Update: Governing Climate Adaptation in
the SF Bay Area




CHIRRP: Centering Equity in Coastal
Community Climate Resilience

To center equity in coastal climate adaptation planning Build Equitable .
4 " g ) ’ Community Partnerships
by integrating earth systems science, social science, »  Capacity Building
5 a + Regional Shoreline Planning
and frontline community knowledge to co-create

resilient solutions for sea level rise and climate
hazards across the San Francisco Bay Area.
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Co-Production Network
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Governance Research Components

Figure 1: Geography of Frontline Community Case Studies

Modeled Inundated Land Share Bay Area Frontline Communities

CoSMosS sea-level-rise scenarios; marshes and shore-adjacent lakes/ponds excluded using NWI. # Regional context map with Google Hybnd satelite zoom callouts

Area-weighted across selected tracts; tracts with no modeled inundation are included as 0%. - 3- e
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Sea level rise governance survey, repeated the

69 interviews at regional and community level 2018 survey with updated and new questions



Resilience Pathways
Report

* Executive Summary: Recommendations

* Key Concepts: Resilience, Adaptation, Community
Engagement, Polycentric Governance

e Defining Frontline Communities
* Main Findings

* Conceptual Models of Resilience: Adaptation
Planning, Transformative Adaptation, Social Learning

VOICES FROM THE FIELD

“For many stakeholders, especially in more underserved
communities... it can be a challenge to have those
neighborhoods who have much more pressing issues to have
them see climate adaptation as an issue.”

Non-Governmental Organization




Case Study Recommendations

0 Community a Governance e Implementation

® Develop a community-based ® Accelerate collaborative ® Expand the scope of technical
vision for resilience governance arrangements assistance

e Redefine community e Link institutions to local e Convene regional technical
engagement - funding - communities of practice

e Scale the model of ® Engage political leadership ® Prioritize adaptation projects
community governance regionally
networks

® Choose partners based on
shared values

O Implementation results and lessons feed back into the community vision



Governance Survey

Fielded June 15 to July 20, 2026 Organization-type representation in the sample and responses

Contact list n = 3,548; eligible survey responses n = 564; Q4 answered n = 496

. Contact list: LLM category . Respondents: LLM category . Respondents: self-identified Q4

418 141

Complete responses Partial responses

Personal Email - | 18.1%
T 21.9%

Local Government / Special District | I 15.6%

20.7%

Consulting / Private Firm I 14.2%

: ! 0000000000000 -]
~ 5 o Non-profit / NGO | I 16.5%

~ 2 0 %
“Panel” respondents also A%
) State Government Agency GG 10.8%

Response rate in2018 I 0%

. 9.9%
University / Academic Institution [N S 3%
T 6.9%

[—3.5%

* Responsesrepresentative of categories of stakeholders Federal Government Agency NS 3.2%
I 3 7

* Respondents on multiple lists (core of network) more I © 5%
Other / Unknown [N 1.4%

likely to respond I 2 57

5.9%
Regional Government Agency [l 1.2%
2.8%

Research Institution [N 1.6%
7%

CAVEAT: THESE NUMBERS ARE PRELIMINARY! 0% 5% 10% 15% 20%
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Increased Effort to Include Enviro Justice Stakeholders

For each initiative you just mentioned, please answer the following questions: Do you identify as working directly with or being part of a frontline, socially
To what extent has the process of reaching decisions in each initiative you vulnerable community that is impacted by climate change?
identified been equitable for all stakeholders? Q5 - valid n = 497

Q20a - valid n = 221
Scale: 0 (lowest) to 10 (highest). Ratings pooled across respondents' named initiatives.
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10% 0.1%
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Yes 207 (41.6%)
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Near-Term Impacts on Critical Infrastructure and Communities

Sea level rise may affect infrastructure, natural habitats, and communities.
From the list below, please pick the top three items or sectors that you are
most worried will be negatively impacted by sea level rise

Q12 - valid n = 431
Transportation infrastructure
Frontline communities
Waste and storm water infrastructure
Ecosystem health and habitats
Community displacement
Contaminated sites
Water supply infrastructure
Emergency response capacity
Public health
Public recreation access
Availability of housing
Property values
Insurance availability
Commercial development
Other

Energy infrastructure

50

100

Number of selections

Rank [l

2

150 200

How soon do you think the visible impacts of sea level rise (e.g. flooding and
associated disruptions) will be felt in the Bay Area?

Q11 - valid n = 461

They have been felt for a while already 119 (25.8%)

They are starting to be felt right now

206 (44.7%)
In the next few years 42 (9.1%)

By 2100 6 (1.3%)

Later than 2100 W4 (0.9%)

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%
Percent of valid responses



Impact of Regional
Shoreline Adaptation
Planning

In 2023, the California State Legislature passed SB 272: Sea Level Rise Planning

and Adaptation, which requires local governments to develop sea level rise

plans by 2034, following the guidelines in the San Francisco Bay Conservation

and Development Commission’s Regional Shoreline Adaptation Plan (RSAP). In your
opinion, has RSAP changed awareness and action around sea level rise adaptation
in the Bay Area? (select all that apply)

Q14 - valid n = 446

It has increased awareness among

jurisdictions 253 (56.7%)

It has increased awareness among elected

officials 169 (37.9%)

It has increased coordination
and agreement between agencies,
stakeholders, and local jurisdictions

158 (35.4%)

It has accelerated action on sea level

rise adaptation 107 (24.0%)

Don’t know 98 (22.0%)

It has increased access to funding for

adaptation planning 93 (20.9%)

It has increased awareness among the

general public 50 (11.2%)

It has not changed anything 46 (10.3%)

It has slowed down action on sea level

rise adaptation 8 (1.8%)

0% 20% 40% 60%
Percent selecting option



Governance
Preferences

There is an ongoing discussion regarding potential changes to government
authority to improve sea level rise adaptation. In your view, which changes
could be effective for improving sea level rise adaptation? (select all that

apply)
Q17 - valid n = 424

Increased regional coordination to o
Changes to authorities to accelerate

implementation of priority projects or 257 (60.6%)
strategies

Changes to authorities to manage

land use conflicts (i.e. housing and
deVe|0pmeht7 Wetland migration ZOheS _ 212 (50 OOA)

etc).

Modify regulatory authorities to align

more with future flood risk 195 (46.0%)
Changes to authorities to address
permitting eﬁiCiency _ 192 45 30/0
Changes to authorities to compel
completion of local sea level rise plans _ 138 (32.5%)

Other: 46 (10.8%)

No change to current authorities 13 (3.1%)

)
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Percent selecting option



Governance Barriers

In the past year, which of the following have represented barriers to your
collaborative work on sea level rise in the Bay Area? (Please choose the three
most important)

Q18 - valid n =415

Lack of funding 234 (56.4%)

Lack of US Federal government support 126 (30.4%)

Competing or more pressing policy issues 124 (29.9%)

Lack of staff 87 (21.0%)

Lack of political leadership of elected

officials 86 (20.7%)

Permitting obstacles 63 (15.2%)

Lack of an overarching plan 62 (14.9%)

Other:

45 (10.8%)

Lack of organizational leadership 41 (9.9%)

Uncertainty about how quickly sea level
rise will happen

40 (9.6%)

Lack of community engagement

38 (9.2%)

Distrust among stakeholders 37 (8.9%)

Lack of public support for policies
addressing sea level rise

33 (8.0%)

Lack of CA State government support 28 (6.7%)

Uncertainty about the future extent of
sea level rise

Lack of experience collaborating with
other organizations - 18 (4.3%)

Lack of availability of adequate . 14 (3.4%)

26 (6.3%)

scientific information

0% 20% 40% 60%
Percent selecting option



Incrementalism in Action: Ten Years of “Moderate” Progress

Overall, how much progress has the Bay Area made on SLR

adaptation over the past 10 years?
Q23 - valid n = 198

Don't know 15 (7.6%)

Major progress 6 (3.0%)

Significant progress 27 (13.6%)

Moderate progress 96 (48.5%)

Minimal progress 51 (25.8%)

No progress 3 (1.5%)

0% 20% 40% 60%
Percent of valid responses

To what extent have the collaborative activities you
identified in the previous question produced beneficial

outcomes with respect to sea level rise adaptation?
Q16 - valid n = 389

Significant beneficial outcomes 89 (22.9%)

Limited beneficial outcomes

No beneficial outcomes 24 (6.2%)

0% 25% 50%
Percent of valid responses

276 (71.0%)

75%



Can we move the SF Bay into a more resilient pathway?

Transformative Adaptation Pathway

+ Major Adaptation Projects or Managed Retreat
» Established Networks

Collaborative Governance Institutions
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Community Empowerment

Boundary-spanning and Translational Technical Assistance

» Small Adaptation Projects
» Ephemeral Networks

* |nformal Collaboration

Adaptive capacity

» Community Consultation

» Top-down Technical Assistance

@ Business as Usual Pathway

* No adaptation projects and unmanaged retreat

aoeds aandepepa

» Fragmented Networks

* Independent Action

* Community Disempowerment
Time + Scarce Technical Assistance



Some Preliminary Conclusions

G Bay Area has incrementally moved along planning
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Important improvements in procedural equity
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RSAP is now on the radar, but collaboration needs
work
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Some taste for exerting more authority for project
implementation
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A range of actionable recommendations for
centering equity in climate adaptation governance
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