“What’s Working and What’s Not”: Advisory Committee Check-In Discussion Notes

San Francisco Bay Restoration Authority Advisory Committee Meeting
October 5, 2018

Summarized by Anne Morkill, AC Member

Input from Round-Robin, Organized by Theme

Advisory Committee (AC) Meetings

e Maeeting Topics

(0]

o

(0]

e Process

o
(0]
o
o

Concerned about governance issues — AC should be able to review annual administrative
costs and proposed expenditures to make sure staff and resources are focused

Include schedule of grant cycles each meeting so we know where in the cycle we are at;
status update at beginning of each AC meeting to reorient ourselves

As projects are funded, want to hear progress on implementation

Become more familiar with restoration projects

Need stronger integration with restoration community — tours are good but need more
presentations by practitioners on projects and tools available now so don’t reinvent the
wheel

Broader understanding of multiple benefits of wetland restoration and adaptation
capacity — holistic perspective

Invite presentations about restoration beyond the Bay to learn new things

Would be nice to have a Governing Board (GB) member in attendance for connection
Feel connected to GB through Luisa’s report-outs

AC is deliberative and informative; divergent viewpoints are good

Priceless discussions and networking with diverse group

e Time Management

(0]

(0]

Need more time for Q&As and discussion especially with specific topics and expert
panels
Provide time for round-robin at end of each meeting for ongoing feedback

e Minutes and Meeting Materials

(0]

o
o
(0]

Minutes do not include enough detail on comments or input

Summarize input into themes, outliers, decisions, minority reports

Notes and packets are good; brief summary is sufficient

Don’t want meeting notes to be too detailed —misquoting or misattribution to wrong
person can create problems

e Membership

o
(¢}
o

Like diversity of membership

Need more racial and ethnic diversity represented on the AC

Have better EJ community representation on the AC; provide feedback to GB so they
will consider feedback when they consider pool of applicants

e Videoconferences vs. In-Person Meetings
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0 Good videoconference capability would help (not just teleconference) to have more
participants, but should not be a substitute for in-person

Videoconference in groups at regional hubs

Videoconference can be distracting; too easy to multi-task

O O O

Need to commit to attending in person; more productive

0 Everyone needs to commit to attending meetings in person; only quarterly
e Miscellaneous

0 Offer decaf coffee and herbal tea!

Ad Hoc Subcommittees

e Ad hoc subcommittees are a lot of work but provides more specific focus on important topics;
effective and productive
e Can ad hoc subcommittees invite non-AC members to broaden expertise and insight?

Site Tours

e Site tours at least once a year are a must

e Site tours should focus on projects that have been funded

e Lot of opportunity to engage with broader community and groups on site tours e.g., local
elected officials, community leaders

Webinars

e Webinars or virtual meetings in between each AC quarterly meeting would help keep
engagement

Environmental Justice Panel

e Environmental Justice (EJ) group needs to continue discussion and engagement, not just single
panel

e How can we better integrate and leverage implementation with economically disadvantaged
communities and EJ community organizations and smaller nonprofits?

e EJissues related to economic factors and displacement (supply and demand of housing) and
beyond our control, so need to avoid mission creep

AC Effectiveness Questions

e Want to know more about how our input is considered

e How is our input being considered by the GB?

e What does the GB want from us?

e Feedback loop — are we getting a return on investment for our time here?

e Are we really influencing GB decisions and staff recommendations?

e How do staff and GB consider our input?

e Are we value-added or just requirement of law?

e Create opportunity to bridge with Independent Citizens Oversight Committee
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Input Provided on Sticky Notes, Organized by Theme

AC Meetings

e Meeting Topics
0 Dedicate a % of time for educational opportunities by showcasing or highlighting work
on sea level rise, water quality, etc.
e Process
0 Agendize action items for discussion at beginning of meetings and provide
announcements from AC after action items or end of meeting
0 Meetings have been run very efficiently with good use of staff reports
Enjoy participation of SCC Exec officer and GB members
0 Could be useful to start the meetings with a quick reminder of what’s going on with the
Authority in each quarter; it’s hard to remember the “thread” sometimes, especially if
missed meeting
0 Isthere a job description for AC members or a charter and clear purpose for AC and
their work? This should be a reminder regularly
e Time Management
0 Meetings often don’t allow enough time for all views to be heard on a topic; “rushing”
0 Not enough time to build consensus and hear concerns; rush to vote within time limits
which leaves some members frustrated; questions value of our input
0 Meeting agenda tend to be packed with a lot of members wanting to speak; at times,
some AC members have not had a chance to communicate due to lack of time. Perhaps
about 10 minutes or some space could be added for AC comments as a regular part of
the agenda so all members can have 1 minute opportunity to make their comments
during this agenda item; alternatively, meetings could end at 12:45 pm to accommodate
this need is the group is open to that
0 Meetings working well — duration, frequency, structure, rotation between SF and
Oakland
0 Meeting frequency seems appropriate and 2.5 hours is good
0 AC most valuable in Bay RA start-up mode; quarterly meetings probably not needed in
2019
e Minutes and Meeting Materials
0 Minutes should report on AC members comments; they tend to only report what staff
presented
0 Packets are informative
0 Agenda packets and meeting notes prepared by staff are excellent

o

e Location

0 Ilike having meetings near public transit; bouncing between SF and Oakland helps
alleviate the longer commute between one and the other

0 Hold all meetings in Oakland State Building; not SF metro center because it’s not close
to BART

0 Suggest move all meetings to SF — seems more centralized and easier to get to with
traffic etc.

O The SF location is so much easier to access (seconded)
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(0]

Prefer future meetings be held in Oakland

Meeting locations alternating between Oakland and SF is good

More explicit clarity on meeting location

Please some way to do a videoconference

Build nexus with GB meetings in the morning and AC meetings in the afternoon at same
place

Rotating meetings to different parts of the Bay Area and maybe 1 night meeting may
make the AC seem more inclusive

Virtual meeting in between in-person meeting may help bridge our efforts better; cut
down on travel ; improve continuity; help with volunteer support

e Membership

(0]

Broad diversity of groups/organizations represented

e AC Effectiveness Questions

(0]

How is AC input used; is the AC just another wetlands or EJ group, or is it really
influencing GB decisions (hopefully)? Like to see meetings continue and increase the
work to inform GB decisions

Tell me as AC member what messages you’d like me to carry

More information on how AC input/products are used — how does what we do cycle
through SFBRA activities?

We are advisors but feels like staff making decisions behind the scenes; would help to
know how our input has influenced decisions/recommendations (or why it was not
considered)

Ad Hoc Subcommittees

o Effective for addressing questions & formulating recommendations for full AC to consider; best
to work on discreet, small items to arrive at concrete, useful recommendations given limited
committee member time

e Good process for addressing issues

e Challenging without designated staff help; poorly organized by ad hoc lead in my experience

e Appreciate the number of on-going ad hocs being limited; seems more supportive of limited

staff resources

e Requires designated staff to support and ensure success

o Like that committees are focused and short-term effort

e We need ad hoc subcommittee to align our outreach with Engineers Week (March); create
canned activity or powerpoint or kit for teachers or agencies to share with communities to

educate on importance of restoring the Bay

Site Tours

e Continue site tours, but try to make them joint tours with GB
e Site tours are great; need more; varied and throughout the year; work with JV and others

e Dosite tours 1x a year
e Make visits more visible on social media
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The site visit was a bonding opportunity where AC members got to know each other; engage
with project managers; learn about wetlands; learn about the challenges with projects; learn
about the needs

Poll confirmed attendees on where they will be traveling from so the start/finish location could
be planned around the most convenient location

Loved the site tour; we should do it at least once a year

Friday site tours work best; less traffic, end of the week easier to carve out time; consider a
south bay set of tours of work completed/planned

Site tour was awesome; perhaps there should be two per year as it improves AC member —
rapport building

North Bay (Marin, Sonoma, Solano) tours would be great

Would like overview of projects underway as powerpoint if not too burdensome during the AC
meeting

More please; 4 per year?!

Webinars

Could be done by guest speakers; they do not necessarily have to be local; perhaps guest
speaker for outside Bay Area or California to enhance our education

Consider bringing in discussion of what holistic approach (not just wetlands) to flood protection
means and impacts to SFBRA

Learn more about fellow AC members’ organizations; webinar that provides “lightning round” 3-
5 minutes each about organization’s mission, goals, audience, priorities, etc.

Webinar for potential grantees to learn best practices for applying

Consider previewing the webinars at a future AC meeting

Provide links to webinars for later viewing and ability to share with our own staff and networks

| did not know we did these (or maybe we haven't for a long time)?

Continue webinars but save staff time by relying on existing materials from e.g. JV, SFEI, SFEP
Updates on funded projects — progress and implementation

101 webinars good; ready for 201 series now — more detail and understanding of projects would
improve ability to review proposals

Educational opportunities are important (includes site tour, EJ panel, webinars); there are many
AC members who are not directly engaged or as knowledgeable as practitioners are about
wetlands

Posting of webinars for AC members to access on their own time

Environmental Justice Panel

EJ panel was excellent; more of this with CBOs and other diverse audiences

EJ panel should be standing item (annually) with different panelists to encapsulate more voices
EJ panel stimulated a lot of discussion and it was inspiring; but there was not enough time for all
AC members to voice their comments and ask questions

Limit program; focus on EDCs near restoration sites; CBOs should partner with larger entities
capable of carrying out restoration projects; small groups generally wouldn’t be capable of doing
project
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e Build upon existing capacity such as where RBD engaged with EJ community

e Soimportant to listen to affected, under-represented voices

e C(Clearly identify which EJ communities are “grant eligible” and the organizations working with
those communities so AC members can be informed and better coordinate with these
organizations on potential projects

e Start with focused effort e.g. select 2-3 EDCs that already have capacity and help them engage
with (link to) restoration projects; their success will grow/expand throughout their network

Other Comments

e How do we get more members that are diverse on AC?

e Public access — | would like to see more attention on public access and connecting people to
wetland restoration projects as part of our key messages; for example: presentations to AC, GB
as key part of communication strategy; after all, it is the way people will actually understand this
entity’s work

e Committee overall has been positive experience; learning from others

e More focus on communication; outreach; and EDCs

e Could project grantees be required to take drone photos/videos over time to show how sites
evolve?

e  Would be helpful to know if GB members find any benefit from AC input

e Want to hear from GB - what do they want from the AC?

e Should have more time for Q&A and discussions during AC meetings

e ACshould have the opportunity to review and provide feedback on the SFBRA annual budget

e The way people’s names get submitted and AC members selected seems a bit exclusive

e Staff time is valuable — don’t create extra make-work just for AC
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