San Francisco B
&&ﬁ ranci ay

Restoration Authority

AGENDA
San Francisco Bay Restoration Authority Advisory Committee Meeting
March 8, 2019, 10:00 am — 12:30 pm

Doors Open at 9:30 am for Get-to-Know-Your-Colleagues Coffee Time
Bay Area Metro Center
375 Beale St., Yerba Buena Room, 1% Floor
San Francisco, CA 94105

For additional information, please contact:
Anna Schneider, Clerk of the Advisory Committee: (510) 286-0325

Agenda and attachments available at:
www.sfbayrestore.org

1. Call to Order
Chair Luisa Valiela, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

2. Determination of Quorum
Anna Schneider, Clerk of the Advisory Committee

3. Public Comment
Each speaker is allowed three minutes.

4. Approval of Advisory Committee (AC) Meeting Minutes of October 5, 2018
(ACTION)
Item 4: Draft Meeting Minutes for October 5, 2018
Attachment 1: Advisory Committee Check-In Discussion Notes

5. Chair’s Report from February 22, 2019 Governing Board Meeting
(INFORMATION)
Item 5: Biographies of AC Members

6. Ad Hoc Subcommittee on Next Steps for EDCs (INFORMATION)
Vice Chair Ana Alvarez
Item 6: Ad Hoc Subcommittee on Next Steps for EDCs Meeting Notes

7. Form Ad Hoc Subcommittee to Review and Comment on Annual Report (ACTION)
Chair Valiela
Item 7: San Francisco Bay Restoration Authority Annual Report, Fiscal Year 2017/2018

sfbayrestore.org
info@sfbayrestore.org



8. Recommendation on AC Chair and Vice Chair for 2019-2021 (ACTION)
Jessica Davenport, Deputy Program Manager

9. Project Tracker Update INFORMATION)
Christina Grosso, San Francisco Estuary Institute

10. Restoration Authority Grant Review Process (INFORMATION)
Jessica Davenport, Deputy Program Manager

11. Meeting Process Check-In: What’s Working, What’s Not (INFORMATION)
Chair Valiela
Item 11: Staff Memo on AC Impact, 2017-2018

12. Schedule for AC Meetings in 2019 (INFORMATION)
Chair Valiela
Item 12: 2019 Advisory Committee Meeting Schedule
13. Announcements (INFORMATION)
14. Public Comment
15. Adjourn
Note: Any person who has a disability and requires reasonable accommodation to participate
in this public meeting should contact Taylor Samuelson no later than five days prior to

meeting. Questions about reasonable accommodation can be directed to Taylor Samuelson at
(510) 286-4182 or Taylor.Samuelson@scc.ca.gov or at the Restoration Authority:

c/o State Coastal Conservancy
1515 Clay Street, 10th Floor
Oakland, CA 94612
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DRAFT MEETING MINUTES
October 5, 2018, 10:00 am — 12:30 pm

Elihu Harris State Building
1515 Clay Street, 2nd Floor, Room 11
Oakland, CA 94612

1. Call to Order
Luisa Valiela, Advisory Committee (AC) Chair, called the meeting to order.

AC Member Attendance: Ana Alvarez, Bruce Beyaert, Erika Castillo, Steve Chappell,
Adrian Covert, Letitia Grenier, Beth Huning, David Lewis, Sally Lieber, Jessica Martini-
Lamb, Mike Mielke, Anne Morkill, Gaylon Parsons, Erika Powell, Mita Prakash, Diane
Ross-Leech, Ana Maria Ruiz, Gary Stern, Laura Tam, Laura Thompson, Luisa Valiela
(Chair), Bruce Wolfe

Staff Attendance: Sam Schuchat, Matt Gerhart, Jessica Davenport, Kelly Malinowski, Anna
Schneider

2. Determination of Quorum

AC Clerk Anna Schneider determined that there was a quorum.
3. Public Comment

There was no public comment.

4. Announcements

Erika Powell announced that the cities and county of San Mateo are creating a new entity for
collaboration in the development and implementation of flood resilience projects that are
multijurisdictional and multi-benefit. David Lewis announced that October 6 in Bay Day,
which includes over 50 Bay-themed events. He also reminded the AC that Proposition 3, the
California Water Bond of 2018, which will be on the November ballot, contains $200 million
for the San Francisco Bay Restoration Authority (Authority). Bruce Beyaert announced that
the North Richmond Shoreline Festival will be held on October 6 as part of Bay Day, and
that Measure FF, which will extend funding for the East Bay Regional Park District, will be
on the November ballot. Luisa Valiela announced that the Governing Board appointed
Adrian Covert to represent the Bay Area Council on the AC. She also announced the EPA’s
San Francisco Bay Water Quality Improvement Fund Request for Proposals (RFP) has been
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released for approximately $4 million for projects that will improve water quality and restore
wetlands and for the first time has a concurrent decision making cycle with the Restoration
Authority project funding decisions. She also announced the Bay Restoration Regulatory
Integration Team (BRRIT) now has 75 percent of the funding needed and the agencies hope
to start work in early 2019.

Bruce Wolfe and Beth Huning shared with the Advisory Committee their upcoming
retirements. In addition, Mita Prakash announced she is leaving the Santa Clara Valley Water
District and her seat on the AC.

5. Approval of Meeting Minutes of June 29, 2018
Decision: There was consensus to approve the minutes.
6. Vice Chair’s Report from the September 21, 2018 Governing Board Meeting

Vice Chair Alvarez reported that the Governing Board approved the /Request for Proposals
(RFP) and Grant Guidelines and application. The Board discussed the addition of
acquisitions to the types of projects eligible for Measure AA funding. The Board agreed that
acquisitions are lower priority than other types of projects, but no changes were needed in the
language of the RFP, Grant Guidelines or application. The Board commented that the AC’s
performance measures report was very thoughtful, and they wanted to make sure that
reporting is not too much of a burden on staff. The Board appointed the Authority’s first
Independent Citizens Oversight Committee, which is required by Measure AA.

7. Proposition 68 Funding for Bay Restoration

Matt Gerhart, Program Manager for the Authority, explained that Prop. 68 provides $20
million to the State Coastal Conservancy (SCC) for funding San Francisco Bay restoration
work. After subtracting statewide bond costs and staff time expenses, there will be $16.5
million available for grants. Of this total, $3.5 million will be allocated to projects that
benefit severely disadvantaged communities. The SCC board has already allocated $250,000
of Prop. 68 funds to the BRRIT. SCC will release grant guidelines for public comment in late
October and take them to the SCC Board for adoption in December 2018.

On a related note, Executive Officer Sam Schuchat said that the South San Francisco Bay
Shoreline Project, one of the projects funded by the Authority in April, recently received
$177 million in federal disaster supplemental funding.! The project will provide flood
protection, restore 2,900 acres of former salt evaporation ponds, and improve public access in
the Alviso area.

tAccording to the Santa Clara Valley Water News, “The federal government’s portion of the $177 million project is
about $71 million; the state share is about $61 million; and the [Santa Clara Valley] water district’s share is almost
$45 million. The water district and state will need to reimburse the Army Corps for our share of the project cost, but
the up-front funding means there will be less time spent applying and waiting for funding, which should minimize
construction delays.”
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8. Draft Communications Plan: Request for Input

Anne Morkill summarized the report of the Ad Hoc Subcommittee on Communications to
the AC. She reviewed the four goals for the Authority’s communications work and noted that
the Communications Plan relies on the AC to help implement it.

Taylor Samuelson, Public Information Officer (PIO) for the Authority, provided some
context for the Draft Communications Plan by noting recent success in the Authority’s
communications work, including coverage of the projects funded in the initial grant round by
KQED radio, the San Francisco Chronicle, and the Mercury News. She then reviewed key
elements of the Draft Communications Plan, including key messages, target audiences,
communication channels, and risks, and asked for feedback from AC members on what
resources they need from staff to help implement the plan.

AC feedback included the following:

e AC member groups and agencies have large networks that can be used to spread
messages.

e Providing a 15-minute presentation at regular meetings of AC member groups can be
very effective.

e The Authority’s PIO could connect with PIOs at AC groups and agencies to spread
Authority messages.

e The Authority could provide tools and information for AC member groups to
distribute, e.g., through newsletters.

e The Authority could engage audiences through the social media of AC groups. It
would be effective to maintain a photo archive and use photos showing how a project
area has changed over time.

Taylor will use the feedback provided at the meeting to finalize the Communications Plan
and she will present it to the Governing Board.

9. Formation of an Ad Hoc Subcommittee on Community Engagement

Chair Valiela said that this item is intended to follow up on the suggestions provided by the
Environmental Justice Panel as the June AC meeting. Jessica Davenport, Project Manager,
presented the staff’s proposal to use the memo as a starting point for developing a scope for a
two- to three-year consulting contract for establishing a community engagement program that
results in long-term benefits for economically disadvantaged communities (EDCs). Staff
proposed working with an ad hoc subcommittee of the AC to develop a project proposal that
can be brought to the Governing Board for consideration for funding in early 2019.

There was a diversity of opinion about whether the Authority should develop a long-term
community engagement program that includes building capacity or focus on short-term
community-led projects in a limited number of communities. There was a suggestion to build
bridges between larger restoration entities and community-based organizations so that
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organizations with stronger fiscal management skills could hire smaller community-based
organizations as subcontractors on particular projects.

Decision: The AC decided to form an ad hoc subcommittee to define next steps in providing
benefits to EDCs. The following AC members volunteered to serve: Ana Alvarez (lead),
David Lewis, Sally Lieber, Mike Mielke, Gaylon Parsons, Marina Psaros, and Diane Ross-
Leech. (Marina Psaros was not present at the meeting but indicated prior to the meeting via
email that she was interested in serving on the subcommittee.)

10. Restoration Authority Grant Reviewer Selection Process

Jessica Davenport announced that AC members who do not have a conflict of interest are
invited to serve as grant application reviewers. Staff will be assessing the need for reviewers
after reviewing what kind and how many applications are received. The tentative time
commitment is 6-10 hours in the months of December. January and February. AC members
interested in serving as reviewers should email Kelly Malinowski
(Kelly.Malinowski@scc.ca.gov). A reviewers’ meeting will be held at the State Coastal
Conservancy in mid-December.

11. Recruitment of AC New Members: Request for Help with Outreach

Jessica Davenport noted that the call for applications for new members and re-appointment
of existing members with terms expiring on February 10 went out on September 18. AC
members with expiring terms are encouraged to re-apply, if they are interested, and all
members are encouraged to help with outreach.

12. Meeting Process Check-In: What’s Working, What’s Not

Chair Valiela led an exercise in which AC member were asked to write on sticky notes what
they thought was working and what needed improvement in several categories: AC meeting,
ad hoc subcommittees, site tours, the environmental justice panel, and other topics. This was
following by a “lightning round” in which each member had one minute to give feedback.
Major themes included an interest in knowing how the work of the AC is being used by the
Governing Board and staff, and how the AC could be more useful. Members expressed
interest in hearing from the Governing Board about what kinds of advice they want from the
AC. AC member Anne Morkill’s summary of the results is provided as Attachment 1.

13. Proposed Schedule for AC Meetings in 2019

Jessica Davenport provided a proposed list of meeting notes and noted that she would add an
additional date on the second Friday of December to meet the requirement of quarterly
meetings.

14. Public Comment

There was no public comment.
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“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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O O O OO

(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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(Updated February 25, 2019)

Dr. Ana M. Alvarez is Deputy General Manager at the East Bay Regional Park District, an
agency that owns and operates shoreline parcels in Alameda and Contra Costa Counties. She
oversees the stewardship and development of 40 miles of bay front.

Sara Azat is a Fish Biologist at the National Marine Fisheries Service. She has extensive
experience in fishery regulation and management and the evaluation of habitat restoration
projects. She has served lead coordinator for interagency groups and work groups involving
the public.

Bruce Beyaert has explored Bay Area restoration sites as a hiker, naturalist and engineer
who loves our Bay and values tidal wetlands. He Chairs Trails for Richmond Action
Committee, is a Director of the Bay Trail Project, served nine years as a Director of Save The
Bay and 16 years on East Bay Regional Park District’s Parks Advisory Committee. Honors
include Bay Area Open Space Council’s Open Space Conservation Award.

Carolyn Bloede is a member of the public from San Mateo County. As Sustainability
Program Manager for Alameda County, she led a collaborative process to develop and
implement the county’s first Climate Action Plan. She previously worked on pollution
reduction and the remediation of contaminated sites.

Erika Castillo is Regulatory & Public Affairs Director for the Alameda County Mosquito
Abatement District. She would like to contribute to the success of marsh restoration projects
in the Bay Area by ensuring that public health and the perception of wetlands are not
negatively impacted by an increase in mosquito populations.

Steve Chappell is Executive Director of the Suisun Resource Conservation District. He has
over 20 years of experience in wetland habitat management, enhancement, restoration,
environmental permitting, stakeholder outreach, and regional conservation planning
primarily in the Suisun Marsh, but also in the Delta and San Francisco Bay regions.

Adrian Covert is Vice President for Public Policy at the Bay Area Council, the region’s
largest multi-sector business advocacy association. He has led the Council’s water supply
and climate resilience initiatives for over seven years, including co-chairing the Measure AA
campaign, and he co-authored a 2015 report on the Bay Area’s economic vulnerability to
extreme storm events.

Arthur Deicke is a member of the public from Sonoma County and serves as Managing
Member of Environmental Pollution Solutions LLC. His experience in water quality and
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pollution prevention includes storm water management and remediation of contaminated soil
and ground water. He has also conducted budget reviews for public, private and non-profit
organizations.

Gregg Erickson is Regional Manager for the California Department of Fish and Wildlife,
which owns, restores and maintains extensive wetlands around the edge of the San Francisco
Bay. He has extensive experience in regulatory consultation, interagency science
coordination, advance mitigation, and water quality research.

Nahal Ghoghaie is Bay Area Program Coordinator for the Environmental Justice Coalition
for Water. She is a steering committee member for the environmental justice group, the
Resilient Communities Initiative, and is leading the Disadvantaged Community Involvement
Program for Proposition 1 Bay Area Integrated Regional Water Management. Nahal has
extensive experience working with tribes and under-represented communities on equitable
responses to water-related impacts of climate change.

Letitia Grenier is Resilient Landscapes Program Director and Senior Scientist at the San
Francisco Estuary Institute. She served as the overall science lead and coordinator for the
2015 Baylands Ecosystem Habitat Goals update for climate change.

Christopher Gurney is member of the public from Alameda County. He serves as Wetlands
Program Director at the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation. His role includes identifying,
soliciting, evaluating, developing, and implementing wetland and stream restoration projects.

Beth Huning is Coordinator of the San Francisco Bay Joint Venture, the partnership of
government agencies, NGO’s, business, and landowners protecting, restoring, and enhancing
wetlands in the region. The partners assist each other with biological and restoration
planning, science, habitat design and delivery, including seeking funding for and tracking
project progress, and monitoring and evaluation.

Judy Kelly is Executive Director of the North Bay Watershed Association, a group of 18
regional and local agencies focused on pollution reduction and water supply issues
throughout the North Bay region. The former director of the San Francisco Estuary
Partnership.

Zahra Kelly is Director of Public Advocacy for Nature in the City, a San Francisco
nonprofit organization working to restore wild habitat on private and public land. Nature in
the City is San Francisco's first organization dedicated to eco-literacy, conservation,
restoration, and stewardship of the city's wild places.

Shin-Roei Lee is Board Director at the Chinese American Environmental Professional
Association. She previously oversaw all water quality regulatory programs at the North Coast
Regional Water Quality Control Board and managed the Watershed Division at the San
Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board.

Rebecca Schwarz Lesberg is San Francisco Bay Program Director at Audubon California.
She oversees habitat restoration projects focused on salt marsh, eelgrass, and living
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shorelines restoration. She also has expertise in designing public access and leading
community-based restoration events.

Roger Leventhal is a Senior Engineer at the Marin County Flood Control &Water
Conservation District. He is the official representative for the Bay Area Association of Flood
Protection Agencies, representing the interests of flood protection agencies around the Bay
edge. He has over 25 years of experience in design and construction of wetland restoration
projects and the use of natural shoreline systems for flood risk reduction.

David Lewis is Executive Director of Save The Bay. He has 19 years of experience in
advocacy for Bay marsh habitat acquisition and restoration and associated state and federal
funding, as well as advocacy for regulatory policies and funding to reduce trash and marine
debris.

Sally Lieber is President of Cardea Center for Women, and was a member of the State
Assembly, Mountain View City Council member and Chair of the Santa Clara Valley Water
Commission. As Assembly Speaker pro Tem, she authored AB 2954, the 2008 San Francisco
Bay Restoration Authority Act, which created the Authority.

Christopher Lim is Executive Director of the Contra Costa Resource Conservation District.
His experience includes community engagement, restoration of native oyster and steelhead
trout habitat, and public and private financing.

Jessica Martini-Lamb is an Environmental Resources Manager at the Sonoma County
Water Agency. She oversees environmental regulatory permitting and compliance, and
biological and water quality monitoring for her agency's restoration, water supply, flood
control, and sanitation projects. She serves on the San Francisco Estuary Partnership
Implementation Committee and manages her agency's Russian River Estuary Management
Program.

Shelly Masur, a Councilmember with the City of Redwood City, has a strong background in
community outreach, public health, and regional and local governance.

Mike Mielke is Senior Vice President of the Silicon Valley Leadership Group, a business
trade association for technology firms and associated industries. He engages with the public
to forge consensus and develop effective programs and partnerships on water, climate and
clean energy.

Anne Morkill is the Manager of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s San Francisco Bay
National Wildlife Refuge Complex. With 26 years of experience managing federal public
lands, she plays a leadership role along with many partners in major wetland restoration
projects, climate adaptation planning, and public engagement efforts around the Bay,
including in the South Bay Salt Pond Restoration Project, San Francisco Bay Joint Venture,
and Bay Area Ecosystem Climate Change Consortium.

Erika Powell is Flood Protection and Resilience Program Manager with the San Mateo

County Department of Public Works. She has over 27 years of planning, designing and
implementing multi-objective flood protection and habitat restoration projects. A native
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Spanish speaker, she can communicate with audiences from varying backgrounds and looks
forward to helping to lead the development of new partnerships.

Marina Psaros is a member of the public from San Francisco. She is the Principal at Coravai
LLC and serves as Communications Manager for Power at the San Francisco Public Utilities
Commission. She co-founded King Tides Project, and created Youth Exploring Sea Level
Rise Science. She was the public engagement lead for San Mateo County’s sea level rise
planning process and advised on Marin County’s sea level rise planning process.

Ana Maria Ruiz is General Manager of the Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District,
whose mission is to preserve open space lands, restore native habitat and provide
ecologically-sensitive public access. She brings a strong technical expertise that is rooted in
science and a planner’s analytical mind, along with a personal understanding of a wide range
of community needs.

Laura Tam is Sustainable Development Policy Director for SPUR, a Bay Area think-tank
and one of the leading urban planning and policy groups in the United States. Since 2007 she
has led SPUR’s research, education, and advocacy work on water management, climate
change, sea level rise and green infrastructure.

Laura Thompson is the San Francisco Bay Trail Project Manager at the Association of Bay
Area Governments. She works with dozens of agencies and organizations to complete the
500-mile regional Bay Trail and the San Francisco Bay Area Water Trail. She has 17 years of
experience advancing shoreline public access along the edge of San Francisco Bay.

Luisa Valiela is San Francisco Bay Program Manager for the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, where she focuses on improving water quality in partnership with the San Francisco
Regional Water Quality Control Board. She also oversees the San Francisco Bay Water
Quality Improvement Fund, an EPA grant program that has provided over $44 million to
protect and restore San Francisco Bay wetlands and water quality.

Diane M. Williams is a Health Educator at Planting Justice. She has 40 years of experience
working in environmental justice. She translates important public health issues to low-
income people of color and works to eliminate health disparities.

Bruce Wolfe (retired) is a former Executive Officer of the San Francisco Bay Regional
Water Quality Control Board. In his nearly 40 years of work with the Water Board, including
13 as its Executive Officer, he was directly involved with all aspects of water quality
protection for the Bay Region. His work at the Water Board included over 20 years of
oversight of the Bay Region’s habitat restoration projects.

Beckie Zisser is a Supervising Program Administrator in the Office of Government
Relations at the Santa Clara Valley Water District, where she works to promote the District’s
federally-partnered flood protection and water supply projects. She previously served as the
Climate Change Program Manager for Save The Bay, where she worked to secure state and
federal funding for Bay restoration.
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San Francisco Bay Restoration Authority Advisory Committee

Ad Hoc Subcommittee on Economically Disadvantaged Communities
MEETING NOTES

Prepared by Chantal Alatorre, Planner. East Bay Regional Park District and
Jessica Davenport, Deputy Program Manager, San Francisco Bay Restoration Authority

February 15, 2019
[:00pm — 2:00pm

Meeting Location:
State Coastal Conservancy - Del Norte Conference Room
I515 Clay Street, 10th Floor, Oakland CA

Attendees
Advisory Committee (AC) Members
e Dr. Ana M. Alvarez, Advisory Committee Vice Chair, Lead for the Ad Hoc Subcommittee
on Economically Disadvantaged Communities,
e Luisa Valiela, Advisory Committee Chair
e Zahra Kelly
o Mike Mielke

San Francisco Bay Restoration Authority (Authority) Staff
e Jessica Davenport, Deputy Program Manager
e Heidi Nutters, Project Manager
e Linda Tong, Intern

East Bay Regional Park District Staff (Supporting or Observing)
Chantal Alatorre, Planner

Alice Kinner, Training Manager

Kip Walsh, Chief Human Resources Officer

Welcome and Introductions (Informational)
Facilitator: Dr. Ana M. Alvarez

Each attendee introduced themselves and stated their individual role.

Ad Hoc Subcommittee Formation (Information)
Facilitator: Dr. Ana M. Alvarez

Facilitator described the issues that were raised when the Ad Hoc Subcommittee on Economically
Disadvantaged Communities (EDCs) was formed at the October 2018 AC meeting. She noted that
AC members emphasized that, in the effort to prioritize projects that benefit economically
disadvantaged communities, the Authority will need to avoid mission creep, and should be careful
not overburden community-based organizations with government grants that have challenging cash
flow requirements and strict accounting standards.
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Ad Hoc Subcommittee on Economically Disadvantaged Communities
San Francisco Bay Restoration Authority Advisory Committee
MEETING NOTES

February 15,2018

The overarching goal of the Ad Hoc Subcommittee EDC is to contribute to developing
recommendations on what steps the Authority should take to achieve Measure AA’s goal of
prioritizing projects that benefit economically disadvantaged communities. The ad hoc subcommittee
will bring ideas to the Advisory Committee for further discussion.

Review of Activities Contributing Towards EDC Goal (Informational)
Facilitator: Dr. Ana M. Alvarez

The facilitator provided a summary of past events and items listed below:
e Environmental Justice (E|) Panel (Jun. 29, 2018)
0 Three EJ experts, including members of community-based organizations, provided
insights and suggestions regarding how the Measure AA grant program can better
engage with and serve EDCs.

e Proposal to Develop a Community Engasement Program for the San Francisco Bay
Restoration Authority (Sept. 20, 2018)

0 The memo was prepared by Authority staff, informed by EJ Panel.

e Recommendations from the Advisory Committee to the Governing Board on Performance
Measures and Annual Report Format (Sept. 21, 2018 Authority Board)
0 The recommendations include the performance metric “Percentage of projects
providing benefits to economically disadvantaged communities”
e Formation of Community Engagement / EDC Ad Hoc Subcommittee
O This occurred at the October 2018 AC meeting, as described above.

Update on SFBRA Equity Consultant (Informational)
Facilitator: Heidi Nutters

The Authority allocated $25,000 to hire an Equity Consultant to establish both immediate
recommendations for the next round of grant applications and long-term recommendations for the
grant program. The consultant’s work will consist of the following tasks:

e Identify recommendations, opportunities and challenges associated with the Authority’s

overall approach for integrating racial and environmental justice into its operations over the
life of Measure AA;

e Identify gaps in the Measure AA grant program related to serving and engaging economically
disadvantaged, or frontline communities; and

e Recommend approaches, strategies and actions for addressing those gaps
During the month of December, Nutters (serving as the project manager) solicited proposals from

consulting firms. Authority staff are currently in the process of selecting the consultant. The goal is
to have a consultant on board before the EDC ad hoc subcommittee has its second meeting.
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Ad Hoc Subcommittee on Economically Disadvantaged Communities
San Francisco Bay Restoration Authority Advisory Committee
MEETING NOTES

February 15,2018

5. Opportunities to Contribute to Consultant’s Scope of Work (Discussion)
Facilitator: Heidi Nutters

The attendees had a discussion on where the appropriate opportunities may exist to enhance,
confirm, and/or guide consultant’s work such as early consultation with the subcommittee on initial
recommendations as well as the approach to community input/outreach methodology. The
attendees decided that the EDC ad hoc subcommittee will serve as a place to screen the
consultant’s ideas prior to presenting them to the Advisory Committee.

The issue of engagement of tribal groups was raised. This could be done by opening lines of
communication with tribal representatives and recruiting tribal members to serve on the AC.
Feedback from AC members included the point that because the Authority’s jurisdiction is not tribal
lands, this is not a good use of time. Another concern was that, in the case of tribal burial sites, it is
not always easy to determine the “most likely descendant”, and there are sometimes conflicts
between tribes on this question.

6. Recommendations on Near-Term Changes to Round 3 of the Grant Program (Action)
Facilitators: Dr. Ana M. Alvarez and Heidi Nutters

The equity consultant will develop near-term and long-term recommendations for the grant
program. Near-term recommendations pertain to Round 3 of the grant program and will be
proposed to the AC during their March meeting. This ad hoc subcommittee will serve as a place to
generate ideas, recommendations and opportunities for Round 3. Once the equity consultant is on
board, they will develop these further in conjunction with community-based organizations and
equity leaders.

The subcommittee generated a list of ideas of potential recommendations:
e Letter of Inquiry prior to submitting grant application
0 The Authority will allow prospective applicants for grant funding the opportunity to
submit a letter of inquiry to determine if the proposed project is ready for funding
and would make a strong application. If a project is not determined to have the basis
for a strong application, the Authority will have the opportunity to provide feedback
and guidance on how the project could become a better candidate for funding.
e Building trust with community-based organizations and economically disadvantaged
communities (EDCs).
O Any grantee receiving funding from Measure AA should be responsible for trust and
community building
O Trust building should be prioritized over capacity building, which may be better
accomplished by environmental organizations.
e Community outreach workshops for interested applicants
0 The Authority could offer community workshops for community-based
organizations to inquire about applying for funds
0 Support fostering partnerships between community-based organizations and local
government/implementing entities.
e Changing scoring criteria to show stronger nexus/relationships with communities
O Add specific scoring criteria for applicants to demonstrate that proposed projects
have local community support and/or to demonstrate engagement with EDCs.
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Ad Hoc Subcommittee on Economically Disadvantaged Communities
San Francisco Bay Restoration Authority Advisory Committee
MEETING NOTES

February 15,2018

0 Community workshops could be explicitly required in the grant application to
demonstrate engagement with communities and support for proposed project

0 Going beyond applicants demonstrating their projects are adjacent to EDCs.

7. Scheduling Standing Meetings, Frequency and Preferred Location (Action)
Facilitator: Dr. Ana M. Alvarez

Facilitator will send a doodle poll to subcommittee members to determine next meeting.
Existing Upcoming Meetings:

Friday, March 8, 2019 — Advisory Committee
Friday, April 5, 2019 — Governing Board
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Message from the Executive Director

Fiscal Year 2017-2018 was a year of “firsts” for the San Francisco Bay
Restoration Authority. The first request for proposals was issued and the first
round of grants was awarded, marking the first allocation of Measure AA
funding for Bay restoration. It has been an exhilarating time at the Authority,
and we are now truly delivering on the promise we made to Bay Area voters.

\ With a funding stream secured and our administrative house in order, this
’ \ year we focused on successfully launching the Authority’s Grant Program. In
N“ September of 2017, we issued our first request for proposals, with an updated
and comprehensive set of guidelines to help applicants navigate the process.
The Authority’s first grant round netted 22 proposals, totaling $47 million in requested funding to support planning, design,
permitting, construction and monitoring of restoration projects in nearly every Bay county.

A team of restoration experts drawn from the Authority’s Advisory Committee and staff scored each application on its
implementation of the programs and activities of Measure AA as well as its alignment with Measure AA’s priorities,
including achieving long-term impact, economic benefits, engagement with youth and young adults, and providing tangible
benefits to economically disadvantaged communities. Projects were also judged on their likelihood of success. Nine of the
project proposals were recommended for funding, representing seven Bay Area counties and a broad range of restoration
approaches. In April 2018, eight of these projects were awarded funding; the ninth project, the 900 Innes Remediation
Project, was considered in Fiscal Year 18/19 due to its CEQA timing.

An additional project was developed by Authority staff and brought to the Board in June. Authority staff and partners have
long recognized that the current regulatory process is one of the most significant hurdles to accelerating the pace and scale
of wetlands restoration. They recommended that the Board authorize funding for the Bay Restoration Regulatory
Integration Team (BRRIT), an innovative solution to expedite permitting by dedicating representatives from each regulatory
agency to review restoration project information as a team and process permit applications collaboratively.

Each of these projects will contribute to the collective restoration of the Bay in different ways. While projects vary in scope
and size from less than an acre to 3,000 acres, all fulfil Measure AA’s objectives of habitat restoration and water quality
improvements, most provide flood protection or public access, or both, and six benefit economically disadvantaged
communities.

Some large projects, like the South Bay Salt Ponds and Montezuma
Wetlands, build on years of experience. Smaller projects, such as the San FY 2017/2018 in numbers:
Leandro Treatment Wetland and Encinal Dunes, experiment with creative
new techniques to combine habitat restoration with wastewater
treatment and beach stabilization. And the BRRIT introduces a much- Number of projects selected for funding: 9
needed improvement to project permitting for all restoration
practitioners in the Bay.

Number of project proposals received: 22

Bay Area counties with projects receiving
funding: 7

Two years ago, Bay Area voters opted to tax themselves to increase the
health and resilience of their bay, and time has proven the wisdom of that
choice. Measure AA funding is flowing and attracting matching funds to
support this work, and we look forward to keeping this momentum up in
2019!

Total funding committed: $22 million

- Sam Schuchat
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Projects Funded in the first Round of Grants

A. South Bay Salt Ponds Restoration Project, Phase 2

Grantee: Ducks Unlimited, Inc. (DU) & California Wildlife
Foundation (CWF)
$7,421,730 H

Measure AA funding will enable the completion of Phase 2
of the South Bay Salt Pond Restoration Project in the
Ravenswood and Alviso Ponds, and launch the next phase
of the project’s adaptive management science program.
One of the largest wetland restoration projects in the
United States, the South Bay Salt Pond Restoration Project
is a multi-agency effort to restore 15,100 acres of former
salt evaporation ponds in South San Francisco Bay in
phases over a 50-year period. This phase will involve

breaching levees, installing ditch blocks, dredging pilot G

channels and constructing acres of upland transition zones I w

to restore tidal action and create habitat along these F
shorelines.

FY 18/19 Update: California Wildlife Foundation is

currently in the process of using this funding to hire

consultants to advance the project’s research and A~
monitoring efforts. CWF is also finalizing contracts for B ..
monitoring change to marsh and mudflat habitat as well

the abundance and distribution of nesting terns and

shorebirds in the South Bay. DU has nearly completed

design for the Ravenswood Ponds and material is currently

being imported for berm and upland transition zone
construction. DU has also completed 60% design for the Mountain View Ponds and is working with the City of Mountain
View and other project partners to permit import of material.

B. South San Francisco Bay Shoreline Project
Grantee: Santa Clara Valley Water District
$4,439,406
The South San Francisco Bay Shoreline Project is a $170 million effort to provide flood protection and improve public
access in the north San Jose community of Alviso, and to restore 2,900 acres of former salt evaporation ponds.
Measure AA funding in this first Phase closes a funding gap that will allow the Santa Clara Valley Water District
(SCVWD) to move the project’s planning forward and provides construction funds to the US Army Corps of Engineers as
required by a cost sharing agreement.
FY 18/19 Update: The SCYWD has released a request for contractors to import dirt into the Shoreline Project site in
order to build the flood protection levee and ecotone in the first phase of the project.
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C. Restoring wetland-upland transition zone habitat in the North Bay
FY 2017/2018 in numbers:

with STRAW
Acres of Subtidal Habitat to be Grantee: Point Blue Conservation Science
Restored: 155 $2,661,264

With this funding, Point Blue Conservation Science will restore approximately
Acres of Baylands Habitat to be 1.3 linear miles of critical wetland-upland transition zone habitat in the North
Restored: 4,492 Bay, engaging over 5,000 STRAW (Students and Teachers Restoring a

Watershed) participants at four sites over the course of five years. The project
will consist of design, implementation, maintenance and monitoring of climate-
smart marsh to upland transition zone habitat restoration in four locations while
Miles of Bay Trail to be constructed: educating youth and building a constituency of environmental supporters.

3.3

Acres of Upland Habitat to be
Restored: 327

D. Montezuma Tidal and Seasonal Wetlands Restoration Project —

Phase | Tidal Wetlands Area
Grantee: Montezuma Wetlands LLC
$1,610,000
This project will convert 630 acres of currently
diked baylands along Montezuma Slough to 566
acres of tidal marsh and subtidal habitat, 45 acres
of seasonal wetlands, and 19 acres of high tide
refuge and bird nesting habitat. Additionally, 220
acres of adjacent uplands will be enhanced to
improve upland habitat quality. The project is
located at a position in the San Francisco estuary
where freshwater outflow from the Sacramento-
San Joaquin Delta mixes with saline water from San
Francisco Bay. Tidal marsh in this mixing zone
supports high primary productivity that fuels the
aquatic food web and provides food for many
native fish species.

FY 18/19 Update: Construction of the project began
in September 2018 and continued through October
2018. By the end of October, approximately 17% of the planned ecotone slope was finished and 35% of the flood
protection levees were constructed.

Deer Island Basin Phase | Tidal Wetlands Restoration Project

Grantee: Marin County Flood Control District

$630,000

Marin County Flood Control District will prepare detailed designs, permit applications, and environmental
documentation for the restoration of Deer Island Tidal Basin Wetlands. Preliminary plans for the project provide for
restoration of up to 154 acres of diked, subsided and degraded historic tidal marsh to full tidal natural conditions, and
the creation of up to 4,500 linear feet of adjacent ecotone levees in the Deer Island Tidal Basin in the lower Novato
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Creek watershed. The project will serve as a
demonstration of a natural levee approach and as
a model project for sea level rise adaptation
planning and design around the Bay edge.

Authorized Funding to Date by Region
Compared to 20-Year Targets

FY18/19 Update: The Marin County Board of $100,000,000
Supervisors voted unanimously to execute the $80,000,000
5$520,000 grant disbursement agreement to $60,000,000
pursue project design. An additional $110,000 in $40,000,000
grant funds will made available and the Marin

County Flood Control district has asked the 320,000,000
Authority for an additional $110,000 in grant s-

funds to secure necessary permits once the design

and CEQA is are complete.

North Bay East Bay West Bay  South Bay

Authorized in FY 2017-18 20-Year Target

San Leandro Treatment Wetland for Pollution Reduction, Habitat Enhancement and Shoreline Resiliency

Grantee: City of San Leandro
$539,000

The City of San Leandro is converting a 4.3-acre wastewater storage basin to create a multi-benefit treatment wetland
at the City of San Leandro’s Water Pollution Control Plant. Measure AA funding will support the preparation of
detailed designs, permit applications, and environmental documentation for the treatment wetland, and development
of a community-based shoreline resiliency and tidal marsh restoration vision for the surrounding area. Implementation
of this project will significantly improve habitat conditions at a contaminated shoreline site and is anticipated to reduce
nitrogen waste from the plant by at least 15%.

FY 2017/2018 in numbers:

Percent of projects that will benefit
economically disadvantaged communities:
67%

Percent of projects with significant youth
involvement component: 33%

Number of youth to be engaged: 5,200

Amount of funds leveraged: $51,359,379

G. Encinal Dune Restoration and Public Access

Grantee: East Bay Regional Park District

$450,000

With this funding, the East Bay Regional Park District will implement the
Encinal Dune Restoration and Shoreline Stabilization Project at a small
shoreline park in Alameda. The project will remove invasive ice plant,
restore dune habitat, remove a rusting barge and other debris, stabilize
eroding shoreline, and establish a beach nourishment program for the
sandy beach at Encinal Beach. It will improve water access and create new
trail linkages to the Encinal Boat Ramp and Alameda Point Trail. The site
offers excellent opportunities to restore the beach and adjacent dunes to
a more natural condition while improving both recreation and habitat
values.
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H. Restoration Strategy for Lower Sonoma Creek
Grantee: Sonoma Land Trust
$150,000
Sonoma Land Trust (SLT) received Measure AA
funding to develop a strategy for landscape-scale
restoration, flood protection and public access in
the Lower Sonoma Creek portion of the San Pablo
Baylands. The Strategy will identify the optimal
sequence for land acquisition and associated
restoration to maximize habitat development,
reduce flood risk, and minimize saltwater
intrusion, and identify existing and planned trails
in consultation the Bay Trail and Water Trail. The
strategy will incorporate both technical analysis
and input from landowners and will include
recommendations to increase habitat and
hydrological connectivity to the Bay across the
SMART rail line and redesigned State Route 37.
FY 18/19 Update: SLT has entered into a contract with the San Francisco Estuary Institute and its subcontractors to
develop the strategy. In addition, the Restoration Authority is amending the grant agreement to add 522,500, matched
by $25,000 from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, to model two additional alternatives, one that maximizes tidal
restoration and one that maximizes non-tidal options for the landscape. These alternatives will be used to develop a
hybrid strategy that maximizes connectivity to the uplands.

FY 2017/2018 in numbers: I. 900 Innes Remediation Project
Grantee: City and County of San Francisco, Recreation and Park
8 Vi'tal Fish, Bird and Wildlife Habitat Department
Projects Amount: $4,998,600
7 Safe, Clean Water and Pollution This authorization is for the City and County of San Francisco to
Prevention Program Projects remediate and restore soft-bottom intertidal and subtidal habitat at India
Basin in the Bayview-Hunter’s Point neighborhood. When complete, the
5 Integrated Flood Protection Program project will improve habitat for fish and wildlife, and facilitate future
Projects actions to restore wetland functions, improve ecosystem services, and

enhance public access at this site.

FY 18/19 Update: The 900 Innes Remediation Project, the final project
selected from the first round of applications, was presented to the
“Note: The Bay Restoration Regulatory Integration Team project i Governing Board of the Authority for funding in February 2019.

not counted as addressing specific Program Areas.

5 Shoreline Public Access Program
Projects

J. Bay Restoration Regulatory Integration Team (BRRIT)
Grantee: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Services, National Marine Fisheries Service, California
Department of Fish and Wildlife, San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission, and San Francisco
Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board
$650, 000 annually for five years
The objective of the BRRIT is to improve the permitting process for multi-benefit wetland restoration projects and
associated flood management and public access projects in San Francisco Bay by dedicating agency representatives to
review project information for consideration as a team and process permit applications in the most efficient possible
manner. The BRRIT will be available to review permit applications for any projects that meet the Measure AA criteria,
regardless of whether they have applied for or received funding from the Authority.
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FY 18/19 Update: The BRRIT is now fully funded with support from the State Coastal Conservancy, Santa Clara Valley
Water District, East Bay Regional Park District, and the Bay Area Toll Authority to augment the Authority’s funding. It is
expected to be up and running by Autumn 2019.

Timeline

= June 2016 — Bay Area voters approve Measure AA with a 70% majority.

= July 2016 - Joint Powers Agreement formed between ABAG and the Coastal Conservancy to
enable staffing of the Authority.

= March 2017 — First convening of the new Advisory Committee, comprised of representatives
from Bay Area communities and public agencies, as well as restoration experts, appointed to
guide the Governing Board in its transition from fundraising to administering a grant program.

= June 2017 —Grant Guidelines updated to include an expanded definition of “economically
disadvantaged communities” that incorporated input from environmental justice experts on
the Advisory Committee and their community-based colleagues.

= September 2017 — First Request for Proposals and Grant Application adopted and issued.

= December 2017 — First tranche of Measure AA funding arrives, collected from property tax
payments.

= April 2018 — First round of grants awarded, totaling $19 million on eight projects in seven Bay
Area counties.

= June 2018 — Advisory Committee recommended set of Performance Measures to track the
activities and results on an annual basis of the Measure AA grant program. Funding authorized
for the Bay Restoration Regulatory Integration Team, the first regional cross-agency team to
expedite permitting for restoration work.

=  September 2018 — Independent Citizens Oversight Committee is formed. Guidelines, Request
for Proposals and Grant Application revised and issued for the second round of grants.
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Financial Summary

The SFBRA received the first allotment of parcel tax funds in December 2017. A total of $25,313,504 was

collected from the Measure AA special tax in fiscal year 17/18. Investment and other revenue was $50,550, for

a total revenue of $25,364,054 (See Financial Statements for the Year Ended June 30, 2018 for details).

In fiscal year 2018, the SFBRA reporting classification changed from an enterprise fund to a governmental fund,
which resulted in a change in the beginning Fund Balance at July 1, 2017 from -$1,331,833 to -$223,571 (Table 1)

(See Financial Statements for full details). The ballot costs were now reported as liability since those will be

repaid starting in fiscal year 18/19.

Table 1. Fund Balance adjustment for FY 16/17.

Amount

Amount listed in FY 16/17 report

-$1,331,833.00

Reclassification of ballot costs as liability

$1,108,262.00

Fund Balance at July 1, 2017 as restated

-$223,571.00

Administrative Summary

Staff implemented the work plan approved at the November 30, 2016 Governing Board meeting and a modified

full program budget approved at the June 1, 2018 Governing Board meeting. A total $1,265,675 ( 5% of the
Measure AA tax revenue) and $50,550 (investment income and other revenue) was transferred into for the

Administrative Operations (Table 2).

Table 2. Administrative revenues and expenses.

Revenues Budget Actual

Administrative Transfer in (5% of Measure AA revenue) $1,285,758.00 $1,265,675.00
Investment Income and Other Revenues $0.00 $50,550.00
Total Operating Revenue $1,285,758.00 $1,316,225.00

Expenditures

Staffing (salary and benefits and overhead) $437,000.00 $426,961.00
Professional Fees $92,200.00 $18,110.00
Other $26,500.00 $26,814.00
Total Expenditures $555,700.00 $471,885.00
Surplus $730,058.00 $844,340.00
Administrative Fund Balance - Beginning, as Restated -$223,571.00 -$223,571.00
Administrative Fund Balance - Ending $506,487.00 $620,769.00

A total of $555,700 was approved for the 17/18 administrative operating budget, with $471,885 expended. This
resulted in a surplus of $844,340 for the fiscal year. When incorporating the beginning fund balance (-$233,571

W
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for administrative operating expenses for 16/17), the ending administrative fund balance was $620,769. The
ballot cost repayment will begin in FY 18/19, with 3 equal payments over 3 years.

Project Summary

The project based budget (95% of the tax revenue) includes approved projects, county administrative fees, and
fees for the special tax assessment consultant. A total of 8 projects were approved by the Governing Board on
April 11, 2018, along with a project contingency (approved on June 1, 2018) for a total project budget of

$21,565,810 (Table 3).

Table 3. SFBRA Projects

Project Names for SFBRA Projects Amount

South Bay Salt Ponds Restoration Project, Phase 2 $7,421,730.00
South San Francisco Bay Shoreline Project $4,439,406.00
Restoring Wetland-Upland Transition Zone Habitat $2,661,264.00
Montezuma Tidal and Seasonal Wetlands Restoration Project $1,610,000.00
Deer Island Basin Phase 1 Tidal Wetlands Restoration Project $630,000.00
San Leandro Treatment Wetland $539,000.00
Encinal Dune Restoration and Public Access $450,000.00
Restoration Strategy for Lower Sonoma Creek $150,000.00
Project Contingency $3,664,410.00
Total Budgeted $21,565,810.00
Amount Expended for SFBRA Projects $0.00

All of the approved projects were still in the contracting process at the end of 17/18, so no project funds were
expended during the fiscal year. The county tax collection fees were $700,768, and special tax assessment
consultant’s fees of $56,940 for a total of $757,708, were the only portion of the project based budget that was

expended in 17/18 (Table 4).

Table 4. Project based revenues and expenses.

Revenues Budget Actual
Measure AA Special Tax $25,715,160.00 $25,313,504.00
5% Transfer out to Administrative Operating Fund $1,285,758.00 $1,265,675.00

Project Based Funds Available

$24,429,402.00

$24,047,829.00

Expenditures

Total Expended for SFBRA Projects $21,565,810.00 $S0.00
County Administration Fees $752,168.00 $700,768.00
Special Tax Assessment Consultant Fees $0.00 $56,940.00

Total of Project Based Funds Expended

$22,317,978.00

$757,708.00

Project Based Fund Balance - Ending

$2,111,424.00

$23,290,121.00
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Overall Summary

The total revenue for 17/18 was $25,364,054 (Table 5). Administrative expenses were $471,885 and project
based expenses were $757,708, for a total of $1,229,593 expended for the fiscal year. The change in fund

balance for FY 17/18 was $24,134,461, with an ending fund balance of $23,910,890.

Table 5. Statement of revenues, expenditures and changes in fund
balance.

Amount

General Revenue

Measure AA special tax

$25,313,504.00

Investment Income $37,608.00
Miscellaneous $12,942.00
Total Revenue $25,364,054.00

Expenditures

Administrative Expenses

$471,885.00

Project Based Expenses

$757,708.00

Total Expenses

$1,229,593.00

Change in Fund Balance for FY 17/18

$24,134,461.00

Fund Balance - Beginning

-$223,571.00

Fund Balance - Ending

$23,910,890.00

W
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Appendices

Appendix A: Performance Measures Table, Fiscal Year 2017-2018
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Appendix A: Performance Measures Table, Fiscal Year 2017-2018

Performance Measures Unit Amount
Projects Authorized by the Governing .
Projects 9
Board

Types of Organization Funded

Public Agency Projects 4
Non-Profit Organization Projects 3
Private For-Profit Entity Projects 1
Public-Private Partnership Projects 0
Multi-Agency Partnership or Joint Powers .

. Projects 1
Authority
Types of Projects
Measure AA Program Areas Addressed
Note: All projects addressed two or more Program Areas.
Clean Water Projects 7
Habitat Restoration Projects 8
Flood Protection Projects 5
Public Access Projects 5
Pilot or demonstration projects Projects 2
Special projects Projects 1

Note: The special project funded in FY 2017/2018 was the Bay Restoration Regulatory Integration Team. This project is
not counted as addressing specific Program Areas.

Project Phases Funded

Pre-Construction Only Projects Projects 4
Construction Projects Projects 5
Post-Construction Only Projects Projects 0

Habitat Restoration and Enhancement

Number of restoration plans to be completed Plans 5
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Specific species targeted for restoration

List of specific target
species for restoration

salt marsh harvest mouse, ornate
shrew, California vole, Ridgway's
rail, black rail, Calfornia least
tern, western snowy plover, red
knot, western sandpiper,
northern pintail, mallard, snowy
egret, salmonids, steelhead
trout, tidewater goby, delta
smelt, longfin smelt

Number of acres of habitat to be constructed
divided by type

* Subtidal habitats Acres 155
* Baylands habitats Acres 4,492
. Uplanq habitats providing transition habitat and/or Acres 327
migration space
Total acres Acres 4,974
Benefits to Economically Disadvantaged Communities
Percentage of projects providing benefits to
-g p ! P & o Percent of Projects 67

economically disadvantaged communities
Youth Involvement
Percentage of projects with significant youth
) & prol 8 y Percent of Projects 33
involvement component
Number of youth to be engaged People 5,200
Volunteer Involvement
Volunteer time Hours 58,730
Number of unique volunteers expected to

o ) ) Volunteers 5,280
participate in restoration
Public Access
Miles of Bay Trail to be designed Miles 3.3
Miles of Bay Trail to be constructed Miles 33
Miles of other trail to be designed (non-Bay Trail) Miles 29

W
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Miles of other trail to be constructed (non-Bay

Miles 2.9

Trail)
Water trail sites to be planned or constructed Sites 0
Public access enhancements Enhancements
Geographic Distribution of Funds Authorized
North Bay Dollars S 5,051,264.00
East Bay Dollars S 1,802,386.00
West Bay Dollars S 5,394,958.00
South Bay Dollars S 5,652,792.00
Baywide Dollars S 1,250,000.00
Total Dollars S 19,151,400.00
Matching Funds and Other Contributions
Total dollars matched by other funding sources Dollars S 51,359,379.00
Private contributions Dollars S -
Other government contributions Dollars S -
Administrative Costs from Tax Revenue
Program administrative costs from tax revenue as

Percent of Funds 2.55

a percentage of the total tax proceeds collected

W
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c/o State Coastal Conservancy
1515 Clay Street, 10th Floor

Oakland, CA 94612
wgan Francisco Bay (510) 286-7193

W Restoration Authority
sfbayrestore.org
info@sfbayrestore.org
MEMORANDUM
DATE: March 1, 2019
TO: Advisory Committee

San Francisco Bay Restoration Authority

FROM: Jessica Davenport, Deputy Manager
San Francisco Bay Restoration Authority

SUBJECT: Summary of Advisory Committee Impact, 2017-2018

The San Francisco Bay Restoration Authority Advisory Committee (AC) took several actions
that influenced Governing Board decisions or staff work in the period from 2017 to 2018. They
are summarized below.

Input on the RFP and Grant Guidelines. The AC provided extensive input to staff on the
request for proposals (RFP) and Grant Program Guidelines in both 2017 and 2018. Two of the
most significant contributions were the following:

e Economically disadvantaged communities (EDCs) Definition—An ad hoc
subcommittee worked with additional environmental justice experts to draft a definition
of EDCs that was approved by the full AC and then the Governing Board, with some
minor edits.

¢ Guidelines for Acquisitions—Based on the advice of the AC, staff made clarifications
to the Grant Program Guidelines and the request for proposals (RFP) about what types of
acquisitions would be eligible and how staff would ensure that land acquired would be
used for purposes of Measure AA. these changes were adopted by the Governing Board.

Performance Measures Development. An ad hoc subcommittee developed a memo exploring
options for performance measures and recommending specific ones to use in Authority’s first
annual report. The recommendation was brought to the full AC for adoption and then to the
board as an information item. At the board meeting, staff agreed to follow the AC
recommendations regarding performance measures to the extent feasible. Staff included a
performance measures table in the Annual Report, Fiscal Year 2017/2018, and the Governing
Board approved the report at its February 2019 meeting. The AC will have another opportunity
to comment on how performance measures are being reported when it reviews and comments on
the annual report, as required by Measure AA.
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Environmental Justice Panel. An informal subgroup of AC members convened an
Environmental Justice (EJ) Panel to provide suggestions regarding how to ensure that the
Authority effectively engages EDCs in its work. The panel provided the impetus for the staff to
develop a proposal for how to better engage EDCs and generally apply an equity lens to the
Measure AA grant program. An ad hoc subcommittee has been formed to work with staff and a
consultant on this effort. The work is expected to lead to a proposal to the Governing Board in
2019 to fund a multi-year community engagement effort in EDCs and/or other recommendations
that result from the work of the subcommittee, the full AC, the consultant, and staff.

Special Project Proposal Review. Staff presented a recommendation for the Governing Board
to fund a coordinated permitting proposal that would support dedicated regulatory agency staff to
work together as a team to review projects and issue permits for multi-benefit wetland restoration
projects. The team is called the Bay Restoration Regulatory Integration Team (BRRIT). The AC
was asked to make a recommendation to the Governing Board on whether to fund the proposal.
Some AC members raised concerns about whether regulatory coordination was a proper use of
Measure AA funds. Due to a lack of consensus on the topic, the AC shifted from its usual
consensus-based decision-making and took a vote. The vote resulted in a majority decision to
support the BRRIT. The AC Chair presented this recommendation to the Governing Board,
noting that a minority of AC members did not support the recommendation. The Governing
Board authorized $650,000 per year for five years and authorized the acceptance and
disbursement of up to $600,000 per year for five years in matching funds, with both totals
including annual increases for inflation. Matching funds will be provided by the State Coastal
Conservancy, Santa Clara Valley Water District, East Bay Regional Park District, and Bay Area
Toll Authority.

Communications Plan Input. An ad hoc subcommittee worked with the authority’s Public
Information Officer to develop a Communications Plan for the Authority. It was taken to the full
AC for additional input. The Communications Plan is an internal staff document that will not be
taken to the Governing Board but will help guide collaboration between the Authority and the
agencies and organizations that AC members represent, helping to spread Authority messages to
a broad constituency.
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N San Francisco Bay
Restoration Authority

2019 Advisory Committee Meeting Schedule

(Governing Board Schedule Provided for Reference)

Advisory Committee Governing Board

(adopted 2/22/19)
Meeting Time: Meeting Time:
10:00 AM to 12:30 PM 11:00 AM
Meeting Location: Meeting Locations:
TBD TBD

Friday, February 22, 2019
Friday, March 8, 2019

Friday, April 5, 2019

Friday, June 7, 2019
Friday, June 28, 2019

Friday, September 6, 2019
Friday, October 11, 2019

Friday, December 6, 2019

Friday December 13, 2019
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