8465, o cac@sfwater.org sa hindi bababa sa 48 oras bago 
mag miting. Kung maari, ang mga late na hiling ay posibleng pagbibigyan. 

 

mailto:cac@sfwater.org
mailto:cac@sfwater.org
mailto:cac@sfwater.org
mailto:cac@sfwater.org


  

 

Lobbyist Registration and Reporting Requirements 
Individuals and entities that influence or attempt to influence local legislative or 
administrative action may be required by the San Francisco Lobbyist Ordinance 
[SF Campaign & Governmental Conduct Code §2.100] to register and report 
lobbying activity. For more information about the Lobbyist Ordinance, please 
contact the San Francisco Ethics Commission at 25 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 220 
San Francisco, CA 94102, Phone: (415) 252-3100/Fax: (415) 252-3112, Email: 
ethics.commission@sfgov.org. 

 

Know your rights under the Sunshine Ordinance (Chapter 67 of the San 
Francisco Administrative Code)  
Government’s duty is to serve the public, reaching its decisions in full view of 
the public. Commissions, boards, councils, and other agencies of the City and 
County exist to conduct the people’s business. This ordinance assures that 
deliberations are conducted before the people and that City operations are open 
to the people’s review. For more information on your rights under the Sunshine 
Ordinance or to report a violation of the ordinance, contact the Sunshine 
Ordinance Task Force, by mail to Sunshine Ordinance Task Force, 1 Dr. Carlton 
B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 San Francisco, CA 94102-4683; by telephone 415-554-
7724, by Fax 415-554-7854, or by email: sotf@sfgov.org 

The ringing of and use of cell phones, pagers and similar sound-producing electronic 
devices are prohibited at this meeting. Please be advised that the Chair may order the 
removal from the meeting room of any person(s) responsible for the ringing or use of a 
cell phone, pager, or other similar sound-producing electronic devices. 

 
 
 
 

mailto:ethics.commission@sfgov.org
mailto:sotf@sfgov.org

