Infrastructure Blue Ribbon Commission
AGENDA
Thursday, June 9, 2011
Lucie Stern Community Center
1305 Middlefield Road, Community Room
Time: 5:00 p.m.
This notice is posted in accordance with government code section 54954.2(a) or 54956.
ATTENTION SPEAKERS:
If you wish to address an agenda item or speak during oral communications on a topic not
on the agenda, please complete a speaker's card and give it to City staff. The Chair will
recognize you at the appropriate time. No cards will be accepted after 5:30pm.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Call to order
Approval of the 5/26/2011 action meeting notes
Committee reports
Discussion on the future direction of the IBRC
Infrastructure management system report
Finance committee report
Oral communications
 Members of the public may address the IBRC on any subject not on
the agenda for a maximum of three minutes. If a speaker wishes to
address the IBRC on any subject on the agenda he or she will be given
the opportunity to do so for a maximum of three minutes at the time
that agenda item is addressed. Speaker cards are to be submitted prior
to 5:30pm.
8. Possible future agenda topics and schedule
9. Committee work time
10. Adjournment

ADA. Persons with disabilities who require auxiliary aids or services in using City facilities,
services, or programs or who would like information on the City's compliance with the
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 1990, may contact (650) 329-2550. Sign language
interpreters will be provided upon request with 72 hours in advance notice.
Meeting materials will be provided at the meeting. Visit www.cityofpaloalto.org/ibrc, email
ibrc@cityofpaloalto.org or call (650) 617-3174 for more information.

Infrastructure Blue Ribbon Commission Action Notes
Thursday, May 26, 2011
Meeting No. 14
IBRC members present:
Ray Bacchetti-Commission Co-Chair
Marc Berman-Surface
David Bower-Above Ground
Ralph Britton-Surface
Brent Butler-Above Ground
Mark Harris-Finance Chair
IBRC members not present:
John Melton-Finance
Alex Panelli-Finance

Leland Levy-Commission Co-Chair
Stephen Levy-Finance
Patricia Markevitch-Surface
Mark Michael-Above Ground Chair
Jim Olstad-Finance
James Schmidt-Surface Chair

Robert Stillerman-Above Ground
Greg Tanaka-Finance
Gary Wetzel-Above Ground

IBRC staff present:
Elizabeth Ames
Phil Bobel
Steve Emslie
Richard Hackmann

1. The meeting was called to order at 5:15 pm.
2. The 5/12/11 action meeting notes were approved.
3. Above Ground Committee interim report:
The Above Ground Committee presented a Power Point Presentation of its work and
findings to date. This presentation will be placed on the IBRC website.
4. The Surface and Finance Committees made very brief status reports. The Surface
Committee is working on prioritization. The Finance Committee is working on its Financial
Model.
5. Co-Chair Bacchetti described the attached IBRC Schedule
6. Oral communications:
There were no oral communications.
7. Adjournment
The meeting was adjourned at 7:45 pm.
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Pham, Tatiana
From:

Bob Stillerman [bob@rsic.biz]

Sent:

Thursday, June 02, 2011 5:22 PM

To:

Hackmann, Richard; IBRC

Cc:

Leland Levy; Ray Bacchetti

Subject: Infrastructure thoughts for your consideration

Richard, Please distribute this to the commissioners and staff liaisons in accordance with city policies. Thanks, Bob.

Dear Commissioners,
After listening carefully to the committee reports and thinking about many of the comments made during our commission
meetings, I decided to put down in writing, for your consideration, some of my thinking on next steps for our commission. As
noted more fully below, perhaps this is the right time for the IBRC to clarify our objectives for delivering our final report so we may
complete our analysis of feasible alternatives and provide leadership regarding how infrastructure of the City of Palo Alto will best
promote delivery of services that our residents want and need. Ultimately, the infrastructure plan and our report should help fulfill
the future vision for our community.
I also request that these discussion points be added to our next commission meeting agenda.
Background: I find myself asking if the plan of upcoming meetings and agenda items that was proposed at the end of our last
commission meeting will lead us towards a set of recommendations to the city council on CPA’s infrastructure. I feel we need to
focus on identifying and filling gaps in our understanding of the issues, and building consensus amongst ourselves on the way
forward and then develop our recommendations.
I would first of all like to thank the committees for their efforts in putting together informative, thoughtful and insightful
presentations that have enabled us commissioners to better understand the scope, and many of the details of the issues before us.
I know the real work of our commission gets done by the committees. We started with little knowledge and understanding of the
infrastructure issues that the CPA faces to having a better view of the complexity of the city’s assets. I would also like to thank the
staff for their efforts in responding to our many demands and in providing useful data to support our comprehension of the
infrastructure needs.
Magnitude of Needs? The first question I have is whether there may be a gap between what the staff considers to be the costs of
catching up, keeping up and improving our infrastructure compared to what our investigations have uncovered. When the Above
Ground Committee examined the ‘needs’ of our building assets, we discovered that the city data accounts for some, but not all of
the projects that the stakeholders consider as needs. The Art Center, as an example, has a current project totaling approximately
$8M that is funded by an outside donation plus city funding. For the Art Center stakeholder, this project represents the absolute
minimum of what needs to be done. The value project that the Art Center feels would complete the catch up is closer to $15M (i.e.
$7M higher) which does not appear in the city’s accounting. Similarly, the Roth building has a need somewhere between $8‐12M
which does not appear in the city’s books. Please note that our AGC focused on the needs, and not the financing, of the assets on
our list.
CIPs v. Unfunded Backlog? It is my understanding that the staff considers ‘unfunded infrastructure backlog’ as those CIPs that
have been proposed by the city and which could have been done in the past had there been sufficient funding, but were not.
Examples of these currently on the city’s list are the MSC and the Public Safety Building as well as other assets totaling $196M. In
addition to these projects, our AGC has identified at least two other major projects that are not part of this backlog: City Hall
upgrades and Cubberley upgrades and repair. Since these needs may not been formulated in CIP requests, they are not on the
city’s list.
My inference is that the actual needs of our infrastructure assets may be largely underestimated by the data the city has compiled
for those assets using its current methodology. We need to understand this gap better.
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Future Vision? The ‘noted philosopher,’ W. Gretzky said: “A good hockey player plays where the puck is. A great hockey player
plays where the puck is going to be.” In my view, that is good advice for our commission. We have been asked to look ahead 25
years for infrastructure needs. To focus our upcoming efforts on past unfunded projects, like the MSC and the PS Building, may not
be looking ahead nor considering the vision of the city.
Does Palo Alto have a consensus or an ‘official’ vision for the future of the city? Such a vision should be the starting point for what
we should be looking ahead towards. In the absence of a clear vision statement, we can probably agree on some aspects of an
implicit vision:


keep CPA to be a great place to live and work;



offer a high level of needed and desired services to residents, businesses and visitors;

include services for the diverse needs of our community: public safety (i.e., fire, police, medical response, emergency
operations), transportation, roads, bridges, parks, community centers, general administration, culture, entertainment and
recreation;
 provide for the future growth of the city
Services require infrastructure in order to be delivered. However, we don’t necessarily need every asset in our city’s infrastructure.
If we think creatively, we may be able to ‘package’ services in new buildings that the residents of CPA would be willing to pay for. A
Municipal Services Center could be a City Services Center, housing senior center, Avenidas, teen center, etc., in addition to the city
facilities that are resident there. The current civic center could be upgraded and enhanced in a different location, freeing up prime
land for other uses, near to transportation as envisioned by the comprehensive plan. We need to think about where the puck is
likely to be, what services will be needed and how best to provide them!


We have spent approximately four months understanding the complexity of our city’s infrastructure and how it currently serves our
community. I think we have learned quite a lot but have yet to come up with a way of applying what we have learned to develop
clear recommendations. I, personally, would prefer to offer forward‐looking recommendations based on accurate and supportable
data.
Plan & Timetable. I suggest that our next commission meeting be devoted to developing a plan to move forward. Let’s identify
what we have done so far, what gaps remain, how will fill those gaps, and what we would like to deliver. Let’s then develop a
timetable for getting there. If such a plan means taking more time than we have in our current schedule, then we communicate
that change to the city council, with an explanation of what prompted the change. We are dealing with a complex problem,
incomplete data and some confusion about what we have been asked to deliver. Let’s get ourselves aligned, gain consensus and
then move forward.
Regards,

Bob Stillerman
t: +1‐650‐326‐4800
c: +1‐209‐483‐4800
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From: Ralph Britton [mailto:ralphbritton@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Saturday, June 04, 2011 9:02 PM
To: Ames, Elizabeth
Subject: Fw: IMS question
Hi Elizabeth,
Ray requested the I send this to you for transmission to the IBRC commissioners/staff as a
whole.
If you have any questions, please contact me.
Thanks,
Ralph
----- Original Message ----From: Ralph Britton
To: Ray Bacchetti ; leland.levy@wfadvisors.com
Sent: Friday, June 03, 2011 9:16 PM
Subject: IMS question
Ray & Le,
After reviewing your working group document, I see a distinction separating the IMS work from
the others. I see substantially more staff involvement in that part of the effort, if we and the staff
together are going to build a truly effective IMS. And staff has a dog in the show, because they
will have to run it after we're gone. That is not to minimize the effort required on the other items,
as there is a huge issue with getting the required public support for the needed funding, and
making the cogent and accurate assessment of the needs which will be required to "sell" it.
I'm not making a recommendation about how to proceed, I just bring the issue up as a point for
further discussion.
I also would like to express admiration for your putting together such a succinct document
showing the way forward.
Ralph

