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GOVERNANCE RESEARCH APPROACH

® Face to face interviews with stakeholders from regional to local, government and

non-governmental (2016): 43 individuals interviewed at average of 1 hour each.
®* Governance Solutions focus groups: North Bay, South Bay, Central Bay

® Report 2017: “The Governance Gap: Climate Adaptation and Sea-Level Rise in the

San Francisco Bay Area”
® Governance Gap Survey: June 25-Sept 10, 2018. 722 respondents.

® Report 2019: “The Governance of Sea Level Rise in the San Francisco Bay Area:

results from a survey of stakeholders.”



RECOMMENDATIONS FROM THE GOVERNANCE
GAP REPORT

® |nstitutions: Climate Adaptation Vision or Commission (e.g. Delta Vision, Governor's

Commission for a Sustainable South Florida, Western Water Commission)

® Planning: Vision Plan and next step recommendations

® Funding: “Local first” funding portfolio: parcel taxes, increases in fees, special

taxation districts

® Permitting: Create new integrated permitting strategy for green infrastructure

* Science/Policy: Climate science services center (possible legislative target)

® Civic engagement: Integrated strategy from in-person to digital

® Political leadership: Create state and federal legislative caucus groups focused on

climate adaptation (legislative relations staff)



A GOVERNANCE SURVEY OF INVOLVED
STAKEHOLDERS

The survey comprised 3 parts:
- Stakeholders’ perceptions of the problem;
- Stakeholders’ preferences concerning the actions;

- Stakeholders’ collaborative activities.

Respondents represent 385 organizations. 65 respondents involved in individual

capacity.



Respondents by type of organization

Local government (cities, counties) - MAN Y TY P ES O F
No-—profit organization/Non—gc?vernmental. organization- O R GAN I ZAT I O N S
Education/Consulting/Research - I NVO LVE D I N S EA

(Involved on their own)-

Design- LEVEL RISE

State government-

Trade/Business/Industry Group-
Environmental Group -

Federal government-

Regional government-

Water Infrastructure Special District-
(Failed to disclose)-

Environmental Special District-
Community—based organization-
Multi-stakeholder group-

Media-

Multi—jurisdictional regulatory/planning entity -

Agriculture -
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Involvement in Sea Level Rise

MOST HAVE SEA LEVEL RISE AS PART OF
THEIR WORK, AND ARE INVOLVED ON
BEHALF OF ONE ORGANIZATION

A part of my work, with routine involvement-
A part of my work, with occasional involvement-

A major aspect of my work for more than 5 years-

A major aspect of my work for less than a year-

in the Bay Area?

Respondents by task A major aspect of my work for 1-5 years-

Project management- | AR
Planning- |
outreach/Communication- ||| 0.0%  10.0% 20.0% 30.0%  40.0%
rolicy analysis- ||| Percentage of respondents
Executive management - _
Governmental affairs - _
advocacy- [
Scientific research- _
Involved on their own- _
Design- -
Engineering - -
Education- .
Finance- .

Failed to disclose - I

(Failed to disclose)-

Question: Which of the following statements would best
characterize your involvement in sea level rise issues

Respondents by type of involvement

I am involved on my own-

I am involved on behalf of several organizations- -

I am involved on behalf of one organization-
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Other - |
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Question: Are you involved in sea level rise issues o
behalf of an organization you represent or work for~




GEOGRAPHIC FOCUS OF RESPONDENTS

Shoreline Segments Respondents Focus On

Napa - Sonoma Suisun Slough
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& \ \ {
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Belmont - Redwood\"v\ _;‘" _
San Francisquito . \‘> ‘

Stevens ‘.
Santa Clara Valley

Shoreline segments defined according to the Operational Landscape Units of the San Francisco Estuary Institute (SFEI).

% total respondents focusing on each area
[ 23-28 [ 28.1-34 W 34.1-39 8




Perceived level of agremeent on risks vs actions

(Failed to disclose)-

Very low level of agreement-

Low level of agreement-

Not very high level of agreement-

Fairly high level of agreement-

High level of agreement-

to address sea level rise in the Bay Area?

Very high level of agreement-
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WHAT TO DO
ABOUT IT



Respondents are most worried about...

Transportation infrastructure -
Wastewater and storm water infrastructure -
Disadvantaged communities -
Ecosystem health-

Water supply infrastructure -
Coastal erosion-

Availability of housing-

Public health-

(Failed to disclose) -
Economic growth-

Energy infrastructure-
Property values-

Commercial developments-
Other:Built environment-

Other-

Please select the 3 items or sectors that you are most worried about
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Other:Historic sites-
Other:Future generations-

Other:Agricultural industry -

0.0% 20.0% 40.0% 60.0%
Times picked among top—3 concerns

INFRASTRUCTURE
AND
DISADVANTAGED
COMMUNITIES ARE
MAIN CONCERNS
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with reference to sea level rise in the Bay Area? (please check all that apply)
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Sharing information with other organizations-

Engaging in joint planning with other organizations-

Outreach activities regarding new sea level rise-related _
projects

Organizing public meetings-

Preparing grant/funding proposals-

Carrying out research projects-

Publishing reports or other publicly available documents-
Carrying out advocacy activities -

Implementing projects -

Signing a formal agreement with another organization -
Sharing personnel with other organizations-

Nothing-

Training personnel from other organizations-

(Failed to disclose) -

Streamlining permitting applications-

Joining or supporting litigation or other judicial _
processes

Other-

Collaborative activities in the past year

0.0% 20.0% 40.0%

Percentage of respondents

COLLABORATIVE
ACTIVITIES ARE STILL
LOW COMMITMENT

11



Barriers to collaboration

Lack of an overarching plan to address sea level
rise in the Bay Area

Lack of political leadership of elected officials-

Insufficient financial resources-

Lack of public support for policies addressing _
sea level rise

Insufficient human resources to analyze relevant
information

Permitting obstacles-

Uncertainty about the future extent of sea level
rise

Lack of relationships with community—based _
organizations

PLANNING, LEADERSHIP,
AND MONEY ARE MAJOR
BARRIERS

(Failed to disclose) -
Opposition from stakeholders groups-

Lack of leadership within my organization-

Lack of experience collaborating with other
organizations in the Bay Area

. SCIENCE IS NOT A
Don't know - - BARRIER

Lack of availability of adequate scientific _
information

Other -

Other:Sea level rise is not my organization's _
main focus
Other:Lack of public outreach/communication by _
other organizations/politicians/scientists
Other:Lack of central authority to organize and _ 12
respond to sea level rise

0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0%
Times picked among top-3 barriers

for you working collaboratively with other stakeholders? (please select up to 3)
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Sea level rise policies to prioritize

Create a regional Sea Level Rise adaptation plan-

Create a collaborative partnership between existing _
agencies and stakeholders to address sea level rise

Promote projects aimed at accommodating sea level rise _
with "green" infrastructure

Complete vulnerability assessments for all 9 counties-

EVERYBODY WANTS A PLAN
...BUT WHO WILL MAKE IT?

Develop faster/more efficient permitting processes
that incorporate considerations of sea level rise

Empowering an existing regional agency to address sea _
level rise

Lobby at the state or federal level for funding to _
help respond to sea level rise in California

Focus attention on the impact of sea level rise on _
disadvantaged communities

Create a single information platform concerning the _
status of projects related to sea level rise

Promote projects with different or innovative design _

N solutions
A "visioning process" where stakeholders

collaboratively identify the principles goals and-

) actions for addres,sin(t; sea level rise
Establish a new regional authority o address sea

level rise

NOBODY WANTS A NEW
AUTHORITY!

“VISIONING” PROCESS AS
UNDERAPPRECIATED PATH
FORWARD

Pass local tax measures to address sea level rise -

Support local jurisdictions to respond to sea level
rise as they see fit

which ones would you select from the list below? (please select up to 3)

(Failed to disclose)-

Other-
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WHO COLLABORATES?

Actor Number of
Connections Important factors for choosing organizations to

collaborate with

Bay Conservation and Development 161

Commission (BCDC)

2  Marin County 100
3 State Coastal Conservancy 94
4 San Mateo County

71
5 United States Army Corps of Engineers 61
(USACE)

6 United States Fish and Wildlife Service 60
(USFWS)

7 San Francisco Bay Regional Water 5
Quality Control Board (RWQCB)

They are reputable -

They have information -

They make decisions-

They affect my interests-

They do different activities -

They have broad network-

They have financial resources-

9
San Francisco Estuary Institute (SFEI) 56
54

8
9 National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration (NOAA)

They do same activities-

10 Bay Area Regional Collaborative 54

0 2 4 6 8
(BARC) Mean value
(ABAG) 14
12 California Department of 49

Transportation (Caltrans)



MOST CLICKED COLLABORATIVE INITIATIVES

Collaborative initiative Participating respondents
Resilient by Design 256
Adapting to Rising Tides 140
SeaChange San Mateo County 35
BAYWAVE Marin County 33
SR37 31
Bay Area Climate Adaptation Network (BayCAN) 26
San Francisco Bay Restoration Authority 26
CHARG 24
San Francisco Seawall Project 20
C-SMART Marin 15




Adapting to Rising Tides.ResiIient by Design

Perceptions of cooperation Barriers to success

Scientific uncertainty - |

There is CO_rlllfIkl)Ct 0\;_er who _ Participants don't trust _ [N
will benefit most each other

No shared common views -

| ]
One stakeholder's gain is _ No barriers -
another's loss. o authony -
Insufficient funding - [
[
[

Most will benefit if there _ High time demands -

is a common policy )
Few dominant

stakeholders

0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 0.0% 10.0% 20.0%
% of respondents % of respondents

How impactful is each initiative

. T,
How fair is each initiative? to your goals?

Perceptions of Fairness
(not fair to very fair)
Perception of Impact
(negative to positive impact)

0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0%
% of respondents % of respondents




Adapting to Rising Tides.ResiIient by Design

The goals of all stakeholders This initiative has led to tangible progress  This initiative has produced innovative
were taken into account in preparing for sea level rise thinking regarding adaptation to sea level rig

Strongly
agree

Disagree

Strongly

Disagree

0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0‘0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0%
% of respondents % of respondents % of respondents




Sea level rise in the San Francisco Bay Area - respondents’ network
(only actors with >50 connections are labelled)
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BARC - Ties twice removed (core)
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BARC - Ties twice removed (periphery)
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BARC - Full Ego-network (to and from)
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Actors that BARC is connected through the collaborative initiatives
it participates in
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HORNS OF A GOVERNANCE DILEMMA:
CONSIDERATIONS FOR BARC

® Dilemma: Plan and leadership needed, but

from who?
* BARC as capacity /convening role

® Seek to complement rather than compete

with other existing efforts
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PERSONAL BAY AREA us DEVELOPING FUTURE

How much do you think sea level rise will harm...

. Great deal

Moderate
Little

None

NEXT STEPS

® Continued Outreach and
Engagement on Basis of Current
Results

®* Comparative study of
transportation projects in San
Diego, Los Angeles, and Bay Area

® Household surveys in multiple

regions

® Replication of governance study in
other regions
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THANKS!

QUESTIONS?

(Clockwise from top): Mark Lubell,
Mark Stacey, Bruce Riordan, Samer

Madanat, Francesca Vantaggiato
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