City and County of San Francisco
LIFELINES COUNCIL

Thursday, September 6, 2012
2:00 PM -4:00 PM
San Francisco City Hall, Room 201

Edwin Lee, Mayor Naomi Kelly, City Administrator

Lifelines are the systems and facilities that provide services vital to the function of an industrialized society and important to the emergency
response and recovery after a natural disaster. These systems and facilities include communication, electric power, liquid fuel, natural gas,
transportation (airports, highways, ports, rail and transit), water, and wastewater.

- American Society of Civil Engineering Technical Council on Lifeline Earthquake Engineering (TCLEE), 2009
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1) Welcome and Introductions Naomi Kelly ad Chris Poland, Co-Chairs

Co-Chairs Naomi Kelly and Chris Poland welcomedgiraup with a short overview of the
background and objectives of the Lifelines Couraslwell as summary of recent meetings.
Mr. Poland discussed the Council’s near-term gfmlsompleting the Lifelines
Interdependency Study in early 2013, and to devalopre collaborative and interactive work
program for the Lifelines Council in 2013-2014. stated the focus of today’s meeting is to
gather input from Council members on topics thatiarportant to each individual agency and
which members recommend as potential topics fot_tteéines Council’s work program for

the next year.

To start off this conversation, the Co-Chairs psgabrevisiting the recommendations of the
2009 “Resilient City” policy paper produced by SP{&an Francisco Planning and Urban
Research Association) outlining what San Frandmeambto do to improve the resilience of its
buildings and lifelines to withstand a major eathke. The first recommendation in the
Lifelines section of the SPUR “Resilient City” repes to “Establish a ‘Lifelines Council’ to:

1. Provide a mechanism for comprehensive planmmgng the lifeline operators in the City
and County of San Francisco to improve coordinadioa restoration following an earthquake.

The report then further recommends that the Cowmalkertake the following actions:
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2. Establish standards for resilience in coopematiih the lifeline providers on how all
systems should perform in an “expected earthquake”

3. Conduct a seismic performance audit of lifelinad_establish priorities for mitigation. It
was recommended that the Lifelines Council pregentesults of the study to the Board of
Supervisors and City's Capital Planning Committee.

4. Require improvements to City-owned and regulatestems (such as the water and
wastewater systems, port, airport and Muni) necggeameet system-specific performance
goals and develop a funding program to make thopeavements happen

5. Require the design and implementation of impnomets to the gas distribution system that
reduce the risk of post-earthquake ignitions aheosecondary impacts without
compromising the continued operation of the systéier earthquakes

6. Establish partnerships with regional, state @invhte sector entities to address
multijurisdictional and regional systems that setfwe Bay Area.

7. Establish a program for communications and agtréo regional, state, federal and private
sector entities to drive change that are in thg'€gelf-interest while at the same time setting
the standard for a comprehensive approach to aidgelfeline performance. This is
particularly important in helping raise public aeaess and advocate for the needs of the non-
regulated lifeline systems operating in San Fraacis

Mr. Poland proposed that, during its first 3 yeansch of the work of the Lifelines Council

has been focused on the first 3 of these recomntiendavith an emphasis on planning issues

and (through the interdependency study) auditiegettpected performance of our systems. He

also reviewed the set of citywide recovery targetperformance standards) proposed by the

SPUR Resilient City Initiative for buildings andriastructure following an “expected

earthquake” (a magnitude 7.2 earthquake on thenBaliai segment of the San Andreas Fault).

» First for critical response facilities, SPUR recoended lifeline performances standards
such that a 100% of service levels would be resumtdn 4 hours.

* For housing and neighborhood infrastructure, stadsdaf 90% service restoration with 72
hours, 95% within 30 days, and 100% within 4 montlkse proposed.

* And, for the balance of the city, it was assumed siystems would be restored as buildings
were repaired and returned to operations and sdatds of 90% service restoration with
72 hours, 95% within 30 days and 100% within 3 €86 months) were established.

He explained that the SPUR Resilient Committee tled to give some perspective on the
current expected performance of these systems (shswix’es on the SPUR graphic), which
in nearly all cases was much worse than the recordeteperformance standards. He also
showed some examples of what these recovery targgtg actually mean for different
lifelines providers. For example, to achieve a 10{#vice level at critical facilities, normal or
temporary supplies of water and power need to beiged, firefighting water services should
be available to 100% of the city’s neighborhoods emmediate control of the natural gas
system with a “smart” shut-off to areas with hamasiconditions are recommended.

Council members discussed the SPUR document amatdpesed resilient standards.
Concerns were expressed as to whether the targiatied of recovery were achievable, even
over the 30-year timeline as recommended by SPUiRstipns were also raised as to whether
the targets take into account the status of passahts, debris removal and coordination of
primary transportation arteries? Mr. Poland cldsgdtating that these questions were exactly
the kinds of questions that the Council shoulddlerg and that they were also very relevant
to the next presentation by Dr. Laurie Johnsorherstatus of the lifelines interdependency
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study since one of the main purposes of that sttty develop a more comprehensive
earthquake scenario which integrates the expeaddrmance of different lifeline systems
and will help us to refine the SPUR performanceeetgtions and set collective standards of
our own.

2) Lifelines Interdependency StudyUpdate Dr. Laurie Johnson

Dr. Johnson provided a progress report of the inés Interdependency Study which was
launched about a year ago and expected to be ctamplearly 2013. She reviewed the study
goals to first build a workable understanding dfoalr system interdependencies, and the
consequences of existing conditions, to help expedsponse and restoration planning among
agencies. The study uses a 2006 analysis of tleatateffects of a repeat of a 1906
earthquake as the scenario event and, as Dr. Jolerptained, when the interdependency
study is complete, the city and the region will @afor the first time, a complete scenario
integrating the likely building and lifelines dangsgresulting from such a major earthquake.

Dr. Johnson briefly reviewed some of the highligbitnterviews already conducted as part of
the study. These have focused on the more convertiéeline systems of roads (both
regional and local streets), the water systemagdselectricity, and telecommunications. She
reported that all of the systems studied, thusWayld have some significant levels of
disruption within the city of San Francisco andithestoration could take many days, and in
some cases weeks to months; there will be regiae-wnpacts as well. She also said that the
interviews were revealing some heavy interdependsrietween different operators and
lifelines systems. For example, all the systemsrarg dependent upon the restoration of
regional road network and getting access into aodral the city of San Francisco. Similarly,
there is a strong dependence of all systems oocaelmunications and fuel. Dr. Johnson
closed by reviewing the schedule for the study. I8Ees to conduct the remaining interviews
in the last quarter of 2012 and early 2013, conmethe rest of the major systems, such as
wastewater, auxiliary (fire-fighting) water systeamd telecommunications and then transit
operators, the ports and airports, and fuel prasgide

3) Proposed PG&E Embarcadero-Potrero  Ontario Smith, Senior Government
230kV Transmission Project Relations Representative,
Pacific Gas & Electric Company

Mr. Smith reviewed the proposed PG&E Embarcaderoelrm 230kV Transmission Project
and described how the Lifelines Council servedraexaellent conduit to the City family and a
tangible success story for the Council’s collabgeagpproach to raising and solving lifeline
system vulnerability issues. As background, Mr. tBrekplained that San Francisco’s
electrical system is fed by three transmissionastthat come up the Peninsula; San Francisco
doesn’t have its own power generating source. litetbat loss of a major substation in San
Francisco could create a major system instabdiffgcting reliability of the system during
restoration. He explained that the Embarcaderotatibs is currently supplied power by two
cable lines that run from the Martin street subsitaand through high liquefaction-prone soils.
PG&E estimates that repairs to one of those caldekl take a minimum of 8 hours and up to
7 weeks, depending upon the level of damage.
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Mr. Smith noted that the issue of system reliapivas raised during the Lifelines Council’s
interdependency study interview with PG&E in NovenB011, and that maintaining the
Embarcadero station is critical to San Francisdowntown and central waterfront region.
PG&E proposes that adding a connection that lihksEmbarcadero substation with the
Potrero substation would help improve system réitglparticularly in the downtown area in a
major earthquake. It would also allow PG&E greatgerational flexibility during planned
infrastructure work and unexpected equipment owstage

Working with the City Administrator’s Office, SF Partment of Public Works, and numerous
other city agencies, PG&E conducted a bus tourgalaith on-site explanations of the three
options for various City departments, stakeholded officials. Once all the input was
collected, Mr. Smith said that the City’s prefereneas the underwater route because it added
resiliency to the city’s electric grid while alsausing the least amount of construction-related
disruption to infrastructure and commerce in thevadtown area. Mr. Smith said that PG&E is
continuing with its project design and approvalgass. It hopes that work can begin in 2014
and completed by 2015.

4) Small Group Discussions on Potential
Lifelines Council Workgroup Topics for
2013

Council members self-selected to join one of twakigroups to discuss the potential list of
work program topics for the Council’'s 2013 Work giwam. The two groups were: Restoration
and Recovery Planning Issues, and Mitigation anguR¢ory Issues. Ms. Alicia Johnson and
Mr. Nick Majeski facilitated the Restoration andd@eery Planning Issues group. Dr. Johnson
and Mr. Poland facilitated the Mitigation and Regaty Issues group. The groups were
provided with a list of about twenty potential wagioup topics. The topics came from
recommendations made by Council members at previmetings and during the
interdependency study interviews and were orgarapedrding to the SPUR Resilient City
recommendations. Each group was asked to revielisthadd and delete topics; and to
prepare short descriptions of each topic. The sgralips were also asked to consider which
Council members should be involved with a particti@ic, make any suggestions about who
should chair the work group, and identify who wohtwilling to provide resources to help
with the work.

Following the discussion period, Dr. Johnson exydithat the groups’ recommended work
topics and their descriptions will be assembled asurvey that will be sent to all Council
members to review and prioritize. The results efshrvey will be presented at the next
Council meeting with the goal of establishing Btaork groups for the Lifelines Council’s
2013 Work Program. Each work group would be taskitl further defining the problem,
deriving possible solutions, and finding “best picE’ examples, when possible, that can be
shared with the rest of the Council, identifyingaincing and implementation issues, and
developing recommendations. Future meetings oLifiedines Council will reserve time for
groups to give updates on their progress andhivjged that each group’s final
recommendations can be presented to other stale@badd officials in the City and the
region.
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5) Adjourn

Meetings will continue on a quarterly basis.
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