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Positionality Statement
This report has limitations to its analysis. The author has not lived in Contra Costa or the Study
Communities and she identifies as white, which is not the primary racial demographic of the Study
Communities as defined in this Study. As a Master’s student in City Planning at UC Berkeley,
the author is positioned to become a professional “planner;” this positionality affects the methods
of research, angles of investigations, framing, and conclusions of this Study.
Another major limitation is time and scope of work. This Study was completed for Contra Costa
County in fulfillment of the Department of City Planning’s Capstone requirement. In the short
period of engagement, the author investigated and analysed this project to the best of her ability,
with ambitions for further research, interviews, and angles of analysis still to be conducted.

Definition of Terms
Assessment: Assessments can be used to pay for public improvements or services, such as flood control, that benefit
properties. Assessments must be proportional to the benefits that a property receives. Typically assessments cannot be
imposed to provide general public benefits (e.g., schools or libraries) (AECOM, 2018).
Climate Adaptation: In human systems, the process of adjustment to actual or expected climate and its effects, in order
to moderate harm or exploit beneficial opportunities. In natural systems, the process of adjustment to actual climate and
its effects; human intervention may facilitate adjustment to expected climate and its effects (IPCC).
Climate Change: A change in climate due to natural processes or external activity (such as solar cycles and human-caused
atmospheric changes) that persists over an extended period of time and that can be tracked by measuring differences in
mean and/or variability of the climate’s properties(California Natural Resources Agency and California Ocean Protection
Council).
Climate Change Mitigation: An intervention that reduces climate change impacts, including measures that decrease
greenhouse gas emissions or that expand and/or improve greenhouse gas sinks (California Natural Resources Agency and
California Ocean Protection Council).
Distributive equity: Equity in the consequences, outcomes, costs and benefits of actions or policies. In the case of climate
change or climate policies for different people, places and countries, including equity aspects of sharing burdens and
benefits for mitigation and adaptation (IPCC).
Disadvantaged Community (DAC): In California, state law and policy define a disadvantaged community as one that is
disproportionately impacted by pollution and other hazards that can cause negative public health outcomes, exposure, or
degradation of the environment; and/or areas that have high concentrations of people with low-income, high unemployment rates, low rates of homeownership, high rent burdens, sensitive populations, or low educational attainment (SB353).
Environmental Justice: The fair treatment of people of all races, cultures, and incomes with respect to the development,
adoption, implementation, and enforcement of environmental laws, regulations, and policies. (California Government
Code Sec. 65040).
Equity: Equity is the principle of fairness in burden sharing and is a basis for understanding how the impacts and responses to climate change, including costs and benefits, are distributed in and by society in more or less equal ways. It is often
aligned with ideas of equality, fairness and justice and applied with respect to equity in the responsibility for, and distribution of, climate impacts and policies across society, generations, and gender, and in the sense of who participates and
controls the processes of decision-making (IPCC).
Governance: A comprehensive and inclusive concept of the full range of means for deciding, managing, implementing
and monitoring policies and measures. Whereas government is defined strictly in terms of the nation-state, the more inclusive concept of governance recognizes the contributions of various levels of government (global, international, regional, sub-national and local) and the contributing roles of the private sector, of nongovernmental actors, and of civil society
to addressing the many types of issues facing the global community (IPCC).
Green infrastructure: “Although lacking a generally agreed definition and contents, the approach of green infrastructure
is characterized by a number of principles which are regarded as fundamental and essential to achieving added value and
which stress particular physical/structural elements. These principles include connectivity and its network-character, multifunctionality as well as the spatial provisioning of ecosystem services” (Seiwert & Robler, 2020).
Just Transition: A comprehensive term used to (1) acknowledge that climate change will result in unavoidable social and
economic changes, (2) those changes will likely unfold in very even ways, and (3) there is an opportunity to manage these
changes to bring about social equity, economic development, and sustainability in ways that “leave no one behind” rather
than further exacerbate existing inequalities (CSIS).
Operations and maintenance: Once constructed, infrastructure must be operated and maintained over time to provide
the designed levels of service. Some sources of funding and financing can be used to pay both for capital investments
and for operations and maintenance; other sources may be limited to one or the other. For example, in California, state
general obligation bonds are typically limited to capital investments (i.e. the project development stage) (AECOM, 2018).
Procedural equity: Equity in the process of decision-making, including recognition and inclusiveness in participation,
equal representation, bargaining power, voice and equitable access to knowledge and resources to participate (IPCC).
Resilience: Urban resilience refers to the ability of an urban system-and all its constituent socio-ecological and socio-technical networks across temporal and spatial scales-to maintain or rapidly return to desired functions in the face of
a disturbance, to adapt to change, and to quickly transform systems that limit current or future adaptive capacity (Meerow
et.at., 2016).
Vulnerable community: A community that has heightened risk and sensitivity to climate change and has less capacity
and fewer resources to cope with, adapt to, or recover from the impacts that can result from changing environments or
conditions under climate change. The Governor’s Office of Planning and Research’s guidance for vulnerable communities
notes that these disproportionate effects are caused by certain physical, social, political, and/or economic factors, including but not limited to, race, class, sexual orientation and identification, income inequality, and national origin, and are
exacerbated by climate impacts (Governor’s Office of Planning and Research).

Executive Summary
Climate adaptation is an ongoing process of preparing our physical and socioeconomic systems for
large, yet uncertain, shifts in our climate, ecosystem, economy, and society. Adaptation is not an
on-off switch, but instead an ongoing process of adjustment and transition. Contra Costa County
can expect to see 1-2 feet of sea level rise by midcentury and over 4 feet by 2100, along with
increasing vulnerability to wildfires for inland communities, more severe drought conditions, and
more days of extreme heat. Increased flooding of the County’s highly industrial shoreline will pose
huge public health and environmental concerns if adequate adaptation measures are not taken.
State-designated Disadvantaged Communities are clustered in the county’s most flood prone
locations that are co-located with industrial facilities and hazardous waste sites that are highly
vulnerable to sea level rise. Many of these communities are also unincorporated, which makes
coordinated climate adaptation even more challenging.
Taking action is a matter of environmental and climate justice and must be prioritized, however,
current barriers to local adaptation are proving to be incompatible with existing tools. In
recognizing that key barriers to community-scale climate adaptation fall primarily in the categories
of funding, governance, and equitable planning practices, this Study evaluates special entities as
tools for equitably approaching these barriers while simultaneously building lasting mechanisms
for adaptation. Here, special entities are defined as mechanisms for organizing geographicallybound communities through legally-recognized structures, formal and informal designations,
planning tools, and binding contracts. The purpose of the term Special Entity is to include special
districts as they are recognized legally in California, as well as districts and entities that are able
to approximate some of the key features of a special district through informal arrangements
or alternative set-ups. Special entities can provide communities with a platform for ongoing
representation, add capacity for securing grant funds, allow for greater leveraging of funding
resources, and integrate principles of procedural justice into the ongoing process that is climate
adaptation. Eight special entities are profiled in this Study.
Those special entities are then evaluated through the use of a Community Climate Resilience
District (C2RD) framework. This framework was developed as a tool for recognizing and
approaching the needs of the County’s unincorporated and Disadvantaged communities (“Study
Communities”). These communities face unique adaptation challenges due to their lack of
representation, histories of disinvestment, and inadequate access to vital resources. The Study
Communities include North Richmond, Tara Hills, Rodeo, Vine Hill, and Bay Point.
The C2RD framework is used to evaluate entity options in relation to three driving goals:
(1)

Funnel money into Study Communities on an ongoing basis, and

(2)

Build capacity for community planning & self determination, and

(3)

Address social, physical, and economic vulnerabilities.

6

Evaluation criteria were derived from these goals and applied to the eight special entity options
through the use of three evaluation matrices (see pages 56-62). Key Takeaways (page 63) from the
evaluation informed recommendations of three C2RD pathways for community climate adaptation:
C2RD Formal District Pathway: This pathway is a good option for communities that have garnered
strong support for local greening and parks projects and communities expecting an inflow of
new development. This pathway builds off San Francisco’s Green Benefit District (GBD) model,
which was established through adoption of Business Improvement District legislation at the City/
County level. While this option can provide a long-term platform for community representation
and ongoing funding for operations, the use of benefit assessments may not be appropriate for
the Study Communities unless paired with complementary programs. Additionally, this pathway
requires the greatest amount of time and resources for formation and operation. Pursuing this
C2RD pathway would likely take 1-2 years, considering the County would have to first pass GBD
legislation before individual communities could initiate formation.
C2RD EcoDistrict/MOU Pathway: This pathway relies heavily on capable non-profits and
community organizations and may be suitable for communities with strong existing networks of
non-profit actors. Key benefits to this pathway are ease of formation, ability to approach resilience
in a comprehensive and community-centered way, and the use of social enterprises as a longterm funding source. In building off the Living Cully case study, this pathway aims to build social
and economic resilience through workforce development, affordable housing development, and
provision of social programs while simultaneously adding vital green space and green jobs to the
neighborhood. A key challenge with this pathway is governance and equitable planning processes.
This C2RD pathway depends on MOUs between non-profit and County parties, and designation of
one existing party as the lead agency, and thus does not provide a stable platform for meaningful
community participation. Pursuing this C2RD pathway would likely take roughly six months,
depending on the capacity of involved non-profit parties.
C2RD Special Legislation Pathway: This pathway is the best option for taking immediate, yet
meaningful, action at the County level to initiate community-scale adaptation planning. This
pathway is modeled off San Francisco’s Cultural Districts program which facilitates planning
through community-scale steering committees funded through a set aside from the City’s
Transient Occupancy Tax (TOT). Key benefits to this pathway are ease of formation, ongoing
community representation and empowerment, and local capacity building. This C2RD pathway is
well-positioned to be enacted in phases with initial phases focused on community organizing and
visioning, and secondary phases focused on funding for implementation of those visions. That
being said, the key challenge with this pathway is funding for district operations and maintenance
of improvements, which would have to be funded through some kind of countywide strategy.
Pursuing this C2RD pathway would likely take six months to one year, and is largely reliant on the
political will of the County Board of Supervisors.
The recommended C2RD Pathways are reflective of the C2RD methodology and have not been
shaped through robust community engagement. A vital next step will be to initiate open and
exploratory working sessions between community stakeholders and County staff to further
refine community-specific goals and discuss appropriate adaptation pathways.
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Purpose of Study
This study will explore special entities, including legally-recognized special districts, as mechanisms
for filling an existing gap in governance, capacity, and planning necessary for approaching
climate adaptation and resilience at the community scale. Existing governance structures and
implementation tools are not adequate for equitable climate adaptation and are currently acting
as a barrier to action. This study will investigate special entities, formal and informal, as flexible
mechanisms for community-scale climate action through an evaluation of eight districts and
district-like arrangements that may be appropriate for community-scale governance in Contra
Costa County. Fundamental to this study is the understanding that each community is unique and
that there should not be a one-size-fits all approach to community adaptation action. This Study is
broken into two parts. Part I will first provide background on the problem at hand, then introduce
special entities and discuss pros and cons of various entity formations, followed by descriptions
and analyses of eight district options and case studies. Part I of the study will inform Part II, which
is focused on applying key findings and takeaways to Contra Costa County’s unincorporated,
disadvantaged communities (Study Communities) as a demonstration of the required flexibility
necessary for deciding what is appropriate based on local context. This application to Study
Communities is facilitated by the Community Climate Resilience District concept, that serves as a
framework for evaluating special entity options in relation to community needs and adpatation
barriers. Together, this study is meant to serve as a tool for the County, local non-profits, and
community members in furthering collaboration and discussion around mechanisms for equitable
community climate adaptation.
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PART I
B ackground , P roblem I dentification , and S urvey
of S pecial E ntities

Problem Statement
Imagine a series of shoreline communities with integrated green infrastructure, floodable parks,
and connected greenspaces that are able to connect communities to the Bay and its tributaries.
Imagine environmentally appropriate waterfront uses that are able to create local jobs, support
the local tax base, and tune into the green economy. Imagine being able to traverse the shoreline
on paths that also act as flood protection. Imagine an integrated network of pedestrian and bike
paths that connect communities to small businesses and encourage healthy lifestyles. Imagine
housing options that protect tenants and allow residents to build wealth through ownership.
This vision of health and vibrancy is attainable, but not without early planning and thoughtful land
use decisions. And part of the solution must be a societal shift towards reimaging a future that is
able to embrace natural features and incorporate the environmental transformations that climate
change will bring. By 2100 Contra Costa’s shoreline will be far different than it is today – it is not
a matter of if, but when. And at this moment we have the power to decide if that vision is one of
health and opportunity, or one of delayed action, uneven impacts, and economic collapse.
Early action is a necessary piece of the Just Transition. Rather than allow environmental and market
forces to drive changes in ways that are socially and economically damaging, early action could
allow for community scale self-determination in acting towards a Just Transition through local
planning, workforce development in green jobs, and collaborative efforts to decommission sites
and mitigate the effects of contamination. These may be seen as huge costs or barriers now, but
they should really be viewed as huge opportunities for creating a better future for all Contra Costa
residents.
Contra Costa County is currently in the process of updating their General Plan, Climate Action
Plan, and Zoning Code, and many of the county’s individual cities are updating their General
Plans and Housing Elements as well. This wave of planning action creates powerful momentum
for positive change. In 2020, Contra Costa passed a climate emergency resolution as well as
a resolution acknowledging racism as a public health crisis. Tools for implementing plans and
acting on these priorities must accompany this momentous county-level action. The Green
Infrastructure Plan (2019), the General Plan (underway), and the Climate Action Plan (underway)
outline the plans, goals, actions, and policies that would be bolstered by a more appropriately
scaled form of governance. Robust and visionary plans are a crucial aspect of change, but without
implementation tools, those plans may sit on the shelves rather than meet their intended purpose
to positively shaping communities for the future.
Currently, there are significant barriers for Contra Costa communities trying to prepare for climate
change. Most acutely, these are issues of capacity, funding, and political will. The County has
limited staff to devote to climate adaptation efforts, and most staff time is needed for day-to-day
activities – leaving little time or capacity to think about future threats. This is partially an issue of
political will – the Board of Supervisors is important for setting priorities for individual departments
and can be hugely influential in making climate adaptation a priority, but this issue has not been
put center stage.
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However, the climate emergency declaration was an important turning point and the recent
announcement that the Martinez refinery will be closing has made Just Transition work a priority.
Core to Just Transition work is community empowerment and engagement in the transition
process along with tools for converting liabilities into opportunities. That is where the envisioned
Community Climate Resilience District, abbreviated as C2RD, comes into play.
The development and application of the C2RD framework is the core purpose of this study. It is
a concept used to detail the goals and priorities of unincorporated low-resource communities in
relation to climate adaptation challenges. More specifically, the concept aims to provide a toolbox
of options for forming a special entity that can overcome the core barriers that communities
face when preparing for a Just Transition – community empowerment, governance, funding, and
capacity.
The following example details a recent urban greening project in North Richmond and provides a
better sense of how a C2RD framework could be used to help community-scale climate adaptation
and urban greening projects like these find success in the future.

E xample P roject : T he N orth R ichmond W atershed
C onnections P roject
The North Richmond Watershed Connections Project (NRWC) is an ongoing collaboration between Contra
Costa County’s Watershed Program, the County’s Transportation Engineering Division, and two non-profit
partners that are deeply involved in the community, The Watershed Project (TWP) and Urban Tilth. This multibenefit green infrastructure project incorporates stormwater management, street and mobility improvements,
urban greening and place-making, connections to cultural assets, educational programming, and watershed
restoration elements. The projects that make up the NRWC were informed by past outreach and engagement
efforts during the Resilient by Design competition, the 2016 North Richmond Urban Greening and Resiliency
Plan, and the 2017 North Richmond Shoreline Visioning activity. All of these projects include components
that contribute in varying degrees to the resiliency of the North Richmond area and help mitigate the effects
of climate change.
The NRWC project is comprised of three main components, each led by a different agency or organization.
The Fred Jackson Way Rain Gardens project will be led by Urban Tilth. The First mile/Last mile Tree
Installations project will be led by County departments and will focus on green streets. And the Clean and
Green component will be led by TWP and involve an adopt-a-tree program, volunteer creek cleanups, and a
walkable watershed route.
The NRWC has a total project budget of $1,258,000, including $900,000 in grant funds from Prop 1Urban Greening, $100,000 from county-funded volunteer creek clean-ups and $224,000 from CalTrans’
Active Transportation Projects Grant. The project was initiated at the beginning of 2020 with an expected
completion date of October 2023.
Currently, infrastructure maintenance expenses will come out of the County general fund, while tree
maintenance will be taken care of by TWP for the first 3-5 years, after which, there is no agency that has
agreed to take on those costs and responsibilities. This is where a special entity, operating under the C2RD
framework, could be pivotal for projects like these that require ongoing maintenance.
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The NRWC project is a big win for the community and its proponents after years of planning, but
it is also a great example of how multi-benefit projects can struggle to put the pieces together
without a local agency taking the lead. Non-profits, like TWP and Urban Tilth, are key actors in
the existing community climate adaptation landscape, however, these non-profits are private
entities that are ultimately not accountable to the community. Additionally, insufficient capacity
and need for long-term funding for maintaining green infrastructure has created barriers to
scaled improvements, as seen here. Piecing together funding sources is administratively complex
without one entity available to pool and leverage funds – which increases project timeline and
related expenses. Communities like North Richmond shouldn’t have to fight so hard for urban
greening projects, only to have to fight even harder to maintain them. Tools must be created and
implemented that allow communities to directly approach urban greening and climate adaptation
in an efficient, equitable, and feasible way.
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BARRIERS TO CLIMATE ADAPTATION AT
THE COMMUNITY SCALE
The largest barriers to local climate adaptation are not science, but governance, funding, and
capacity. Existing tools are ill-equipped to tackle climate adaptation, especially at the communityscale, where there has long been a dearth of adequate representation. So while the Bay Area has
led the way in modeling local climate change impacts and educating stakeholders on mitigation
and adaptation pathways, there still exists a significant adaptation deficit that is even more extreme
in disadvantaged and unincorporated communities. An adaptation deficit can be understood as
the gap between a “well-adapted society” and the actual status of that society - which is most
often a result of issues and inadequacies with institutions, implementation mechanisms, and
governance, rather than a lack of the necessary scientific or technical knowledge to reduce climate
risk (Ekstrom, 2014). This is further supported by a survey of California coastal professionals that
cite lack of funding and insufficient staff resources as the two largest barriers to coastal adaptation
(see Figure 1) . This study builds on these findings, and looks for solutions that can approach the

Figure 1
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Source: Moser et.al., 2016

governance, funding, and capacity challenges of adaptation rather than approaches that seek to
further identify risks and impacts. It must be noted that there are certainly persisting challenges
involved with downscaling climate data and forecasting climate impacts at the local scale, but that
is outside the scope of this study.
Another way to evaluate how well a place is prepared for climate change impacts is by determining
their adaptative capacity, which can be measured in a variety of ways and at a variety of scales,
all resulting in different outcomes. A recent paper aimed at measuring the adaptive capacity of
regions in California found the Bay Area to be well adapted in the categories of Planning Processes
and Research Quality, but somewhat less so in Governing Capacity, Adopted Actions, and Regional
Collaboration (area most lacking) (Hirschfeld & Hill, 2020). The Bay Area has a wealth of first-rate
institutions like the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC), their partner agency, the
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Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG), the San Francisco Bay Conservation and
Development Commission (BCDC) and the San Francisco Estuary Institute (SFEI), among others,
that are doing important planning and climate-related vulnerability studies for the region. However,
despite recent action to engage a broad range of stakeholders in tackling regional adaptation
projects, there is still a lack of multi-jurisdictional collaboration and governance structures that
are appropriate for approaching climate adaptation action. This lack of effective governance is
apparent at two scales, (1) regional, and (2) community. These are not unique to climate change
impacts, but instead speak more to historic divides created by city building, exclusionary practices,
and uneven risk landscapes. However, climate adaptation and natural resource management
activities further demand new approaches to governance since their impacts do not conform to
jurisdictional boundaries and are often better approached at scales unserved by city and county
government.
The Bay Area’s other pressing issue of housing security and supply faces many of the same issues
around a lack of regional collaboration and lack of community self-determination in siting and
developing housing. Housing and climate change are inextricably linked and must be approached
in tandem through planning and policy that locates climate smart housing in areas safe from the
worst impacts forecasted. Sea level rise will amplify the Bay Area’s existing housing shortage and
could have severe social impacts if socially vulnerable communities, that are disproportionately
affected by sea level rise, are displaced by unmitigated flood impacts, and cannot find climatesafe and affordable housing. Displacement is already active in Contra Costa County, with
“approximately half of low-income Black and Latinx households in the county living in segregated,
high-poverty tracts—approximately triple the rate of low-income Asian and White households ” – a
rate that has seen a steep increase in the past two decades (Urban Displacement Project & CHP,
2018). These segregated communities often face greater barriers to economic mobility are more
likely to suffer adverse health outcomes. One way to understand the link between housing and
climate impacts is by looking a social vulnerability as an indicator of risk associated with climate
change.
Risk has been expressed as an intersection between hazard and vulnerability. Hazards may be
wildfire, coastal flooding, subsidence, earthquakes, etc. Hazards alone are not risky, but they
transform into risks with the introduction of vulnerabilities. In most cases, vulnerabilities are
understood anthropocentrically and composed of physical, social, and economic features.
A physical vulnerability may be housing located
“Allowing for communities to name
in the floodplain, or railroads sinking due to
subsidence. A social or economic vulnerability
themselves and their issues should be
can be housing insecurity, low-income status, or
one of the first steps in the process of
lack of car access.

valuing community knowledge”
Hazard Mitigation plans and Risk Assessments
have typically focused on risks associated with
– Fayola Jacobs
the intersection of hazards and physical
vulnerabilities. However, recent studies have shown that social vulnerabilities are often a much
better barometer for risk, since low-income people and people of color have higher risks of
experiencing both natural and human-caused disasters (Jacobs, 2019). This higher risk profile is
a result of two key features, (1) a lack of financial resources and lower levels of resilience, and (2)
racist and classist systems that deny people of color and low-income people adequate political and
economic power (Bullard, 1999). Social vulnerabilities demand comprehensive adaptation strategies
that do not singularly focus on physical resilience, but also on the contributors to social resilience,
like social cohesion, housing stability, income, and access to services, among others. While studies
on climate vulnerability have increasingly included social factors, the tools for tackling these
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vulnerabilities are largely undeveloped, especially in relation to climate adaptation. This is in
part due to the dominance of technocratic planning processes that continuously fail to center
community knowledge.
Centering communities is at the heart of climate justice and equitable adaptation and must be
prioritized through meaningful shifts in power. The following sections will further elucidate existing
barriers to climate adaptation and project implementation with a focus on how these barriers and
challenges affect community-scale projects and programs.

G overnance - C ritical for A daptation A ction
W hat is G overnance ? A nd why is it I mportant ?
Climate adaptation cannot be solved ‘once and for all’ – instead, adaptation will be an “iterative
process involving partial or temporary good solutions, deliberate risk-management, monitoring
and reassessment, [and] continual learning, in an ongoing planning circle”( Valente, 2019). Even
“long-term” solutions like levees will not be able to last through 2100, and thus will require ongoing
monitoring and iterative planning processes that will take place in future, unknown, contexts.
Thus, climate adaptation calls for embracing uncertainty, in our adaptation pathways as well as our
implementation mechanisms. This is especially important for sea level rise – an area where experts
agree that sea level rise is happening, but there are high degrees of uncertainty around how much
and how soon. Uncertainty has been cited as a prominent barrier to action, but perhaps the barrier
is not uncertainty, but instead, the lack of proper tools and governance structures for incorporating
that uncertainty and taking actions in the face of knowledge gaps.
In the climate adaptation field, governance is an ambiguous, yet far-reaching, term that refers
to the structures of multiple public and private players involved in planning, implementing, and
sustaining climate change adaptation action.
As we know, climate change has the power to shape all aspects of society, and adaptation actions
must therefore do the same. Currently, we do not have the planning tools and governance
structures necessary for incorporating local and expert knowledge, prioritizing actions, and
implementing, maintaining, and monitoring solutions. This is partly a result of technocratic
structures and top-down approaches that have institutionalized inequities, but also partly
due to the nature of climate change itself – it demands collaboration amongst jurisdictions,
multiple coordinated scales of action, and broad stakeholder engagement. Climate change is an
opportunity to rethink our governance structures from the bottom-up as a way to embed equity
into the process that is climate adaptation.
Local governance is particularly important for climate adaptation. Unlike mitigation activities,
which necessitate global action and international governance, adaptation action must typically take
place at the local level, often with some assistance or facilitation from higher levels (Huitema et.al.,
2016). This is partly due to specific local climates and variations, but also due to locally-specific
vulnerabilities and adaptative capacities. Ultimately , adaptation goals should be dependent on the
local community. While all may aim to “improve resilience” or even “reduce the impact of coastal
flooding”, the actions necessary for achieving those goals involve priorities and trade-offs that
cannot be decided through quantified risk studies.
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Thus, adaptation should “...typically not just [be] to one climate risk, but to multiple inter-acting
ones (unfolding across geographic scales, spatial and sectoral boundaries, ecological systems,
and social strata) against a backdrop of non-climatic stresses and conditions” (Moser & Boykoff,
2013). This understanding of adaptation is core to this study and a driver in calling for governance
structures that are able to reflect this comprehensive approach to adaptation.
In recognizing that climate adaptation will require ongoing planning and prioritization, it is vital
that governance structures are established for (1) approaching all scales of adaptation actions –
now, and into the future, and (2) providing representation for all stakeholders as a step towards
procedural justice.
Climate change impacts, as well as adaptation strategies, are bound to have winners and losers, but
an important aspect of procedural justice is ensuring that those being impacted are given a seat
at the table, especially when considering the future of their own communities. Thus, establishing
mechanisms for community-scale governance is not only important for project implementation,
local-buy-in, and capacity-building, but also for establishing vital platforms for community selfdetermination. Planning has long been
a top-down, technocratic practice often
The Bay Area has long been a leader in grassroots
resulting in winners and losers. However,
activism, and should strive to develop more tools
recent pushes for more equitable and
for facilitating community partnerships that build
participatory planning practices have
strong communities and ultimately lead to successquestioned this approach and called for
an increase in grassroots-driven plans
ful and unique project outcomes. The East Oakland
and programs, especially as they relate to
Neighborhood Initiative (EONI) was a planning effort
climate vulnerability.
originated by community partners to plan for a Just
“Resilience can be understood as occurring at
Transition. This effort then led to a partnership with
multiple geographical scales. Resilience can
the City of Oakland to apply for the State’s Transforapply at an individual or family level, but
mative Climate Communities grant – which was then
also at larger social or societal levels. This
awarded with the highest score in that round of fundcan be viewed as a nested model of resiling . The City and the EONI partners are now working
ience that understand individuals/family
collaboratively to implement the project vision. This
resilience is both constrained by and influexample shows how grassroots climate adaptation efenced by large societal and environmental
forts can fit within city and county climate objectives
settings, but that the latter are in turn affectand result in better outcomes for all parties.
ed by resilience, or lack thereof, at smaller
(EONI, 2016)

scales” (Beatley, 2012)

This study will focus narrowly on the community scale in an effort to pose solutions that address
local climate adaptation as a matter of restorative justice and procedural equity. However,
landform-scale and region-wide mechanisms for multi-jurisdictional governance are also
necessary, and nesting any new institutions and processes will be crucial for success. One recent
study found that “building seawalls along relatively small sections of shoreline could raise water
levels enough to have far reaching effects, even all the way across the Bay”(Meadows, 2021).
Regional coordination around adaptation action is a matter of equity – if proper governance
structures are not enacted at the regional level, early action, likely by those who can afford to
act, may further burden others. Optimal pairing of new regional governance structures with
community-scale structures is an area in need of further study.
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G overnance V ital for C apacity
Climate adaptation governance is not only important because of the scalar, spatial and temporal
challenges it introduces, but also because adequate governance is closely related to other vital
components of local adaptation action, namely, technical knowledge, and capacity.
As noted in a statewide study on barriers to local adaptation, “the novelty of the climate adaptation
field makes it hard for local governments to locate and hire individuals with appropriate experience
and expertise” (LAO, 2019). Technical capacity is imperative for first understanding climate threats,
then having the technical skills and resources to localize that knowledge (downscaling), share it
with stakeholders, and take action. While this barrier to action will not be addressed in detail in
this study, it is essential that municipal governments prioritize funding for specialized positions
related to climate adaptation, not only mitigation.
On a related note, staff must not only be technically capable, but also must have the time and
resources to actually facilitate adaptation action. The lack of capacity is not only an issue for
municipal governments, but for all actors that make-up the adaptation governance landscape.
Adequate capacity is critical for funding. Most available funding comes in the form of grants and
competitive sources that require highly technical applications that take time and resources. In
an equity audit completed for the Bay Area’s Measure AA funds, the author found that smaller
community-based groups struggle with application packages and reporting requirements that
are often “disproportionately demanding when compared to the amount of funding received”
(EcoEquity, 2019). The highly technical nature of many funding sources should be reformed to allow
for greater access – but on the flip side, capacity at the community-scale must be bolstered to
allow for local organizations to equitably compete for funding they so desperately deserve.
This inequity for low-resource communities was further detailed in a report on barriers to local
adaptation by the Legislative Analysist Office:

“These communities often have smaller government administrations and fewer financial,
business, philanthropic, and community resources upon which to draw. As such, these
communities likely find it even harder than their larger and better-resourced neighbors
to hire and maintain experienced staff dedicated to adaptation work— which in turn
also makes it even more challenging to compete for limited grant funding. This raises
an important social equity concern about how adequate preparation for SLR may be
influenced by the relative size and wealth of a particular community” (LAO, 2019)

N on -P rofits as the S ole G overnance S tructure for
C ommunity -S cale A daptation

Non-profits provide vital capacity in the climate action landscape and are often the only capable
actors in some communities. However, in positioning non-profits as key providers of communityscale governance, some equity issues may arise. Non-profits come with advocacy resources
and funding, but also with a board of directors and staff members that ultimately make project
decisions. Unlike government entities where these processes are governed by laws that require
at least some level of transparency and public engagement, non-profits are not held accountable
to the public in this way. Furthermore, after a non-profit completes their involvement in a project,
who is accountable? As a consequence, cities and counties are not held accountable since projects
have been delegated to outside organizations.
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One of the most concerning outcomes of non-profit leads on urban greening projects is that their
singular focus, whether that be on tree canopy, urban farms, or active transportation, can push
out community calls for housing, social programs, or jobs. “By presenting urban greening projects
as technocratic efforts that will improve the health and environmental quality for all residents,
the green growth machine de-politicizes planning processes and makes opposition to LGIPs
(Large Green Infrastructure Projects) virtually impossible” (Rigolon & Nemeth, 2018). This type of
engagement and management can ostracize community members that feel unheard and lead to
project opposition down the line, a lack of support when funding is proposed, and “unintended
consequences” that could have been addressed had the process been open to hearing all concerns,
not just those around greening (Staddon et.al., 2018).
In many places, non-profits are doing vital work that has been delegated to them through
increasingly neoliberal state systems that have continued to cut public programs and contract out
for planning services. But in order to hold these private entities accountable, we need processes
and structures in place that are able to provide the community with protection and representation.

G overnance L andscape in C ontra C osta C ounty
In Contra Costa County, the climate change adaptation governance landscape includes: The Federal government,
The State of California, The County, individual incorporated Cities, regional actors like BCDC and MTC/ABAG, subcounty commissions and committees (including the sustainability commission, sustainability committee, Municipal
advisory councils, etc.), special districts, utilities, private businesses and corporations, non-profit organizations, and
private home- and property owners. All of these actors are positioned to be valuable assets in climate adaptation
that can allow for action at a variety of scales through use of both public and private sector tools, mechanism, and
strategies.
In unincorporated Contra Costa communities, local projects are currently lead by the county, a non-profit institution
(including a CDC, CDFI, or CLT), a utility provider (public and investor owned), a public-private partnership, or a
special district (many types, including a JPA) (AECOM, 2018). The lead agency should be chosen to reflect the
appropriate scale and scope of the project.
There is currently a plan to construct a horizontal levee at the North Richmond shoreline as part of a collaborative
effort by West County Wastewater District (utility), Chevron (private party), Republic Services (utility/ landfill),
San Francisco Estuary Partnership (non-profit), and the County. In June 2020, The San Francisco Bay Restoration
Authority voted to fund early planning stages through a $645,000 grant that will expand on the idea that first
originated out of the Resilient by Design Challenge (SFBRA). This project is being championed by the West County
Wastewater District that is positioned to see severe flood impacts if no action is taken. This is a great example of
how multiple public and private stakeholders can facilitate adaptation – however, this project is still in its infancy,
and does not provide a roadmap for how underrepresented communities could take the same sort of action. Also, it
does not appear that the community has been involved as stakeholders at this point, which further demonstrates a
need for local representation.
Small-scale adaptation projects in Contra Costa County have primarily been led by non-profit organizations, in
partnership with the County. Non-profits have been instrumental in implementing urban greening projects and are
an integral part of the climate adaptation landscape, but their funding is typically made up of grants and donations,
which are limited and unpredictable year-to-year. Additionally, the grassroots non-profit organizations active in
the area often do not have the capacity and/or technical expertise to take on infrastructure projects that require
ongoing operations and maintenance as well as multi-year commitments. “There has to be funding for green
infrastructure operations and maintenance, otherwise that’s where those projects go to die,” says the Director
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of an active non-profit in the area. This type of ongoing stewardship should be the responsibility of public
institutions, but it is extremely difficult to get political support for allocating funding for ongoing maintenance
activities.
Looking larger in scale, the County is the other primary actor in climate adaptation. The County has powers and
tools that are not accessible to non-profit and private actors, namely: the ability to issue bonds and raise taxes,
the ability to allocate general fund money, the capacity to manage large contracts, grants and inflows of funds,
the power to change zoning and land use restrictions, and the ability to pass ordinances and policies. The scale
of county operations situates the County to lead large-scale adaptation projects and enact policies that require
significant technical expertise, funding, and multi-jurisdictional cooperation. This is a key role that the County
and other regional agencies should continue to take on. While outside the scope of this study, capacity is
certainly a concern at the county level in Contra Costa County and should be addressed through expansion of the
sustainability office and creation of new dedicated positions to address a coordinated approach to climate change.
Given this existing adaptation governance landscape in Contra Costa County, there still exists a lack of
representative governance at the community scale. Non-profits play an important role here and are a vital part of
the solution, but as mentioned in the previous section, non-profits do not allow for community representation and
self-determination and are not accountable to the community. Other options for community-scale governance may
include special entities, and quasi-governmental bodies, like the Municipal Advisory Committees (MACs). Unlike
Community Development Corporations (CDCs) and Community Development Financial Institutions (CDFIs), MACs
are uniquely positioned at the community scale to represent unincorporated communities, and thus, are very
relevant to the target communities this study is addressing.
MACs are appointed by the supervisors and tasked with providing input on the unincorporated communities they
represent. The members of the councils are voluntary. MACs exist in the following communities: El Sobrante, North
Richmond, Kensington, East Richmond Heights, Bay Point, Pacheco, Rodeo, Alamo, Bethel Island, Byron, Discovery
Bay and Knightsen. Since members operate in a voluntary capacity as advisors, it would be beyond the scope of
their duties to take on projects as a lead agency. However, it may be appropriate to engage MACs in an advisory
capacity on a temporary basis in the development of adaptation pathways.

F unding - T he L argest B arrier to L ocal A daptation
““Local governments cite funding limitations as their primary barrier to making
progress on coastal adaptation efforts” (LAO, 2019)
This section discusses some of the climate adaptation funding barriers facing localities, including
limited local budgets in a time of growing public need, options for funding adaptation generally,
and how those options change in low-resource communities.

L imited L ocal F unding
As a result of retracted public subsidy at the Federal level along with limits on revenue generation
from Proposition 13 and Proposition 218, City and County governments in California are forced to
operate with limited resources and growing need. Proposition 13, passed in 1978, capped property
tax increases at 2 percent, which has resulted in stagnating revenues for cities and counties that
depend on property tax revenues as their main source of general fund revenue. Simultaneously,
Proposition 218 required that any new tax be passed with 2/3 majority, which has further burdened
local governments from passing measures that would help alleviate the financial strain caused
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by Proposition 13. With these measures restricting municipal finance, special districts became
a popular way to fund infrastructure and services in select areas of cities and counties through
“assessments” that required only majority voter approval of those that benefit. This effectively
meant that those who could afford to tax themselves were able to pay for the goods and services
that a City would normally be responsible for. This can be seen within cities through the use of
special districts, but also amongst cities, with homogenous, wealthy, cities providing more robust
infrastructure and services as compared to cities with more relative need. While this pattern of
inequality is nothing new, it certainly cannot be considered fair when considering the history of
segregation and discrimination that was often the mechanism for creating “exclusive” cities and
neighborhoods and their “hazardous” counterparts through redlining.
Today, formerly redlined communities are still feeling the effects of past discrimination,
disinvestment, and proximity to environmental hazards – inequalities that have perpetuated cycles
of decline in these communities that cannot be undone by accident. These are often the same
communities that are poised to experience the worst effects of climate change -- formerly redlined
areas are more likely to experience flooding, air pollution, and extreme heat, as compared to their
non-redlined counterparts (Hoffman et.al., 2020).
In short, local governments are faced with limited financial resources to deal with the interrelated,
yet typically separately understood, issues of housing affordability, public health, homelessness,
public safety, and climate change. Climate adaptation will constantly get pushed down the line
when competing with more immediately pressing issues, that is, until it is too late. There are strong
financial and social incentives to act early – as the heavily-cited statistic goes, “$1 of mitigation
saves $6 in avoided costs” (FEMA, 2018). Innovative policies and tools are needed to help localities
integrate climate adaptation into existing initiatives and tackle interrelated issues in a coordinated
and effective way, especially in the face of constrained municipal budget resources.

M arket - driven A daptation A ction
Recent scholarship and technical research have focused on available tools and strategies for
funding and financing climate adaptation investments. These options include grants, assessments,
taxes, fees, special districts, incentives, community benefit agreements, regulations, bonds, and
loans, among others (AECOM, 2018). While the options for funding climate adaptation and green
improvements are numerous in theory, operationally there are significant barriers to realizing these
funding sources and utilizing these financing tools.
Market mechanisms are currently driving adaptation investments. This is mainly due to costbenefit analyses, insurance markets, and real estate indicators. High value assets and places where
insurance is able to reflect market factors will likely be pushed towards adaptation sooner since
there is an economic incentive to do so. This is already happening with insurers and re-insurers
that are using comprehensive risk models to manage their portfolios in the face of climate change.
However, these market signals are only relevant for high-value, investment-driven, development,
and thus, typical homeowners and small businesses lack those economic incentives and market
signals, making it hard to put money towards adaptation when there more pressing needs.
Since most adaptation efforts have locally-specific benefits, the choice of what, and who, to protect
can, and has, led to grave equity issues. This is often a product of cost-benefit analyses that deem
public investments to protect high-value areas to be cost-effective, while those same investments
would not pencil in areas that have experienced decades of government-sponsored degradation.
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This trend may be changing with increased attention to the importance of equity in cost-benefit
calculations, however, this unfortunately is still not the norm.
So, what are the options for funding and facilitating climate adaptation in historically marginalized
communities on the frontline of the climate change battlefield?

F unding A daptation in L ow -I ncome C ommunities
Many of the places without market signals pushing for adaptation are low-income residential
communities that are not typical sites for investment. With no market-driven financing for
adaptation, one option is for a community to tax themselves (through a benefit assessment, bond,
or special tax) to pay for necessary infrastructure or adaptation actions. While this approach has
many benefits, it is premised on long-term gains in terms of averted losses and potential benefits
from the improvement. In communities with high shares of renters and low-income people, it may
be difficult to make the case for an additional tax with indirect returns in the form of risk aversion
– this is especially true when considering high existing housing cost burdens and the many other
pressing needs, that are often more urgent and more tangible.
Additionally, when considering historic patterns of disinvestment and racial zoning which has
affected many of the Study Communities, it does not seem appropriate to ask these same
communities to tax themselves to pay for infrastructure and services that were unfairly denied to
them for decades and for adaptation measures that are only necessary because these populations
were excluded from neighboring jurisdictions situated on higher ground.
Many low-resource communities end up relying heavily on non-profits, grant funding, and public
programs to carryout urban greening and community resilience projects. These sources of funds
are typically one-time and often inadequate for long-term projects. Even so, grant funding requires
capacity and technical expertise to apply for limited and highly competitive pots of money and
ongoing administrative capacity to track and report on those grant sources. This makes it difficult
for low-resource communities and non-profits to be competitive for the only source of money
available to them, thus perpetuating cycles of disinvestment and decline.

E ffective & E quitable C ommunity E ngagement
Historic planning and development actions, decades of disinvestment, and state-sponsored
inequality must be acknowledged as further barriers to effective planning and adaptation action.
Many communities are distrusting of government institutions and are hesitant to engage in
planning processes where they may feel unheard, overlooked, and marginalized. This is a reality
of many top-down approaches to planning in historically disadvantaged communities that result
in a lack of community buy-in and projects with fewer co-benefits than those with comprehensive
citizen participation. When considering that the vulnerabilities associated with climate risks are
physical, social, and economic, it is imperative that the community is well-represented in the
process of setting adaptation priorities.
Most adaptation projects have been focused on mitigating physical vulnerabilities, even while
a growing body of research indicates that reducing social vulnerabilities is often much more
important for risk mitigation. So why aren’t we seeing climate adaptation programs that target
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job creation, housing security, or universal basic income? The simplest explanation is that existing
funding streams heavily prioritize infrastructure over services and social programs. Secondarily,
green infrastructure projects have been championed by stormwater management departments
as means for meeting Clean Water Act standards, NPDES, and other environmental protection
statutes. In other words, much of the resilience work has been undertaken to meet utility system
goals rather than community resilience goals. The beauty of urban greening projects and naturebased solutions is that there are multiple winners-- however, if engineers alone continue to
decide on what makes a community resilient based on physical features, social and economic
vulnerabilities will likely be left out of the equation (Meerow, 2020). With true community
leadership in adaptation work, projects could address the many facets of vulnerability that are
specific to that community. Additionally, community-centered decision making has been shown
to not only bolster the communities’ own resilience, but also result in more support for project
implementation, better ecological outcomes, and greater project success (Lauer et.al., 2018).
Vulnerability assessments and sociodemographic profiles have been used as another topdown way to evaluate socioeconomic vulnerabilities, but using these metrics alone can leave
communities feeling mis-labeled as victims rather than important stakeholders in the planning
process (Jacobs, 2019). This is especially true when participation is on an ad-hoc basis – community
stakeholders must have a seat at the table in all stages of project planning, implementation, and
monitoring as a crucial aspect of justice.
Justice can be understood as incorporating procedural, distributive, and retributive justice. A key
aspect of working towards equitable outcomes therefore lies with procedural justice – which means
that those communities that will be impacted by climate change and associated adaptation actions
(or lack thereof) should be involved in deciding how to respond. This is aligned with best practices

Figure 2

in citizen participation and Arnstein’s ladder of
participation, where citizen control is the ultimate
form of citizen participation in the planning process
(See Figure 2)(Arnstein, 1969). Although many
funding programs have required robust community
participation and even set aside funding for this,
most participation is still “consultation” in nature
rather than “citizen control”.
Additionally, many planning projects consult the
community on an as-needed, project-specific
basis. While this is largely a product of constrained
municipal resources, it may lead to increased distrust
and feelings of not being heard. It is difficult to
engage a community about green infrastructure
when their daily lives are made more difficult due
to insufficient infrastructure or services that no
one is asking about – (why would you care about
green infrastructure when you broke an axle on a
poorly maintained road that no one is addressing?).
Instead, a standing body (like a special entity) with
the express purpose of approaching climate change
adaptation and community vulnerability can facilitate
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ongoing engagement with the community and be a powerful way to rebuild trust through sharing
of power via institutional governance structures. In understanding climate adaptation as an
ongoing process of planning, negotiating, and collaborating, it becomes even more important
that equitable community representation is prioritized and fostered as a means for repairing past
wrongs and making a commitment to a just future.
Additionally, remnant features of redlining and institutional racism are evident throughout the
built environment and remain significant contributors to the health and well-being of residents,
especially in the face of environmental threats. A recent study found that formerly redlined areas
(D grade) were seven degrees Celsius hotter than non-redlined areas (largest difference with A
grade areas), largely due to more impervious land cover and lower tree canopy (Hoffman et.al.,
2020). Additionally, a national study by Redfin found that red-lined homes were 25% more likely
to be flooded than non-redlined homes, and that future flood impacts could “expand the already
enormous racial wealth gap” if appropriate policy responses are not taken (KESQ, 2021). The
Director of Capacity Building at Groundwork USA put it this way, “Our neighborhoods don’t look
like this by accident, and that’s a really important trigger to understanding that our neighborhoods
aren’t going to look any different by accident either, it’s doing to take concerted change. ”
This change must come in the form of greater representation for historically disenfranchised
communities, along with policies and funding that recognize past wrongs by applying principles of
restorative justice through climate adaptation practices.
Equitable planning practices are also vital for mitigating potential impacts of green gentrification
that may be induced with an onslaught of new parks, reduced risk, and increased investment
in vulnerable communities. The Urban Displacement Project has found that 87% of redlined
communities are now those facing the greatest displacement pressures. These displacement
pressures may be further impacted by green infrastructure projects if complementary protections
are not enacted to increase the local supply of affordable housing and protect current residents
(Dooling, 2008). Some communities are already using innovative tools for increasing the
supply of affordable housing by using community land trusts, small lot housing, and collective
development practices (see Richmond LAND, and East Bay Permanent Real Estate Cooperative).
These approaches to community-led housing projects should be supported in concert with climate
adaptation action to ensure that communities are able to enjoy the benefits and are invested in cocreating a climate-just future in the places they call home.
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Specialized entities: A Local Governance
Solution?
Special entities may offer a solution to some of these barriers for community scale climate
adaptation. This Study defines Special Entities as mechanisms for organizing geographicallybound communities through legally-recognized structures, formal and informal designations,
planning tools, and binding contracts. The purpose the term Special Entity is to include special
districts as they are recognized legally in California, as well as districts and entities that are able
to approximate some of the key features of a special district through informal arrangements
or alternative set-ups. Special entities can provide communities with a platform for ongoing
representation, add capacity for applying for grant funds, allow for greater leveraging of funding
resources, and integrate principles of procedural justice into the ongoing process that is climate
adaptation.
Special entities can be used as tools for funding and local governance, while also serving as a
vehicle for equitable adaptation planning for communities that have historically been excluded
from these decision-making processes. This Study will explore special districts and special entities
as a flexible tools that may be used to approach community-scale climate adaptation. Since
climate impacts will vary based on a range of vulnerabilities, values, and visions for the future, it is
essential that there are a range of tools available for communities to use. The following sections will
discuss three categories of special entities and include case studies and entity profiles that further
demonstrate the capabilities, drawbacks, and intricacies of the eight surveyed entities. These broad
categories of special entity include:
1.

Legally-recognized Special Districts created through State Enabling Legislation

2.

Legally-recognized Entities created through Special Legislation

3.

Entities created for Geographically-focused Improvements

L egally -R ecognized S pecial D istricts
( created through S tate E nabling L egislation )

State law defines a special district as “any agency of the state for the local performance of
Governmental or proprietary functions within limited boundaries” (Gov. Code 16271). In layman’s
terms, special districts are public agencies created to provide some type of specialized service or
fill a local need for a designated community. For the purpose of this study, we will call these types
of special districts “formal” districts. In California alone there are roughly 3,300 formal special
districts of all types, making them one of the most prevalent forms of governance (Institute for
Local Government). The creation of a formal special district can give residents local control through
election of board members and greater transparency in ongoing decisions (LoPresti, 2012). Thus,
formal special districts may have the potential to fill a key role in providing local governance and
adaptation capacity. Additionally, many of these districts can issue bonds, raise revenue through
assessments and taxes, and take in funds through grants, fees, and county transfers. However, with

24

over 60 types of special district created through enabling legislation in California , not including
those established by special act, special districts vary widely in their ability to provide funding,
manage projects, engage in community-building, and provide services necessary for mitigating the
impacts of climate change in low-income unincorporated communities (LAFCO, 2002).
Formal special districts have become popular tools for infrastructure financing post-Proposition
13 and have since occupied a prominent role in municipal finance. Recently, several Bay Area
communities have turned to special districts to approach climate adaptation – a departure from the
typical role special districts have played in California. Progress towards reimagining the role of this
unique governance mechanism to implement adaptation actions at the community scale merits
further consideration. This section highlights the key components of four formal special district
types established through enabling legislation at the state level. That means that these districts
must conform to the guidelines of the enabling act, which limits flexibility, but also provides
benefits in terms of district formation and administrative complexity.
While formal special districts are prominently highlighted in this Study due to their prevalence and
relative power, they also come with a number of constraints and barriers, which is why other, lessformal, options are also profiled.
The following table summarizes some of the key benefits and barriers associated with formal
special districts.

PROS

PROS AND CONS OF “FORMAL” SPECIAL DISTRICTS
(Created through Existing Enabling Acts)
CONS

Appropriate scale for addressing local adaptation

Formation requires significant resources (technical,
financial) and time

Able to consolidate funding from mulitple sources

Administration requires technical capacity (which may
be a challenge for small districts)

Able to fund capital and O&M*

Representation on Board can be limited based on
ownership status and/or value of property

Facilitates community representation on an ongoing
basis*

Must comply with state public meetings and transparency
laws (can be burdensome)

Has legal authority and powers that enable direct action

Assessments and Special Taxes may be unfeasible in lowresource communities

Able to raise funds independently*

May result in redundancy if not well-nested within
existing governance structures

*Only applies to some districts
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The following tables detail four entity options and case studies that were selected due to their ability
to approach climate adaptation projects and fill community-scale governance needs. These four
Formal District entity case studies will be followed by sections detailing Entities created through
Special Legislation and Entities created through MOUs and informal arrangements.

Entity Name Green Benefits District/ Business Improvement District (GBD/BID)
Enabling Act

California Streets and Highways Code §§36600 et seq., or the “1994 Act”

Case Study
San Francisco, California (Dogpatch & NW Potrero Hill Case Study)
Location (if any)
Roles of Entity

The purpose of the Dogpatch Case Study GBD is as follows: “To clean, maintain, enhance, and
expand open spaces, parks, plazas, parklets, gardens, sidewalk greening and the Public Realm
in general in the Dogpatch and Northwest Potrero Hill neighborhoods; to support community
volunteer efforts; and to promote sound ecological practices and Green Infrastructure with a
locally controlled, sustainable, and transparent funding structure. ”

Governance
Structure

The GBD is a non-profit run by a Board of Directors. Seats are designated by zone and include
owners (60%) and renters (20%) as well as a two “greenspace advocates” that do not have to live
or work in the district. All Board members must be elected by a majority vote of property owners
in the district and serve three-year terms. The Board also appoints an Executive Director that
leads operations.

Formation
Process

The City passed an amendment to its Business and Tax Regulations Code in 2014 that expanded
the use of Property and Business Improvement Districts, which are authorized under state law. A
community-led formation committee was the impetus for this amendment, and they prepared
for formation by hiring a consultant to complete a Green Vision Plan, an Engineer’s Report, and
a Management Plan to support the formation process. They also conducted extensive public
outreach to survey landowners about their interest in forming a district, and ultimately, drew the
boundaries of the district to reflect areas where there was sufficient interest. An Engineer’s Report
is only required when district formation includes a special benefit assessment on properties –
this report is necessary for demonstrating special benefits and deciphering them from general
benefits. To form the district, they needed to achieve 50% majority vote of property owners in
the district.

Formation Time
Est.

1-2 years

Size/ Range

The district includes 1,403 parcels across two non-contiguous zones that cover a total of roughly
200 acres, or 70 blocks. Similar to a GHAD, a GBD best serves areas/projects that are able to
demonstrate special benefits.

Funding
Mechanism/
Source

Each property owner pays an assessment, based on property size and type of use, which is
collected twice a year on the same schedule as property tax collection. The Green Benefit District
also applies for grants and solicits donations that help further the work of the organization. In
addition, the GBD advocates for projects with City departments, increasing the amount of City
funding that is expended in the district. The District’s FY 20/21 Budget reflects $1.94 million in
revenue and $1.62 million in Expenditures. In FY 20/21, grants accounted for 50% of revenue, with
assessments making up 45% and other sources accounting for the rest.

Other

The Dogpatch Potrero Hill GBD remains the only established GBD in the City. Other communities
(Sunset, Mission) have taken initial steps towards formation, but ultimately there was insufficient
community support. In conversation with GBD Board Members, Dogpatch was somewhat unique
due to its significant development potential. Development projections indicated that a special
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Narrative
Description
(cont.)

assessment would grow significantly with each new development. This was an important factor
for the community in knowing that new growth would be contributing their fair share. Additionally, the Dogpatch community was very well-organized and had connections to technical resources that greatly assisted them in the formation process.

Sources: “About the Green Benefit District”, retrieved from: https://www.greenbenefit.org/about-gbd, Conversations with Dogpatch GBD
Board Members

Entity Name Geologic Hazard Abatement District (GHAD)
Enabling Act

1979 Beverly Act

Case Study
Malibu, California (Broad Beach Case Study)
Location (if any)
Roles of Entity

Geological Hazard Abatement Districts (GHADs) were created to prevent, mitigate, and abate
geologic hazards, which are broadly defined as any actual or threatened movement of natural
or unnatural land or earth . GHADs have typically been used for slope stability but over time
they have been used more broadly for climate-change related purposes, including beach
nourishment, levee and seawall management, open-space management, stormwater quality, and
habitat management.
As independent political subdivisions of the state, GHADs possess many of the same legal
authorities as local government agencies. These include: the power to tax, bond, and borrow
money from lenders, certain legal immunities from the California Environmental Quality Act
and Local Agency Formation Commissions, the ability to sue and be sued in a court action and
eminent domain.

Governance
Structure

GHADs must be governed by a Board of Directors that is made up of either (1) an existing
legislative body (Dependent District), or (2) five landowners from the GHAD district (Independent
District).

Formation
Process

Establishing a GHAD requires that a certified engineering geologist prepares a Plan of Control
(POC), which is a document that addresses the district boundaries, plans for approaching
the hazard, criteria for GHAD involvement, maintenance and monitoring plans, expenditure
prioritization strategy, and identification of a board structure . Additionally, most GHADs are
supported through property assessments that are dependent on showing a special benefit, which
must be established as part of the formation process. District formation can happen in one
of two ways, (1) petition signed by at least 10% of the assessed land value within the proposed
district, or (2) through majority vote in local legislative body. A local body will deny that petition
if 50% of the landowners oppose it – but this formation process may still be a source of concern
if applied in communities with highly unequal land ownership (like big industrial and commercial
users that account for large shares of assessed value).

Formation Time
Est.

1-2 years

Size/ Range

The Broad Beach GHAD includes just 123 property owners. GHADs can legally include noncontiguous areas covering multiple jurisdictions, but they are best implemented at a scale that
is reflective of the geologic hazard they are mitigating. “As the scope and scale of the protected
properties increases, the separation of special from general benefit becomes more difficult. Large
GHADs may have difficulty arranging debt financing because bond counsel may be reluctant to
opine on the general versus special benefit allocation lacking clear standards in statute and case
law. ”

Funding
Mechanism/
Source

GHADs are typically funded through special benefit assessments, which require 50% majority
approval by property owners.
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Other

The Broad Beach GHAD has been embroiled in lawsuits that are primarily due to its sand
replenishment program (a temporary and expensive solution to a long-term problem). While this
should not be considered as a barrier due to the very different role that a GHAD would play in
the context of this Study, GHADs can be sued, which in some contexts could be a major liability.
This comes as a downside of the many powers that a GHAD has, including CEQA exemption,
contracting ability, ability to pass assessments and bond, and ability to buy, sell, and improve
land, among others.

Sources: What is a GHAD?, California Association of GHADs, retrieved from: http://ghad.org/what-is-a-ghad/, Geologic Hazard Abatement
Districts, Stanford Center for Ocean Solutions, January 2018, retrieved from: http://marineapps.naturalcapitalproject.org/california/docs/
GeologicHazardAbatementDistricts.pdf, Application Management for Sea Level Rise, City of Oakland, 2008, retrieved from: http://ghad.org/
wp-content/uploads/2019/01/Application-Management-for-Sea-Level-Rise_11-2008.pdf, Finance Guide for Resilient by Design, 2017, NHA
Advisors, retrieved from: https://arccacalifornia.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/01/RBD-Financing-Guide-NHA-Advisors-171204-Final.pdf

Entity Name Community Services District (CSD)
Enabling Act

SB 135 (2005) enacted the “Community Services District law”, Government Code 61000

Case Study
N/A
Location (if any)
Roles of Entity

CSDs are authorized to provide many different services and serve many roles – this is why they
are a popular choice for governance of unincorporated areas . These are further described in
Government Code Section 6100 , but include the ability to collect/treat stormwater, acquire/
construct/maintain parks and recreation facilities, landscaping, streets, sidewalks, community
facilities, and land for habitat conservation, plan/design/construct/maintain flood protection,
abate weeds and rubbish, and finance municipal advisory councils, among numerous other
powers.

Governance
Structure

CSDs are typically governed by a board of directors made up of five directly-elected members
(independent district), but CSDs may also be dependent districts if their board of directors is
made up of an existing county board of supervisors or city council. To be eligible for the board
of directors, you must be a voter of the district, and each term lasts 4 years. The Board typically
appoints a General Manager that is responsible for implementing policies and programs.

Formation
Process

A CSD can be formed either by a petition of registered voters or by adoptions of a resolution by
the County. The formation process is largely administrative and requires public notice of resolution to form the district, then voter approval by 2/3 majority of residents living in the District.

Formation Time
Est.

1-2 years

Size/ Range

CSDs may serve a single neighborhood or several non-contiguous areas, but all must be unincorporated.

Funding
Mechanism/
Source

Similar to a city or county, CSDs have a range of funding options. These are dependent on the
services they provide, but may include: a share of property tax, fees, charges for services, benefit
assessments, and special taxes that require a 2/3 vote. However, the CSD must be able to show
there are sufficient revenues to carry out their proposed services before formation can proceed.

Narrative
Description

Community Service Districts are one of the most popular district types for unincorporated communities because they can include a number of services and purposes that allow them to act as
a close proxy for local government. That being said, CSD’s are most typically used for recreation
and utilities (including water) and there are no available case studies for using a CSD to approach
climate adaptation or related fields. Communities with existing CSDs may want to investigate
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Other (cont.)

augmenting their district to include powers and purposes that would allow for adaptation
activities. This is especially relevant since many Contra Costa communities currently have
established CSDs.

Sources: Senate Bill No. 135, LAFCO, retrieved from: https://calafco.org/sites/default/files/resources/sb_135_bill_20050922_chaptered.pdf,
Government Code [61100-61107], California Legislative Information, retrieved from: https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=GOV&sectionNum=61100#:~:text=61100.,71000)%20of%20the%20Water%20Code

Entity Name Community Facilities District (Mello-Roos / CFD)
Enabling Act

Mello-Roos Community Facilities Act of 1982

Case Study
N/A
Location (if any)
Roles of Entity

A CFD is a special financing district that provides a mechanisms for funding and financing
certain types of infrastructure, improvements, and services. They are also known as Mello-Roos
districts. CFDs can be used for infrastructure and only a limited number of services, including:
parks, recreation, open space, school facilities, libraries, child care, utilities, seismic retrofits, police
and safety services, operation and maintenance of cultural facilities, and clean up of hazardous
substances. CFDs are a form of land-secured financing, where taxes are secured by a continuing
lien and are levied annually against property within the District .

Governance
Structure

CFDs are Dependent entities with control embedded in an existing agency. This entity can be
either a City, County, Special District, School District, or JPA.

Formation
Process

Formation of a CFD can be initiated either by a petition of 10% landowners or registers voters or
by written request of two members of a legislative body. The Legislative body then adopts goals
and policies and adopts a resolution of intention that is then published before a public hearing.
If there is no protest, then the legislative body adopts a resolution of formation and requires 2/3
majority vote of registered voters in the District.

Formation Time
Est.

1-2 years

Size/ Range

Various. Often used for subdivision development.

Funding
Mechanism/
Source

The CFD is authorized to issue special taxes and tax-exempt bonds that are secured by land
within the district through special tax. Since bonds are land secured, there is substantially less risk
than with bonds backed by revenue or general funds. Additionally, tax-exempt bonds typically
have an interest rate that is lower than conventional financing mechanisms, which provides for a
more efficient use of funds.

Narrative
Description

CFDs are one of the most prevalent types of special district and Contra Costa currently has a
number of CFDs that have been created primarily for financing infrastructure in new subdivisions.
CFDs should be pursued only as a financing tool and not as a governance or equitable planning
tool, given that they have very little room for community representation or procedural justice.
The ongoing Treasure Island development project has pioneered the use of CFDs for financing
future sea level rise adaptation.

Sources: “Community Facility Districts”, City of Vacaville, retrieved from: https://www.ci.vacaville.ca.us/government/administrative-services/
finance/community-facilities-district, “CFD Tax Administration Report, Fiscal year 2020-21”, GCG, retreieved from: https://sfcontroller.
org/sites/default/files/Documents/Public%20Finance/Treasure%20Island%20IA%201%20Admin%20Report%20FY%202020-21%20%28Final%29_0.pdf
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E ntities C reated through S pecial L egislation
(S tate S pecial A ct and C ity L egislation )

Special Acts can be used at the state level for creating districts that cannot be served by existing
enabling acts. Additionally, legislation at the City and County level can be used to establish special
entities and programs to approximate formal special districts. Establishing a special entity through
special legislation is contingent on having sufficient political support. It is also important to note
that entities created through Special Act at the state level can instill the entity with the powers
of a formal district, while entities created through city or county legislation typically cannot instill
entities with that same level of autonomy and power.
The following case studies present two options for special entity establishment that use legislation
as a way to design an entity that can meet unique goals and serve locally-specific purposes in ways
that existing tools and mechanisms cannot.

Entity Name San Francisco’s Cultural District Program
Enabling Act

City of San Francisco Ordinance 126-18 (May 2018)

Case Study
San Francisco, California (currently eight established districts)
Location (if any)
Roles of Entity

A Cultural District is defined as a geographic area “that embodies a unique heritage.” The intent
of the program is to celebrate San Francisco’s cultural assets while helping to grow and sustain
grassroots arts and culture, increase the visibility of local artists, and promote socioeconomic
and ethnic diversity. A key intention is to protect communities that are at risk of displacement.
Cultural districts can provide economic benefits as well as symbolic benefits, especially in
communities whose formation was shaped by discriminatory practices. Each District creates a
Cultural History, Housing, and Economic Sustainability Strategies Report that dictates the roles of
the district and lays out shared goals. There is no standard practice here – alternatively, Cultural
District allow these communities to work closely with the City to develop practices and policies
to protect their cultural assets through direct measures (funding for arts) and indirectly through
anti-displacement measures and economic development.

Governance
Structure

Each District has a community-based steering committee, dedicated staffing, and funding for
operations . Most work is conducted through extensive working groups targeting different areas
(economic development, housing, open space, etc). Some Districts (often those that are more
established) have full-time staff and are run similar to a non-profit and even have requirements
that Board of Director seats be occupied as to represent all parts of the community (artists,
youth, elders, families, non-profits, businesses, etc) .

Formation
Process

In 2018, the City passed legislation to formally recognize Cultural Districts. Prior to that, three
cultural districts were established through ad hoc resolutions. Now, to create a Cultural District,
the District Supervisor (City Board of Supervisors) needs to appoint a steering committee to
establish the geographic boundaries. Then, after a series of meetings, the steering committee
seeks approval with the Supervisor for those boundaries. Upon approval of those boundaries,
they draft legislation and go to the Board of Supervisors for approval.
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Formation
Process (cont.)

The Cultural District program is supported by an inter-agency steering committee brings
together multiple departments to streamline communication, create partnerships with the
community, and coordinate resources aimed at stabilizing these communities and protecting
them from displacement (departments include: Economic and Workforce Development, Planning,
Arts Commission, and Housing and Community Development). The legislation mandates
that upon formation, each district must create a Cultural History, Housing, and Economic
Sustainability Strategies Report through a community-centered process. The primary goal of this
report is to codify the goals of the District and create pathways for the City to support District
goals.

Formation Time
Est.

6 months – 1 year

Size/ Range

No limit, but boundaries are determined through community processes and based on some
unifying culture.

Funding
Mechanism/
Source

Prop E, passed in November 2018 by 75% majority of City voters, directly funds grants for
arts and culture, supports cultural centers, and supports cultural districts – all of which were
previously funded through the General Fund . Prop E creates this funding by allocating a portion
of the City’s existing 14% hotel tax (TOT) to arts, where previously those funds went into the
General Fund for all purposes. $3 million is set aside for supporting the city’s designated Cultural
Districts, through the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development. In addition to
Prop E, some grant funding opportunities administered by the City are only available for Cultural
Districts. In terms of grants, Cultural Districts have indicated that being a district has eliminated
competition amongst non-profits and cultural organizations for limited resources and instead,
allowed the District to apply for larger funding sources that will benefit the community as a
whole.

Other

The Cultural District program, while clearly not an example of climate adaptation, incorporates
social equity and community-centered decision-making processes that are foundational to
climate justice. Additionally, in many communities, cultural preservation is key to a just transition
and therefore, the two concepts may actually go very well together. Additionally, it should be
noted that designation as a cultural district currently does not convey any regulatory controls.
Instead, it has led to action through increased community efforts facilitated by the Planning
Department and the Office of Economic and Workforce Development. This set-up has allowed
for a coordinated multi-scalar approach that would be very fitting for community adaptation.

Sources: San Francisco Cultural Districts RFP, 2020, retrieved from: https://sfmohcd.org/sites/default/files/2020-2021%20Cultural%20Districts%20RFP%20-%20Community%20Building%20and%20Impact.pdf, Bylaws of Calle 24 Cultural District, 2015, retrieved from: https://
www.calle24sf.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/10/calle-24-fin-sig.pdf, “Here’s How San Francisco’s Cultural Districts Work”, 3/18/2021, Here
Say, retrieved from: https://heresaymedia.org/heres-how-san-franciscos-cultural-districts-work/, “Voter Guide”, SPUR, retrieved from: https://
www.spur.org/voter-guide/san-francisco-2018-11/prop-e-hotel-tax-arts
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Entity Name San Mateo Flood and Sea Level Rise Resilience District
Enabling Act

Assembly Bill No. 825 (2019-2020). Special Act.

Case Study
San Mateo County, California
Location (if any)
Roles of Entity

Governance
Structure

(1) Initiate new countywide efforts to address sea level rise, flooding, coastal erosion, and largescale stormwater infrastructure improvements through integrated regional planning, project
implementation, and long-term maintenance, (2) facilitate and monitor existing Flood Resilience
Program Memorandum Of Understandings (MOU) and create new MOUs, which would address
cross-jurisdictional issues, (3) By prioritizing and coordinating projects countywide, the agency
would position the County to seek substantial state and federal funding .
Board of Directors includes seven members that are appointed by region/jurisdiction (North,
Central, Coast, etc.). All members serve on a local city council or the County Board of
Supervisors. Additionally, the District has six staff members, led by a CEO, and including two
engineers and one accountant.

Formation
Process

This district was formed by amending the enabling legislation of an existing Flood Control
District through Special Act at the state level. This process of amending an existing district was
relatively simple, but required adequate political will – the support of congresswoman Jackie
Speier was very important to this process. Before deciding to amend the existing District, a staff
advisory team reviewed various options for agency formation to address flooding and sea level
rise. The report can be found here: Governance Study . Once the advisory team decided on
the Special Act pathway, CCAG, the lead agency, and the County conducted significant public
outreach to get all cities on board and gain public support.

Formation Time
Est.

1-4 years (depending on political support)

Size/ Range

Geographically, the district shares the same boundaries as San Mateo County. However, the
agency is organized to include San Mateo County and each of the County’s 20 cities.

Funding
Mechanism/
Source

The District is currently in a “start-up” phase that will last for three years. In this start-up phase
they are funded by (1) pre-prop 13 tax allocations that were carried over from the Flood Control
District, (2) San Mateo County contribution of $750,000 annually, and (3) City contributions
ranging between $25,000 and $55,000 annually. The District is still exploring long-term funding
options, which include a countywide parcel tax or bond.

Other

Before initiating District formation through Special Act, the County was engaged in a Flood
Resilience Program, run out of the County’s Public Works Department, that first piloted using
MOUs to facilitate multi-jurisdictional projects (see next case study for further detail). The use of
MOUs to secure partnerships is still used by the District. Additionally, this is a great example of a
Flood Control District that was converted through Special Act at the state level – this could be an
option for pursuing county-level adaptation governance or for amending existing special districts
in the County to be able to approach adaptation.

Sources: “Mission and Vision”, Resilient San Mateo, retrieved from: https://resilientsanmateo.org/, San Mateo County – New Agency Proposal,
2018, ESA, retrieved from: https://resilientsanmateo.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/01/Governance-Matrix-TM_102918_FinalV2.pdf
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S pecial E ntities created for G eographically -F ocused
I mprovements
Legal special districts, including those established by enabling legislation or Special Act, come with
a number of benefits and powers, but may also require significant resources for establishment
and operation. In the climate adaptation landscape, unofficial “districts” have become a popular
mechanism for geographically-focused adaptation projects. These entities have no binding
legislation to support them, but are often formalized through MOUs and contracts between
involved parties. Examples include the Gentilly Resilience District, the Seattle Resilience District, the
Living Cully EcoDistrict (described below), and Boston’s Coastal Flood Resilience Overlay District.
The following case studies and entity options have been showcased because they are able to
approximate key powers of formal special districts, while offering trade-offs that may position them
as better mechanisms for some communities.

Entity Name Living Cully EcoDistrict
Enabling Act

N/A (Uses EcoDistrict framework and MOUs)

Case Study
Portland, Oregon
Location (if any)
Roles of Entity

“In Living Cully, we reinterpret sustainability as an anti-poverty strategy, a means to address
community disparities in education, income, health, housing and natural resources by
concentrating environmental investments at the neighborhood scale.”
This informal district can be described as a concentrated series of investments in the Cully
neighborhood and community that focus on increasing access to parks and open space,
developing and rehabbing affordable housing, and offering workforce development in green
jobs. Projects are centered on anti-gentrification work including affordable housing, protection of
small legacy businesses, and financial planning and education for families.
Verde, the lead organization, operates three social enterprises (landscaping, plant nursery, and
home electrification) that target both workforce development goals and urban greening. Verde
also devotes significant energy to advocacy work to promote inclusive environmental policies
at the municipal, county, regional, and state levels. This advocacy is also important for ensuring
that green investments are devoted to the Cully neighborhood by the City of Portland. The City’s
role has increased significantly since 2000, and it now provides technical assistance in park and
open space development and affordable housing development – which were direct outcomes of
ongoing advocacy.
Cully Park is one of the large signature projects that has been completed by Living Cully. The site
used to be a waste landfill – now, it is capped with 30-mm lining and two feet of soil and grass
and methane produced is captured on-site. The site was first bought by the City, but the City
had no money to build the park. In 2012, the City Council approved the partnership that allowed
Verde to fundraise, design, and construct the new park and the City and Living Cully together
raised $13 million to fund this effort. Cully Park received over $6 million from Portland, over
$3 million from other government sources (federal, state, regional, and county), and roughly $1
million from foundations . This project has turned a dangerous feature of the community into an
asset.
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Governance
Structure

Verde, one of the founding non-profits, serves as the “backbone organization” and provides
coordination, financial management, data management, and business services to Living Cully.
And while Verde seeks input from residents on key issues and allows for many opportunities to
participate, Verde’s organization as a non-profit requires a Board of Directions, management, and
technical staff to ultimately make decisions about projects.

Formation
Process

Living Cully arose out of coalition-based organizing between three local non-profits in the
Cully neighborhood in 2010. Roles of each member of the coalition are formalized through a
Memorandum of Understanding. One project in particular was catalyzing in the formation of
Living Cully – the City completed the “Cully Green Street” project which implemented a series of
green infrastructure and mobility improvements with very little local hiring and no supportive
benefits to the community to mitigate the effects of gentrification and displacement.

Formation Time
Est.

Same as any MOU (1-6 months) in theory, although, this model is dependent on the presence of
strong coalitions and capable partners. Fundraising capacity of involved organizations and strong
partnerships with public agencies and private firms, along with sufficient capacity for advocacy,
engagement, and implementation is key to success.

Size/ Range

Living Cully is a “neighborhood scale” project that includes over 2,000 acres with a population
of roughly 13,000. The area includes primarily single-family homes, with some commercial and
industrial areas.

Funding
Mechanism/
Source

Verde and other organizations in the coalition have been very successful in receiving grant funds
to support project development. To maintain park/ green infrastructure projects, Living Cully
relies on Verde’s social enterprise that trains local people in landscaping and growing plants then
serves both public and private entities with landscape installation and maintenance services.
These social enterprises contract with the CDC that owns Cully Park, for example, to maintain the
park. See above section on Cully Park for project-specific funding details.

Other

The Living Cully EcoDistrict is a special entity example that is largely reliant on the private sector
and the ability and capacity of the community to organize and advocate. A partnership like this
may be a great initial step for communities that are not receiving County support and/or do not
have the resources available to form a more legally-binding entity option. It also must be noted
that Verde, the lead agency, is a grassroots non-profit with strong existing partnerships in the
community and with both private and public partners. A strong anchor organization is vital to
the success of Living Cully.

Sources: Noah Enelow and Taylor Hesselgrave, Verde and Living Cully: A Venture in Placemaking (Ecotrust, 2015), “Our Story,” Let Us Build
Cully Park, retrieved from: https://letusbuildcullypark.org/

Entity Name MOU (or contract) between City/MAC/ Non-profit and County
Enabling Act

N/A (enforced through contracts or MOUs)

Case Study
N/A
Location (if any)
Roles of Entity

The MOU would act as the “district” in way – an MOU could solidify roles of various parties,
agree on fund transfers and cost sharing, agree on ongoing maintenance and operations, etc.
San Mateo County, as part of their Flood Resilience Program (the prelude to the Flood and Sea
Level Rise Resilience District), used MOUs for multi-jurisdictional flood control projects and those
MOUs are still a big part of how the new special district operates in their current start-up phase.
It must be noted that while the County calls these arrangements MOUs, they are always secured
with a formal contract.
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Governance
Structure

While MOUs cannot provide a new governance structure, they can formalize roles between
existing agencies/ organizations. For example, an MOU could put a non-profit in charge of
project implementation, the MAC in charge of community outreach, and the County in charge
of on-going maintenance. This type of arrangement may be made when applying for grant
funding that any one organization/ agency would not be eligible for, or not have the capacity for.
Most often, MOUs are used on a project-by-project basis, but they may also be used to agree on
shared goals and joint platforms.

Formation
Process

Since an MOU is essentially a contract, “formation” is simply the negotiation process, which can
be lengthy and complex if not all parties are on the same page, or relatively straight-forward.

Formation Time
Est.

1-6 months (depending on complexity)

Size/ Range

Best serves areas with discrete agencies/organizations to reduce complexity.

Funding
Mechanism/
Source

In San Mateo County, the Flood Resilience Program, which coordinated projects through MOUs,
was funded through the General Fund and organized within Public Works. In San Mateo
County, the County took on administrative costs/duties of drafting the MOU, with individual
Cities typically being held responsible for funding their share of project costs and ongoing
maintenance.

Other

MOUs are included in this survey of special entity options as a mechanism that can add formality
to the sometimes messy and informal process of special entity formation. MOUs can also
approximate many special entity functions and therefore may serve as a great tool for “piloting”
various set-ups and options. Additionally, MOUs may be valuable tools for establishing working
groups and community visioning processes.

S ummary / D iscussion
Climate adaptation is an ongoing process that must center impacted communities as a way to
achieve climate justice. However, communities often face a lack of funding, governance, and
equitable processes that inhibit adaptation action. Special Entities, including formal special districts,
districts and entities created through special legislation, and informal entities established through
MOUs and alternative arrangements, must be explored as tools for approaching the existing gap in
adaptation tools at the community scale.
This section presented eight special entity options for community adaptation that will be further
evaluated in Part II of this Study. This Study aims to illuminate various trade-offs, benefits, and
challenges associated with each entity, with the acknowledgement that each community has
differing needs, and thus, there must be a range of mechanisms for catering to those needs and
goals.
Part II will evaluate these special entity options through the use of a Community Climate
Resilience District (C2RD) framework, which is a concept created to meet the goals of the County’s
unincorporated Disadvantaged communities.
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PART II
F inding an A ppropriate S pecial E ntity for C ontra C osta
C ounty ’ s U nincorporated , D isadvantaged C ommunities
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Introduction to Part II
The previous chapter evaluated a range of governance options that may be viable for communityscale climate adaptation action. This chapter further refines those options through an evaluation
process tailored to the needs of five select Contra Costa County communities that have certain
socio-political and physical features that exacerbate the lack of adaptive capacity at the community
scale, namely, unincorporated status and “Disadvantaged Community” status (as defined by the
State of California through the CalEnviroScreen tool). These are also communities that are highly
vulnerable to the effects of sea level rise and flooding due to their proximity to the shoreline
and creeks. This section will first provide background on these five “Study Communities”, then
introduce the concept of the Community Climate Resilience District (C2RD), an approach created
for this Study for developing unified goals to guide the community climate adaptation process.
Finally, this chapter will evaluate special entity options in accordance with C2RD goals and make
recommendations.

Background on STudy Communities
C ounty C ontext & P lanning
Contra Costa County is located in the East Bay region of the San Francisco Bay Area, just north of
Alameda County. The county is home to some of the last pockets of affordable housing in the Bay
Area, as well as a number of industrial and utility users that occupy the county’s extensive shoreline
from Richmond to the Delta. While once a largely agricultural area, its deep shipping port made it
a prime location for one of the Kaiser shipyards and the post-war boom brought suburbanization
and subsequently, industrialization.
The County has 92 miles of shoreline from Richmond to Oakley, not including the Delta, and is
connected to the region with four highway bridges: the Richmond-San Rafael bridge, the Carquinez
Bridge, the Benicia-Martinez Bridge, and the Antioch Bridge. (Further context and background can
be found in the Envision Contra Costa Existing Conditions material)
Contra Costa County is currently in the process of updating their general plan, climate action
plan, and zoning code, and many of the county’s individual cities are updating their general plan
and housing element as well. This wave of planning action creates powerful momentum for
positive change. In 2020 Contra Costa passed a climate emergency resolution and a resolution
acknowledging racism as a public health crisis. This momentous county-level action must be
accompanied by tools for implementing plans and acting on these priorities. The following briefly
describes three planning documents that include plans, goals, actions, and policies that would be
bolstered by a C2RD.
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Envision Contra Costa The County is currently in the midst of developing
Envision Contra Costa 2040, a Countywide planning initiative to update
the General Plan and zoning code, revise the Climate Action Plan, integrate
Environmental Justice policies in compliance with SB1000, and conduct
an environmental review. This effort was initiated in 2018 and will likely
be finalized in 2022. The Planning for Healthy Communities Act, or SB
1000, requires that jurisdictions with Disadvantaged Communities (as
defined by State law) address environmental justice in their General Plans.
This requirement has spurred renewed attention and planning efforts in
the County’s unincorporated and Disadvantaged communities – those
termed Study Communities in this report. The Envision Contra Costa
process has worked with these communities to develop goals, actions, and
policies that will be integrated into the General Plan. This Study provides
further discussion on possible pathways for Study Communities to act in
conjunction with this planning process through the use of special entities.
Green Infrastructure Plan The County’s Green Infrastructure Plan was
completed in July 2019. This Plan was developed to fulfill a requirement
of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES), and
more specifically, requirements of the San Francisco Bay Regional Water
Quality Control Board that requires municipalities to develop plans to
demonstrate how the jurisdiction will transition from grey to green
stormwater infrastructure. This document identifies a list of priority projects
in unincorporated communities that could be implemented as a way to aid
stormwater capacity and quality goals. This planning document provides
an overview of funding and financing strategies that should be reviewed in
tandem with the recommendations of this Study.
Robust and visionary plans are a crucial aspect of change, but without
implementation tools, those plans may sit on the shelves rather than meet
their intended purpose to positively shape communities for the future.

S tudy C ommunities
There are currently 19 incorporated cities in Contra Costa County that include the majority of residents,
with the remaining 15 percent of the County’s 1.1 million residents residing in unincorporated areas of
the county (see Figure 3).
These unincorporated communities are comprised of shoreline communities, which are wellestablished, often low-income, communities, and communities in Central county that are typically
newer suburban developments (note large amount of land area is parks and open space). One way
to distinguish between these two sets of unincorporated communities in the County is by using
CalEnviroScreen data and the state’s Disadvantaged Community (DAC) status (areas scoring in top
25%). Disadvantaged Communities (DACs) are specifically targeted for investments by the State’s capand-trade program, authorized by AB 32 (Global Warming Solutions Act). Figure 3 shows the areas
that CalEPA has designated as DACs through use of CalEnviroScreen, a tool that evaluates pollution
burdens and accounts for vulnerabilities at the census tract level, then ranks tracts in California based

38

onFigure
potential
3 exposure to harmful pollutants, socioeconomic factors, prevalence of certain health
conditions, and environmental conditions (OEHHA). In Contra Costa County, all DACs are located
in shoreline locations prone to sea level rise. This study will focus on those DACs that are also
unincorporated, the “Study Communities” – those facing the highest pollution burdens, and largest
threats as a result of sea level rise (detailed in later sections), yet having the least institutional
resources to take action. Study area communities are shown in purple in the map, and consist of:
North Richmond, Tara Hills, Rodeo, Vine Hill, and Bay Point. Browns Island and Winter Island will not
be considered in this study since they are undeveloped natural areas.
These areas are especially suitable for this study because overlapping socioeconomic,
geopolitical, and physical conditions have positioned these communities to face even
greater barriers to funding, governance, and equitable planning for climate adaptation.

S tudy C ommunity P rofiles
Unincorporated Areas:

Disadvantaged Communitites:

Study Communitites:

on potential exposure to harmful pollutants, socioeconomic factors, prevalence of certain health
conditions, and environmental conditions (OEHHA). In Contra Costa County, all DACs are located
in shoreline locations prone to sea level rise. This study will focus on those DACs that are also
unincorporated, the “Study Communities” – those facing the highest pollution burdens, and largest
threats as a result of sea level rise (detailed in later sections), yet having the least institutional
resources to take action. Study Communities are shown in purple in the map, and consist of: North
Richmond, Tara Hills, Rodeo, Vine Hill, and Bay Point. Browns Island and Winter Island will not be
considered in this study since they are undeveloped natural areas.
These areas are especially suitable for this study because overlapping socioeconomic, geopolitical,
and physical conditions have positioned these communities to face even greater barriers to funding,
governance, and equitable planning for climate adaptation.
This section will briefly profile each of the five Study Communities. These short summaries are
primarily derived from the Community Profiles that have been compiled as part of the ongoing
Envision Contra Costa update and include draft goals, policies, and actions that have been developed
with community partners. Since these profiles were in draft form when drawn on here, the final
profiles, when available, should supplement this material. Additionally, as previously noted, the
vulnerabilities highlighted herein are reflective of the ongoing planning process, and not necessarily
reflective of communities’ own vulnerabilities, nor how they may choose to define them. The following
profiles have been included to inform the subsequent C2RD goal-setting process.
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NORTH RICHMOND
Location

North Richmond, surrounded almost entirely by the City of Richmond, is primarily
residential south of Wildcat Creek with areas north of the creek dominated by heavy
industrial uses.

History &
Context

“North Richmond was a quiet area until the boom of World War II attracted people to the
employment opportunities from the nearby Kaiser Shipyards. Due to redlining practices at
the time, black and other minority workers found it challenging to identify housing options
near the shipping ports and railyards, forcing them to relocate to North Richmond, which
was a pocket of affordable, accessible housing for minority households, but with little
neighborhood infrastructure. Following wartime, many residents stayed to work in the
petroleum, railroad, and shipping industries in Richmond, and the community continued to
grow.”

Demographics

»
»
»

65% Hispanic or Latinx
49% White (includes Hispanic), 22% Black, 9% Asian
Median Household Income: $50,313

Major
Vulnerabilities

»

Socially vulnerable populations (cost-burdened households, households in poverty, lowincome people, those with chronic illnesses, and those experiencing homelessness) are
vulnerable to coastal and riverine flooding, sea level rise, poor air quality, extreme heat,
and seismic hazards.
Key community assets, including public transit access, water and wastewater services,
energy delivery services, and solid waste removal services are vulnerable to multiple
hazards, including: coastal and riverine flooding, seismic hazards, severe storms, and sea
level rise.
Levees are vulnerable to coastal flooding and sea level rise
North Richmond has a high concentration of solid waste sites, contaminated clean-up
sites, and hazardous waste sites – some of the highest in the state! North Richmond
has 17 clean-up sites, and another 9 around the border of neighboring Richmond –
these sites put the community in the 99th percentile for contaminated clean-up sites,
meaning that the area has a concentration of contaminated sites that is higher than 99
percent of the state.
North Richmond also has 4 hazardous waste sites and is ranked in the 100 percentile
– meaning that this is a community that has a higher density of hazardous waste sites
than anywhere in the state!

»

»
»

»

Environmental
Justice
Concerns

“North Richmond experiences high levels of diesel particulate matter due to the oil refinery,
chemical companies, highways, rail yards, shipping ports, and marine terminals located
within and near the community. Exposure to these chemicals causes eye, throat, and nose
irritation, along with heart and lung disease. As shown in the chart, North Richmond
residents visit the emergency room for asthma conditions at a rate that is among the
highest rate in the state. There are frequent violations of air quality rules from facilities in
and around North Richmond, and air testing has found unsafe levels of industrial pollutants
inside residents’ homes. There are also many hazardous waste facilities and generators
that affect North Richmond, including the Chevron Refinery, chemical companies, and
Superfund sites.”

Other Major
Community
Concerns

•

•

Housing in North Richmond is relatively affordable, as compared to the Bay Area, but
that is partially a product of the aging and poorly-maintained housing stock and poor
infrastructure. Residents are vulnerable to gentrification and displacement pressures
due to the location of North Richmond nearby to the Bay Area’s job centers and there is
currently no affordable housing developments in North Richmond (after the demolition
of the Las Deltas project).
Crime has been an ongoing issue for North Richmond, which has one of the highest
per-capita homicide rates in the nation.
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Other Major
Community
Concerns

•
•
•

Illegal Dumping in the North Richmond community is partially attributable to the
presence of the nearby dump (NAME) and the lack of maintenance and cleanup that
leads to areas becoming unsanctioned dumping grounds.
Transportation Equity is a primary concern for residents that have poor access to safe,
affordable, and connected transportation systems.
Community Health is a central concern of community members that arises from
environmental factors in addition to inadequate access to stores with fresh and healthy
food, poor maintenance of existing trails, and poor connections of existing walking
and biking infrastructure. North Richmond also has little access to recreational
opportunities. All these factors together can lead to poor health outcomes for residents.

Guiding
Principles
(select)

•“North Richmond residents should have better access to Wildcat Creek, the bay shore, and
other parks and green spaces. Students at Verde Elementary should be able to access open
spaces via a safe and connected trail network”
•“North Richmond should provide a healthy and safe environment, where vacant lots have
transitioned into vibrant community assets like community gardens”
•“Streets in North Richmond should be more inviting, including by repairing and adding
sidewalks, increasing street lighting, planting trees, improving parking, and eliminating
illegal dumping. Public infrastructure, including green infrastructure, should be upgraded
and well-maintained, and the design of the built environment should contribute to crime
prevention”
•“Require that new development in North Richmond incorporate green infrastructure
solutions to minimize flooding and environmental pollution, such as bioswales, detention or
retention ponds, and cisterns that capture rainwater for irrigation.”

Policies (select)

•

Actions (select)

•“Seek funding to construct a new community center in North Richmond that serves youth
and families, and support programming that promotes employment opportunities and
workforce development. “
•“Seek Opportunity Zone funding or support community advocacy for a social impact bond,
with non-profit governance, to develop funds for renovation of North Richmond homes by
the local labor force”
•“Restore creeks with native plants, including planting an urban forest at the eastern end of
Wildcat Creek, and develop new amenities, connections, and access points along Wildcat
Creek. Consider partnering with local non-profit organizations to maintain vegetation along
the creek”
•“Prepare an urban greening plan for North Richmond that would include a quantitative
canopy target.”
•“Develop an action plan to reduce air pollution and exposure in the North Richmond community.”
•“Construct trail connections to the Bay Trail and to residential areas, including the residential areas adjacent to Wildcat Creek, and install amenities like wayfinding, educational signs,
bathrooms, water fountains, and benches”.
•“Seek funding for and conduct a community-led process to complete the Wildcat Creek
Trail crossing to the marsh with a multi-use trail over Richmond Parkway.”

“Require that new development in North Richmond incorporate green infrastructure
solutions to minimize flooding and environmental pollution, such as bioswales, detention or retention ponds, and cisterns that capture rainwater for irrigation. (QOL I.7)”
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TARA HILLS/ BAYVIEW/ MONTALVIN MANOR
Location

“Situated along San Pablo Avenue, these three communities are made up of single-family
neighborhoods with some multi-family homes and commercial storefronts.”

History &
Context

These communities enjoy Bay Views and recreational opportunities but have been isolated
from the Bay by the Union Pacific Railroad which runs along the shoreline.

Demographics

»
»
»

40% Hispanic or Latinx
54% White (includes Hispanic), 19% Black, 21% Asian
Median Household Income: $74,666

Major
Vulnerabilities

»

Socially vulnerable populations (cost-burdened households, households in poverty,
low-income people, those with chronic illnesses, and those experiencing homelessness)
are vulnerable to poor air quality, extreme heat, flooding, and sea level rise.
Key community assets, including Amtrak (rail), key community services (includes transportation), homes and schools, and utility services are vulnerable to multiple hazards,
including: coastal and riverine flooding, landslides and debris flows, and sea level rise.
These communities have high concentration of contaminated clean-up sites, and hazardous waste sites – parts of the community are in the 100th percentile for hazardous
waste, and 99th percentile for clean-up sites, meaning that these areas have a concentration of hazardous waste sites and clean-up sites that are among the highest in the
state!

»

»

Environmental
Justice
Concerns

“There are multiple brownfield sites in the area, some of which remain vacant due to clean
up costs or risk of contact with hazardous substances. For the decade prior to 1975, the
nearby Pinole Point Steel Company discharged toxins into an on-site pond, which is now
monitored with land use restrictions to prevent contamination.”

Other Major
Community
Concerns

•
•
•
•

Traffic congestion on surface streets and a lack of pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure
makes it hard for residents to access local amenities.
Commercial amenities have become vacant over time which limits local options for
residents and attracts illegal dumping.
Car-oriented landscape constrains active transportation and recreation and limits
ability to participate in healthy activities and lifestyles.
Poor access to Emergency Services and Hospitals.

Guiding
Principles
(select)

•“Montalvin Manor, Tara Hills, and Bayview residents value their access to wildlife habitat,
open spaces, and trail connections to nature along the shoreline and at Garrity Creek.
Residents’ access to these areas should be preserved and increased.”
•“Residents of Montalvin Manor, Tara Hills, and Bayview need a community gathering space/
center at the San Pablo Avenue and Tara Hills Drive intersection shopping center.”
•“Neighborhoods in Montalvin Manor, Tara Hills, and Bayview should be invested in and
beautified to attract businesses and improve community pride”

Policies (select)

•“Allow for urban agriculture uses on vacant lots, in coordination with property owners, to
encourage community cohesion and health.”

Actions (select)

•“As a high priority, invest in neighborhood beautification, such as through urban greening
and clean-up efforts”
•“Improve and increase connections to wildlife habitat, open spaces, and trails along the
shoreline and Garrity Creek.”
•“Identify locations and develop additional opportunities for recreation and access to
nature, including conveniently accessible dog parks, pocket parks, and playgrounds.”
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RODEO
Location

Rodeo is just north of Hercules on the San Pablo Bay. Highway 80 runs through the
middle of this unincorporated area and the Union Pacific Railroad runs along the shoreline.
The Phillips 66 refinery, occupying over 1,000 acres, is located just North of Rodeo with
agricultural land to the east.

History &
Context

“Rodeo has grown from an agrarian ranching community to an industrial hub at the
intersection of a railroad line and shipping port to the close-knit community it is today.”
“this community values its Downtown, neighborly atmosphere, and access to open
space and water-related recreational activities.” “There are vital local-serving commercial
amenities, including a grocery store, that many residents would like to see augmented to
revitalize Downtown and the marina.”

Demographics

»
»
»

33% Hispanic or Latinx
55% White (includes Hispanic), 18% Black, 18% Asian
Median Household Income: $70,217

Major
Vulnerabilities

»

Socially vulnerable populations (cost-burdened households, households in poverty,
low-income people, those with chronic illnesses, and those experiencing homelessness)
are vulnerable to coastal and riverine flooding, sea level rise, extreme heat and poor air
quality, severe storms, and wildfire.
Key community assets, including Amtrak (rail), wastewater treatment plants,
government and commercial buildings, and key community services (includes
transportation), are vulnerable to multiple hazards, including: coastal and riverine
flooding, landslides, seismic hazards, severe storms, and sea level rise.
The Phillips 66 oil refinery is vulnerable to flooding, sea level rise, landslides, and
wildfire – which presents a heightened risk of hazardous conditions for the community.
Additionally the refinery produces toxic releases that impact residents.
Rodeo has a high concentration of toxic release sites, contaminated clean-up sites, and
hazardous waste sites – parts of the community are in the 95th percentile for hazardous
waste, meaning that the area has a concentration of hazardous waste sites that is higher
than 95 percent of the state.

»

»

»

Environmental
Justice
Concerns

“Phillips 66’s activities have impacted community and environmental health, with multiple
hazardous waste facilities and generators resulting in cleanup sites, impaired water bodies,
and air pollution. In the past decade, industrial activities in and around Rodeo businesses
emitted numerous hazardous gases, ignited fires, contaminated soil, and spilled crude oil
into San Pablo Bay. In addition to pollution in San Pablo Bay, Rodeo Creek is impacted by
urban runoff and storm sewers, impairing aquatic life, fishing, and other beneficial uses.
Meanwhile, rates of emergency room visits from heart attacks and asthma are higher in
Rodeo than most other communities in California.”

Other Major
Community
Concerns

•
•

Guiding
Principles
(select)

•”Rodeo residents know their neighbors and care about their community. This
connectedness among community members should be preserved and enhanced both now
and into the future.”

•

Limited transportation options and high congestion at peak commute times.
Lack of access to Emergency Services and Hospitals, especially considering the
industrial hazards nearby and sensitive health conditions of Rodeo residents.
Shoreline access is restricted by the railroad.
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Guiding
Principles
(select) (cont.)

•“Downtown Rodeo should be energized as a bustling downtown core through infill
development, beautification, historic preservation, community facilities, walking and
biking amenities, affordable and connected housing, and regular events that bring people
together”
•“Rodeo’s waterfront should serve as a focal point for the community, with easy access to
the shoreline, waterfront parks and open space, and a mixture of adjacent multi-family
residential, retail, and commercial recreational land uses.”
•“Rodeo residents should have amenities available to make healthy lifestyle choices,
including community gardens, farmers markets, parks, and medical facilities.”
•“Rodeo residents should be kept safe and healthy while living adjacent to heavy industrial
uses by mitigating risks from heavy industrial accidents, exposure to air pollutants, and
other health hazards. “
•“Rodeo should be protected from sea level rise with adequate monitoring and mitigation.
•“Creeks and waterways should serve as multi-use linear parks through Rodeo”

Policies (select)

•“Partner with local organizations to expand opportunities to engage community members
in the planning process.”

Actions (select)

•“Continue to implement the Implementation Tasks identified in Chapter 5 of the Rodeo
Waterfront/Downtown Specific Plan, including the development of a linear park along the
Rodeo Creek Trail and a waterfront promenade”
•“Create a plan to develop properties in Rodeo for public uses, such as a community center,
youth center, community pool, new senior center, sports center, town plaza, dog park, and/
or parks and open spaces. As part of this plan, identify funding sources and strategies”
•“Improve safety and comfort on the Rodeo Creek Trail by installing pedestrian-scale
lighting. improving fencing, and improving ongoing maintenance, especially in the area just
north of Seventh Street, potentially with organized creek clean-ups”
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VINE HILL/ MARTINEZ
Location

The Vine Hill community is located near the intersection of Highway 680 and Highway 4,
near the Benicia-Martinez Bridge. It is bordered by the City of Martinez to the West and
along the shoreline. This community is home to the Shell Martinez Refinery and adjacent to
the Tesoro Golden Eagle Refinery, owned by Marathon.

History &
Context

The Vine Hill community current consists of roughly 3,890 residents. This area has long
been an industrial location, with the first refinery established here in 1913, with operations
continuously expanded since then under various owners. The Marathon refinery (Tesoro)
employed 740 workers (and more contract workers) until it idled operations in 2020
and indicated that they would begin phased reduction of operations later that year. This
transition away from fossil fuel production may have significant impacts on the local and
regional economy and must be facilitated through Just Transition principles.

Demographics

»
»
»

32% Hispanic or Latinx
63% White (includes Hispanic/Lantinx), 10% Asian, 1% Black
Median Household Income: $45,300

Major
Vulnerabilities

»

The Vine Hill community is in the 94th percentile for hazardous waste, and the 95th
percentile for solid waste.
The community, while not directly on the shoreline, is vulnerable to sea level rise
flooding near the Waterbird Regional Preserve that could put residential communities
in Vine Hill at risk. Additionally, Highway 680 is vulnerable to sea level rise flooding,
which would create significant problems for local traffic, and the regional transportation
system.
Flooding in Vine Hill has the potential to contaminate housing units and cause severe
public health impacts.
The Point Edith Wildlife Area, and most of the Tesoro Golden Eagle Refinery, will also
experience severe flood impacts. This will impact recreation and open space and also
threaten industrial stakeholders and related industries.
The eastern portion of Vine Hill has been designated a High Fire Risk area by CalFire.

»

»
»

»

Environmental
Justice
Concerns

The Vine Hill community has a Pollution Burden percentile of 92, meaning that the area has
a pollution burden that is higher than 92 percent of the state. While this community has a
very high ranking for pollution burden, their ranking for population characteristics (social
vulnerability) is 52, meaning they’re right in the middle of statewide averages.

Other Major
Community
Concerns

Not Currently Available

Guiding
Principles
(select)

Not Currently Available

Policies (select)

Not Currently Available

Actions (select)

Not Currently Available
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BAY POINT
Location

Bay Point is located on the Suisun Bay, adjacent to Pittsburg, and consists of mostly
single and multi-family residential uses with some commercial uses located along major
thoroughfares. Bay Point has a BART station at its southern edge that serves as an
important node for the community.

History &
Context

Bay Point was originally settled for ranching in the 1800s, even though much of the area
was tule marshland. In the early 1900s, lumber manufacturing and distribution, along with
its deep water port and location along the South Pacific Railroad, made it a prime industrial
location and led to rapid economic growth in the community. “In 1993, the community
voted to be renamed from “West Pittsburg” to “Bay Point” to solidify its identity as separate
from Pittsburg to the east.”

Demographics

»
»
»

58% Hispanic or Latinx
45% White (includes Hispanic), 15% Black, 12% Asian
Median Household Income: $50,752

Major
Vulnerabilities

»

Socially vulnerable populations (cost-burdened households, households in poverty, lowincome people, those with chronic illnesses, and those experiencing homelessness) are
vulnerable to coastal flooding, sea level rise, landslides, seismic hazards, and wildfire.
Key community assets, including Amtrak (rail), the library, and the fire station, are
vulnerable to coastal flooding and sea level rise.
Bay Point has a high concentration of toxic release sites and contaminated clean-up
sites – parts of the community are in the 96th percentile, meaning that the area has a
concentration of clean-up sites that is higher than 96 percent of the state. Similarly, Bay
Point is in the 97th percentile for hazardous waste.

»
»

Environmental
Justice
Concerns

“Chemical pollution from heavy industrial and manufacturing uses has severely impacted
Bay Point. While remediation efforts are underway, their continued presence risks
community exposure to associated hazards. Meanwhile, despite their large presence, these
businesses often do not hire from the local population due to mismatched skill sets and
language barriers. Therefore, many residents endure longer commutes to often low paying
jobs in central Contra Costa County where higher housing costs price them out of residency.
This migration is mirrored by a larger trend in eastern Contra Costa County to drive into
the Bay Area’s employment centers, causing roadway congestion, increasing driving times,
and polluting the air. Water quality has long been a concern among Bay Point residents.
In the last decade, the level of disinfection byproducts in the drinking water was found to
be scarcely within compliance. After strong community advocacy, the local private water
company began purchasing treated water, and today the water company is compliant with
all water quality standards. However, residents still cite concerns about bad tastes and odors
in the water, which may be a result of an aging housing stock with degraded pipes and
water fixtures.”

Other Major
Community
Concerns

•
•
•
•

Guiding
Principles
(select)

Need for services and increased coordination amongst service providers
Waterfront safety is a primary concern of Bay Point residents.
Pedestrian infrastructure, especially on major thoroughfares, is unsafe and poorly
connected, making it difficult to get around.
Transit connectivity (Tri Delta Transit) has been cited as another area that needs
improvement.

•“Bay Point’s waterfront north of the railroad tracks should be developed with water
recreation and commercial uses while ensuring the community is resilient to the near- and
long-term hazards associated with sea level rise”
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Guiding
Principles
(select) (cont.)

•“Park and recreation facilities in Bay Point should be safe and inviting to residents and
families through quality maintenance and amenities”

Policies (select)

•“Ensure that land use and development projects in Bay Point will not negatively impact
the community, such as increased toxic exposures, a net loss of affordable housing, or the
displacement of residents and local legacy businesses.”
•“Support community beautification and safety, curb illegal dumping, improve trash
collection, and remove graffiti.”

Actions (select)

•“Clean up major illegal dumping sites in Bay Point, including at Port Chicago Highway
and Driftwood Drive and along Pullman Avenue and Suisun Avenue, and pursue stricter
enforcement with higher penalties and better regulation.”
•“Prepare and implement streetscape plans for Willow Pass Road, Bailey Road, and
other streets that include protected bike lanes, speed bumps, stop signs, cameras,
upgraded (including wider) sidewalks, and street trees and landscaping to slow traffic
and enhance transit corridors. Streetscape plans should also address on-street parking,
traffic movements, and transit facilities. If appropriate, revise precise alignment plans for
consistency with the streetscape plans”
•“Coordinate with the Ambrose Recreation and Park District to seek funding for augmented
services at the community center, improved park and recreation facility quality, particularly
at Ambrose and Lynbrook parks, and a new community-oriented park, potentially in Shore
Acres. Use the County’s outreach platforms to promote available park and recreation
services and programs to Bay Point residents.”
•“Work with the Ambrose Recreation and Park District to develop a community-wide park
master plan for beautification and safety improvement at parks.”
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Common features of Study Communities

I mpacts of S ea L evel R ise (Communities, Rail, Industry)
All of the Study Communities are located in shoreline locations, and many have rivers or creeks
draining out into the Bay. The shoreline location is understood as a major asset in many communities,
and one that shapes the community vision of what could be. However, rail lines, highways, and
industrial activities currently act as barriers to access and/or enjoyment of the shoreline and Bay in
these communities. Additionally, all of the Study Communities are vulnerable to coastal and/or riverine
flooding as a result of sea level rise (SLR). Recent projections indicate that the San Francisco Bay is
expected to see 6-10 inches of SLR by 2030, 13-23 inches by 2050, and 41-83 inches by 2100 (State of
California, 2018). These projections reflect State guidance for low and medium risk aversion scenarios,
and reflect only sea level rise, not king tides and storm events that would make these increases in SLR
feel much larger.
Figure 4 shows inundation at a total water level of 84 inches, which could likely result from (1) 42
inches of SLR with a 100-year storm surge, or (2) 60 inches of SLR with a 5-year storm surge, or (3)
84 inches of SLR with no storm surge. These are just three scenarios of many, but it is important to
understand that SLR impacts are not stagnant, but instead add to worsening storm events and more
frequent nuisance flooding -- these changes will happen in the next couple decades.

Figure 4

Inundation with 84 inches Total Water Level (TWL):

Study Communitites:

Railroads are particularly vulnerable to sea level rise and coastal flooding and in many cases, rail
infrastructure acts as ad-hoc flood protection. Since railroads were not designed for this purpose, it is
unclear how long rail lines will protect communities from flooding. Additionally, interruptions to rail
can have significant impacts on regional transportation for both goods and people.
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Industrial uses are also common features of Study Communities, and in many cases industrial facilities
and municipal utility services are located in flood-prone areas. Flooding of these industrial sites could
have severe impacts on job access and related industries, while also posing huge threats to public
health through contamination risks, since many of these sites have hazardous materials that may be
released with sea level rise.
The risks of sea level rise are even more threatening when considering that rising seas will not only
impact communities through overtopping at the shoreline, but also through rising groundwater
levels. In some areas, major retrofits may be necessary for continual occupation of low-lying areas
that are vulnerable to rising groundwater; however, further data is necessary to better understand the
dynamics of this threat.
When planning for adaptation and thinking about the actions that must be taken by 2050 and 2100,
both direct and indirect impacts must be accounted for. Impacts may disrupt transportation systems
that will hinder job and medical access for the greater region, cause displacement due to unsafe living
conditions in low-lying areas, and result in economic losses when people are unable to get to work
due to nuisance flood events and permanent inundation, among many other impacts.
These impacts may be especially harmful when considering that Study Communities have poor
transportation options and access (even though most are intersected or adjacent to transportation
infrastructure), are located relatively far away from emergency services and health care facilities, and
residents often have limited resources to cope with unexpected expenses and emergencies.

S ocially V ulnerable P opulations
When considering the effects of climate change, it is important to consider social and economic
vulnerabilities as well as physical vulnerabilities. There are many factors that can make it more
difficult for people to adapt to climate change impacts and to recover from disasters. These factors
may include: low-income status, age, chronic illness and disability, limited transportation access, high
housing cost burden, having English as a second language, and race and ethnicity, among numerous
other locally-specific factors.
As previously discussed, there are many ways to measure social vulnerability, and ultimately, it should
be up to the community themselves to define their own challenges. However, in using BCDC’s
designation, Figure 5 shows cumulative social vulnerability ranking for Contra Costa County, as well
as the Study Communities. All Study Communities rank above moderate, with most including areas in
the highest social vulnerability category.
The unique social and economic conditions faced by the Study Communities necessitate solutions that
are able to approach resilience in a comprehensive way. The socioeconomic conditions of each Study
Community must also be incorporated into engagement strategies so they are culturally appropriate,
accessible, and effective.
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Figure 4

Social Vulnerability Rank (BCDC): Low:

Moderate:

High:

Study Communitites:

U nincorporated S tatus & M unicipal U nderbounding
The Study Communities are unincorporated, not necessarily by choice, but as a product of decades
of exclusion and practices of municipal underbounding, or the “unwillingness of cities to annex poor
neighboring areas” (Mukhija & Mason, 2013). This practice has not only affected poor communities,
but most commonly, communities that are facing poverty, joblessness, and inadequate housing due
to historic practices of redlining, racial covenants, and restricted access to opportunity for Black and
Latinx populations. Michelle Anderson, Professor of Law, put it well in a paper she authored on this
process:
“Fast forward in time, and these three neighborhoods [unincorporated communities settled through
practices of exclusion decades ago], like numerous others across the West and South, remain in place
today—as poor, in relative terms at least, as they have always been. Still majority Black and Latino, these
communities witnessed the long march from de jure to de facto segregation. Homes lack rudimentary
urban services such as clean water, adequate sewage disposal, sidewalks, and streetlights. Landfills,
industrial plants, municipal utility plants, and freeways threaten residents’ health and depress their land
values. Yet one thing has changed: neighboring cities have swelled, expanding urban boundaries and
causing an increasingly complex latticework of municipal services to surround, but not include, these
communities. Stopped in time, like air pockets of history, these neighborhoods have seen city growth
pass them by. Residents continue to live without the right to vote in their adjacent city, because borders
have mapped them out of local democracy. ” (Anderson, 2010)
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As municipal practices have become more neoliberal, especially with highly constrained local budgets,
“what was once an expressly racial system has become a matter of plainspoken, race-neutral financing
constraints” (Anderson, 2010). Cities are typically unwilling to annex a community that will result
in negative fiscal impacts due to relatively low property tax revenue along with the pressing need
to address long-deferred and inadequate infrastructure and services. This corresponds to research
indicating that unincorporated urban communities typically face two main challenges: (1) a lack of
basic infrastructure, and (2) a high concentration of undesirable land uses (like utility plants and
highways) (Anderson, 2010). In many places, historic disinvestment and racialized siting of undesirable
land uses have created a situation where redress is increasingly expensive as conditions worsen, and
to add insult to injury, these communities lack the local representation and governance capacity
necessary to advocate for the resources they so deserve.
A study by PolicyLink found that the two basic and inter-related structural challenges that often face
unincorporated communities were governance and money (Rubin, 2007). This is significant when
considering the barriers that local municipalities are facing around taking climate action: governance
and money. Unincorporated communities are doubly burdened when facing climate action, partially
due to their lack of governance and capacity – which in many cases is a necessity for gaining access to
sufficient funding resources for adaptation improvements.

D esire to see their C ommunity G row & T hrive
Each Study Community has a long and storied history and takes pride in the resilience of their
residents. This demands that Study Communities are not given one-size-fits all solutions, but instead,
are able to take actions and pursue strategies that highlight and preserve what is most meaningful
to them. In some places, this may be a historic downtown strip, while in others it may be a mutual
appreciation for views of the Bay – mechanisms for self-determination are key to allowing Study
Communities to collectively shape their future in the face of climate risks.
Additionally, Study Communities share a desire to see more green space, greater access to recreation,
better connectivity of trails and active transportation infrastructure, mitigation of illegal dumping
activities, preservation and expansion of affordable housing, and better air and water quality
conditions. These are communities that have many competing priorities that demand immediate
attention, and thus, climate adaptation is understood as important, but not as pressing as housing or
crime. So while wealthier communities may be able to put climate adaptation as a top priority, many
of the Study Communities do not have that luxury. This reality should be acknowledged, and climate
adaptation should be approached through multi-benefit projects that are tailored to the specific
needs and visions of the community.
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H ousing P ressures & G entrification
Gentrification and displacement are significant concerns in the Study Communities – data from
the Urban Displacement Project indicate that all Study Communities are currently at risk or already
experiencing gentrification and/or displacement. This is largely an effect of regional housing pressure
and a lack of affordable housing supply in the inner Bay Area that has made these relatively affordable
communities more popular for those pushed out elsewhere.
New amenities, and especially large parks and recreational amenities, have been shown to exacerbate
gentrification pressures and lead to high housing costs and eventual displacement of current
residents. Studies have shown that this is most often the case with large developments (i.e. conversion
of an industrial site to a multi-acre park), as opposed to green infrastructure and neighborhood
greening; however, the data is still young and it appears there is increased property value associations
with any new greening. While increased property values and development are often key intentions
of urban greening projects, communities with high shares of renters and cost-burdened homeowners
may need protections or anti-displacement policies enacted to ensure that they are able to stay in
place and experience the benefits designed for them.
Anti-displacement policies may include tenant protections, small lot housing, community land
trusts, and preservation and development of affordable housing. Additionally, studies have shown
that projects that focus on community-directed greening and improvements are less likely to
attract the development attention that may cause rapid-displacement (Curran & Hamilton, 2012).
If the purpose is to truly serve the Study Community population, the communities’ needs must be
the driver of adaptation actions – whether that be housing, parks, or transportation. Additionally,
mechanisms for facilitating climate action should be aware of the existing housing cost burden in the
Study Communities and design funding strategies that do not put further pressure on low-income
households.
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The Community Climate REsilience
DISTRICT CONCEPT
This study employs a concept entitled the Community Climate Resilience District, or C2RD, as a method
for evaluating special entity options discussed in Part I as they relate to the Study Communities.
This concept is anchored in principals of environmental and restorative justice, community selfdetermination, and comprehensive climate resilience. A C2RD refers to no one type of district or entity,
but instead, to the range of options available for meeting a core set of overarching goals through
mechanisms that are reflective of locally-specific needs and visions.

G uiding P rinciples and D istrict G oals
The following goals reflect the key barriers to adaptation discussed in Part I, the experiences of actors
currently involved in urban greening work in Study Communities, and the unique opportunities and
constraints of the Study Communities, as discussed above. These goals are meant to act as an overarching framework and do not reflect community-specific needs or visions. Community-generated
goals and visions are a vital next step in moving forward with any special entity option.

(1) B uild C apacity for C ommunity P lanning &
S elf -D etermination
The C2RD has the opportunity to create a governance and management structure that positions local
residents and community leaders at the helm. One of the most enticing aspects of the special entity
concept is its capacity to provide a forum for self-determination and engagement at the local level,
a mechanism that is especially lacking in Study Communitites. However, creating such structural
capacity is not by default, and must be carefully considered and constructed in accordance with
principles of procedural justice and equitable citizen empowerment.
Governance structures must acknowledge historic segregation and disinvestment in many of the
Study Communities, as well as existing planning and governance processes that may pose barriers to
meaningful community engagement.
A C2RD must provide a mechanism for local planning and decision making that is well integrated
within existing county planning practices, which will likely require some reconfigurations of
responsibilities and increased power-sharing. Additionally, processes and measures for ensuring
transparency and participatory decision-making will be key to success. Finally, C2RD governance must
be balanced between local community leaders and other stakeholders who are knowledgeable about
project design and delivery.
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(2) F unnel M oney into S tudy C ommunities on an
O ngoing B asis

Streamlined Funding for Existing Sources

The desire to simplify contracting and create a “bucket” of funds from existing sources is one of
the strongest motivations for this Study and the benefits a special entity may provide. The North
Richmond community, for example, receives funding from Chevron for pollution mitigation associated
with its nearby refinery and from the Republic Services Landfill in the form of annual grants. This
money is administratively difficult to access, and because of the focus on small grants given out
annually, it does not allow for large-scale or long-term projects. These funding sources are also
problematic because there is no one entity that manages these funds for the local community, which
results in delays and redundancy of efforts, sometimes by competing nonprofits.
The Unincorporated status of the Study Communities translates to a lack of capacity to apply for
grants and a lack of ability to match grant funding with other sources, which ends up limiting the
scale of funds that the community is able to receive. A special entity must be able to provide a key
role in managing existing funding sources to maximize potential funding from grantors and through
mitigation funds. This role is essential for the Study Communities, as one of the key barriers to
securing funding targeted specifically to Disadvantaged Communities (like AB32 programs) is the
lack of capacity to take in and spend those funds, given rigid application and reporting requirements
(EcoEquity, 2019).
Provide a Stable Source of Funding for “District Operations” (Operations and Maintenance
(O&M), Ongoing Service Contracts, and Administration)
Green infrastructure projects have been plagued by a lack of funding for ongoing operations and
maintenance (O&M). Here we will use the term “District Operations” to include standard operations
and maintenance costs for infrastructure projects, administration of the special entity (record keeping,
accounting, meetings), public outreach and engagement, and staffing. Many grant sources do not
include allocations for O&M, which can pose a significant challenge for community scale green
infrastructure and urban greening projects. Lack of funding is cited as the largest barrier to green
infrastructure implementation. Without proper maintenance, natural infrastructure features may
actually result in even worse community conditions. Unmaintained natural spaces may accumulate
trash, attract vandalism, and result in blighted conditions that could further burden the community
(Heckert & Rosan, 2016).
Proper maintenance is especially important for communities that have been negatively impacted
by blight conditions in the past and thus, ongoing maintenance should be prioritized. However,
constrained municipal budgets in the current era of fiscal conservatism (post Prop-13) has made it
very hard to secure ongoing funding through the General Fund or other discretionary funds. This is
especially true for activities like ongoing maintenance that typically cannot garner sufficient public
support or attention to be prioritized over projects with more immediate and tangible outcomes.
With that in mind, green infrastructure projects have seen successes in creating a dedicated funding
source, often through stormwater fees or special taxes (Pasqual & Malesky, 2014). These options will
be important to consider in light of various special entity configurations, given that some options will
require a stable funding source that the entity itself is not able to generate. The C2RD must provide,
or be supported by, a secure and dedicated funding source that would be secure over the term of
the entity and allow for sustainable expansion of the region’s green infrastructure and resilience
improvements.
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Vehicle for Local, State, and Federal influxes of Investment
Nonprofits and understaffed government agencies are responsible for seeking out appropriate grants,
applying for them, and tracking award money to ensure compliance. This method for securing
funding and managing projects takes technical proficiency and significant staff resources. One of the
biggest barriers to non-profit participation in grant programs is the administrative complexity and lack
of capacity required by grants (EcoEquity, 2019). Additionally, non-profits are mission-driven and often
singularly focused organizations. While they are certainly valuable partners in this work, they are not
well-positioned to serve communities in a comprehensive way and can be conflicted when community
needs reach beyond their specialized expertise (Rigolon & Nemeth, 2018).
A C2RD has the potential to serve as a local clearinghouse for grants and resident participation in
public programs that target disadvantaged communities. Having a single entity with defined processes
for decision making, contracting, and project implementation can put the County’s communities at
a greater advantage and can leverage other grants and funding sources when competing for public
investments in urban sustainability and climate adaptation. This is especially important considering
upcoming influxes of federal stimulus money set-aside for infrastructure that prioritizes Disadvantaged
Communities.

(3) A ddress S ocial , P hysical , and E conomic V ulnerabilities
Vulnerability to climate change and displacement are a product of physical attributes as well as social
and economic conditions. Without economic security and strong community support, physical
resilience measures will not be enough. The C2RD must be able to approach all types of vulnerabilities
that make a community more at risk in the face of climate change. In order to be a long-term
community asset, the C2RD should have flexibility in the types of projects it can take on and should be
able to get involved in projects with linkages to housing, economic and workforce development, and
social programs. While this special entity program is not envisioned to become an affordable housing
developer directly, the actions of the C2RD must be able to address all types of vulnerabilities – either
through direct action, advocacy, or partnership.
Given the concerns and priorities of the Study Communities, the C2RD should be able to support
local workforce development goals and operate in a manner that is aligned with anti-displacement
strategies, namely, not increasing housing cost burdens for those already experiencing tenuous
housing conditions.
The C2RD should support the local green economy by supporting workforce development
goals through local-hire directives for positions needed for ongoing urban greening and green
infrastructure projects .
Additionally, green infrastructure and sustainability improvements can act as catalysts for
displacement and gentrification, so steps must be taken to actively protect existing residents from
displacement pressures associated with such projects that are perceived as community betterment.
Since anti-displacement measures typically require zoning authority and policy support, the
C2RD would likely not be the entity in charge of implementing these protections. Efforts must be
coordinated to ensure that the C2RD meets intended equity goals. Affordable housing development,
Community Land Trusts, Co-op housing models, zoning overlays, and tenant protections could be
valuable partnerships/ policies to pursue in conjunction with forming a C2RD.
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Evaluation of Entity Options Based on C 2rd Goals
This section aims to evaluate Special Entity options (from Part I) using the C2RD goals discussed above.
The evaluation criteria are consistent with those goals and aim to provide analysis that will help
communities and policymakers assess options for climate adaptation mechanisms that are equitable,
effective, and able to meet the goals of each Study Community.
This section is broken into three categories, Funding, Governance and Equitable Representation,
and Flexibility in approaching Resilience. Each section will provide a discussion of evaluation
considerations, followed by an Evaluation Table that is color-coded to indicate how well various special
entity features meet C2RD goals.

F unding
F unding for D istrict O perations
Having a stable and long-term funding source for District Operations is a primary goal of the C2RD
approach and a vital aspect of community adaptation planning. Table 1 showcases three primary
ways that a special entity can be funded. First, through entity-generated funds, which include benefit
assessments, special taxes, and fees. While this option is by far the most common for formal special
districts, low-resource communities would likely find it hard to support formation that would add to
an already significant housing cost burden. One exception is the Living Cully EcoDistrict that is able
to generate funding through a series of social enterprises, including a construction and maintenance
enterprise and a plant nursery enterprise. These social enterprises train and employ residents of Cully
at a living wage to serve new and existing development – they have actually expanded quite a bit
and now serve the whole City. While setting up social enterprises is by no means straightforward and
would likely require a specialized non-profit, this example effectively generates funding for District
Operations (including O&M) while simultaneously bolstering economic resilience through workforce
development.
The second funding option for District Operations involves a countywide approach. This may be
through a tax measure, a parcel tax, a carbon fee, etc. There are many options, all of which face the
challenge of receiving sufficient support from either the Board of Supervisors or the voters. However,
packaging a number of programs under a ballot initiative can be an effect way to fund a suite of
adaptation action. In creating a program that would fund both sea level rise adaptation and wildfire
adaptation, the County as a whole may be more willing to get on board, for example. Appendix A
provides further information and resources on these types of funding options. San Francisco pursued
a countywide approach through Proposition E, which set aside a portion of Transient Occupancy Tax to
fund arts and culture, including a set aside for Cultural Districts.
Finally, the third option for District Operations funding is a direct appropriation from the County. This
is understood as a temporary solution, but one that must be considered as a way to support a pilot
or initial phases of entity operations. This approach was taken by the San Mateo Flood and Sea Level
Rise Resilience District as a way to fund the “start-up” phase while the District was still in the process
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of creating a long-term plan.
It is important to recognize that some upfront money for District Operations can result in major
returns in grant funds. And further, funds spent on adaptation action will greatly reduce the future
cost of climate impacts. Cost calculations should account for the benefits and goals of multiple County
departments (public health, public works, sustainability, etc), as well as the return on investment from
adaptation action.

C apacity / A bility to T ake in F unding from M ultiple S ources
The C2RD entity must be able to take in funds from multiple sources. While most surveyed entities can
do this, some are better suited than others. In particular, entities with staff may be better positioned to
provide administrative support and capacity for grant applications and grant reporting.
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TABLE 1

FUNDING
EVALUATION

Special Entity Options
Districts created through
Special Legislation

Formal Special Districts

Evaluation Criteria
Case Study
(if applicable)

Green Benefits
District/ Business
Improvement
District (GBD/ BID)

Geologic Hazard
Abatement District
(GHAD)

Community
Services District
(CSD)

Community
Facilities
District (CFD)

Dogpatch Potrero Hill
GBD (San Fransisco, CA)

Broad Beach GHAD
(Malibu, CA)

N/A

N/A

Special Act
(State)

City
Legislation

MOU between
existing Agencies

EcoDistrict
with MOUs

Flood and Sea Level Rise
Resilience District (San
Mateo County, CA)

San Franscico Cultural
Districts
(San Fransisco, CA)

San Mateo, CA

Living Cully
(Portland, OR)

Able to consolidate funds from various
sources?		

Yes

Yes

Yes

Not typically

Yes

Yes

Ability to leverage state and federal
funding?

Yes

Yes

Yes

Not typically

Yes

Yes

Has capacity to apply for grant funding?

Yes

Yes

Yes

Not typically

Yes

Able to generate funding (within entity)?

Yes (assessment)

Yes (assessment)

Yes
(assessment,
tax, or fee)

Yes (special
tax)

Able to fund ongoing “District
Operations”?

Yes

Yes

Yes

Would entity require funding for “District
Operations” from an outside source?

No

No

Has Capacity to provide Administration for
projects over long term (10 years)?

Yes

Ability to contract?

Yes

KEY to Cell Shading as Evaluation:

Meets C2RD Goal:

Other Entity Set-ups

Likely yes, but
depends on
capacity of
individual parties.
No, but individual
parties may be
able to.

Yes

Yes

No, but individual
parties may be
able to.

Yes

No (currently funded
by temporary
contributions).

No

No

Yes (social
enterprises)

Yes, but
limited

Currently funded
by temporary
contributions, unclear
for longterm.

Yes

Maybe, depends
on MOU.

Yes

No

No

Yes (likely individual
cities).

Yes (funded through
TOT).

Likely, but
depends on
participating
parties.

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

Partially (some
aspects facilitated
through City
partnership).

Maybe, depends
on MOU.

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes, but
generally not
after project
completion
Yes

Yes

Yes

No, but member
parties can.

Yes

Neutral/ Unknown:

Does not meet C2RD Goal:

Yes

E quitable G overnance and R epresentation
I ndependent and D ependent E ntities
A key distinction to keep in mind is whether the entity is Independent, where governance is not reliant
on any other government agency or entity, or Dependent, where the board and governance structure
is embedded in an existing agency. While these terms typically apply to formal special districts, this
evaluation applies them to all entities if possible. Formal special districts established through enabling
legislation typically have more rigid laws for how the entity is governed, which allow for varying
levels of community representation. A CFD, for example, is a dependent district where governance
is embedded in an existing agency and leaves little to no room for community representation.
Dependent entities may be paired with complementary tools and processes to provide representation
and power to community stakeholders. These tools may include advisory boards, regular and
accessible meetings, and community-centered decision-making processes, among other options.
Independent formal districts often allow for greater flexibility in determining who will represent the
district on the Board of Directors. In the case of the Green Benefits District, the City added specific
parameters when passing the legislation to allow for a “greenspace advocate” to be on the board, as
well as tenants – so it is important to understand how flexible the law is and who needs a seat at the
table, before adopting enabling legislation. Entities created through special legislation have great
flexibility in determining a governing body – this option has the best potential to result in effective
and equitable community governance.
Finally, some entity options rely on non-profits to serve as structures for community adaptation
governance. They typically have very little community representation, but that is dependent on the
organization and structure. As previously mentioned, non-profits may be unstable over the long term
and do not provide the same level of accountability as entities that must abide by public transparency
laws.

B olstering C apacity
One question that arises in reviewing these various entity options is where to expand capacity? It is
no question that more capacity for adaptation work is needed, but where resources go to expand
that capacity will greatly define adaptation pathways. The entities evaluated in this Study provide
mechanisms for expanding capacity directly at the community scale, as well as mechanisms that
simultaneous expand County level capacity (Cultural Districts example). Entities that are governed
by a non-profit expand private sector capacity, and depending on the set up, there could be
opportunities for shifting power from non-profits to community stakeholders over the long term. In
General, C2RD pathways should aim for a power-sharing approach that is sustainable over the longterm.
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TABLE 2

GOVERNANCE
EVALUATION

Special Entity Options
Districts created through
Special Legislation

Formal Special Districts

Evaluation Criteria
Case Study
(if applicable)

Green Benefits
District/ Business
Improvement
District (GBD/ BID)

Geologic Hazard
Abatement District
(GHAD)

Community
Services District
(CSD)

Community
Facilities
District (CFD)

Dogpatch Potrero Hill
GBD (San Fransisco, CA)

Broad Beach GHAD
(Malibu, CA)

N/A

N/A

Other Entity Set-ups

Special Act
(State)

City
Legislation

MOU between
existing Agencies

EcoDistrict
with MOUs

Flood and Sea Level Rise
Resilience District (San
Mateo County, CA)

San Franscico Cultural
Districts
(San Fransisco, CA)

San Mateo, CA

Living Cully
(Portland, OR)

Scale of Entity/ Project Area?

Select area within
community.

Variable, often
select area within
community.

Variable, often
entirety of unincorporated
community

Variable,
usually those
benefitting
from specific
improvement or
service.

County

Community (no hard
borders)

Variable

Community (no
hard borders)

Is it an Independent or Dependent Entity?

Independent

Either

Either

Dependent

Independent

N/A (but most
operated as
Independent Entities)

N/A (but
essentially
Dependent)

N/A (but
essentially
Dependent)

Role of Community Stakeholders (including
residents and non-profits) in Decision making and governance?

Board of Directors must
include representatives
from various zones
and both owners and
renters.

Board of Directors may
consist of property
owners (Independent)
or members of an
existing agency
(Dependent). Very
little room for
ongoing community
engagement.

Board of
Directors may
consist of
community
members
(Independent).

No community
representation
in decisionmaking
(Dependent).
Very little room
for ongoing
community
engagement.

City Council members
from select cities
make up the Board of
Directors. No direct
role of community
stakeholders.

Community
makes up Steering
Committee and
advisory committees
that contribute to
Strategy Plans then
adopted by the City.
Robust ongoing
involvement.

Flexible, but since
power is embedded in existing
agencies, unlikely
that community
stakeholders are
given a significant
role.

Community
engagement and
descision-making
is core to Living
Cully, but Verde
(non-profit) is
ultimate decisionmaker

Are there Mechanisms in place to allow for
Community Engagement/ Empowerment?

Surveys, volunteer days, Public meetings
regular meetings and
(Brown Act)
events.

Public meetings
(Brown Act)

Public meetings
(Brown Act)

Unknown - dependent Community-driven
on individual
visioning and stratjurisdictions.
egy process. Each
District operates
differently and often
based on their own
goals and initiatives.

Flexible,
depending on
MOU.

Partnerships
with community
groups, trainings,
and education
for community.
Collaborative
processes.

Level of Power/ Authority to take Direct
Action (Relative to other Entity Options)

Moderate

High

Moderate

Moderate

Depends

High

KEY to Cell Shading as Evaluation:

Meets C2RD Goal:

Highest

Neutral/ Unknown:

Does not meet C2RD Goal:

Low

F lexibility to A pproach R esilience
The entity options evaluated herein represent a range of capabilities that must be matched to suit
community needs. Formal districts are often more powerful (legally), but also more constrained in
the types of projects they can do. Entities created through special legislation may be able to achieve
a wide range of adaptation projects/programs because this option allows for the greatest flexibility,
while also providing significant legal power. Informal entities are unbound by legal parameters and
therefore have the greatest flexibility in projects and goals, but also do not have the same power as
legally recognized districts.
Since most of the entity options do not have the capability to directly tackle all aspects of community
adaptation, complementary policies and tools should be explored in conjunction with entity options,
these may include zoning overlays, tenant protections, etc. Partnering with other organizations
and non-profits in the area can also help meet needs and goals that special entities cannot directly
address.
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TABLE 3

FLEXIBILITY
EVALUATION

Special Entity Options
Districts created through
Special Legislation

Formal Special Districts

Evaluation Criteria
Case Study
(if applicable)

Green Benefits
District/ Business
Improvement
District (GBD/ BID)

Geologic Hazard
Abatement District
(GHAD)

Community
Services District
(CSD)

Community
Facilities
District (CFD)

Dogpatch Potrero Hill
GBD (San Fransisco, CA)

Broad Beach GHAD
(Malibu, CA)

N/A

N/A

Special Act
(State)

City
Legislation

Flood and Sea Level Rise
Resilience District (San
Mateo County, CA)

San Franscico Cultural
Districts
(San Fransisco, CA)

Other Entity Set-ups
MOU between
existing
Agencies

EcoDistrict
with MOUs

San Mateo, CA

Living Cully
(Portland, OR)

Able to Fund both Infrastructure
projects and Social Programs (including
services)?

No, only able to fund
maintenance services

No, only services that
relate to “geologic
hazard”

Yes, but must
be created with
social programs as
intended purpose
& only those listen
in Gov. code.

No, only some
services (mostly
maintenance)
permitted.

Unclear

Yes, but typically
indirectly through
City action.

Yes

Able to hire workers directly for ongoing
jobs?

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes, but typically one-time
jobs.

Yes, but cities would
be responsible for
hiring.

Yes, but likely mostly
administrative.

No, but separate Yes
parties could.

Is the Entity able to Engage in Antidisplacement and Housing work directly?

No

No

No

No

Unclear

Yes, able to
engage in cultural
preservation and
anti-displacement.

Maybe, depends Yes
on MOU

Will funding for “District Operations” further Maybe. Assessments
can increase housing
burden low-income households?

Maybe. Assessments
can increase housing
cost burden.

Maybe. Fees,
special taxes, and
assessments can
increase housing
cost burden and be
regressive.

Maybe.
Special taxes
can increase
housing cost
burden.

Currently no. But
future funding for
District Operations
may.

No

Likely no, but
dependent
on funding
mechanism
selected.

No

Range of Projects able to be led by Entity?

Depends on “hazard”,
but must be related to
abating that hazard in
accordance with the
Engineer’s Report.

Very wide range.
CSDs are basically
all-in-one special
districts, but must
have purposes &
funding to carryout
those purposes
clearly defined
upon formation.

Infrastructure
financing is the
main use of
CFDs.

Multi-jurisdictional coordination, advocacy,
facilitating project implementation, funding
large projects. (Specific
roles still being determined).

Place-making, cultural preservation, arts,
expanding technical
capacity, advocacy,
guide City operations.

MOUs can
formalize relationships for all
types of projects,
but often most
useful for projects with clear
roles for each
party.

Urban greening,
park construction,
workforce training,
operating social enterprises, advocacy,
partnerships with
affordable housing,
facilitating community participation
and planning, social
programs.

cost burden.

KEY to Cell Shading as Evaluation:

Parks, green
infrastructure,
maintenance, graffiti
removal and trash
pick-up, place-making,
advocacy.

Meets C2RD Goal:

Neutral/ Unknown:

Does not meet C2RD Goal:

Yes

K ey T akeaways
1.

Special entities that are established through existing enabling legislation (formal special districts)
have more straightforward formation pathways than those established through special legislation
or alternative methods, but often require more technical and financial resources for formation.
Entities established by special legislation have varying timelines, often depending on whether
the project has a strong political champion. Special entities that are established through MOUs
similarly have varying timelines, but are instead dependent on non-profit capacity. Both of these
later options likely require significantly less time and resources than establishing a formal district
through enabling legislation.

2. Independent entities are more aligned with equitable planning practices as compared to
Dependent entities or those with non-profits providing governance. Independent entities, that
are not embedded in any other agency, are likely more able to serve as a platform for community
representation and self-determination. However, careful attention must be paid to who is able to
serve on the Board of Directors, and how they are appointed or elected.
3. Districts with more latent powers (formal special districts and and those created through Special
Act at the State level) may be better able to carry out a broader range of adaptation and resilience
projects, but they may also require more technical capacity and formality.
4. No one entity fulfills all the intended goals of the C2RD, therefore, it is necessary to balance tradeoffs in accordance with community needs and priorities. Additionally, complementary tools and
policies should be pursued in conjunction with C2RD options to fulfill goals through multiple
instruments.
5. Funding for District Operations should come from sources that do not further exacerbate housing
cost burdens and living expenses in low-resource communities. Funding for District Operations
is critical for gaining access to grant funding sources and successfully leveraging resources to
compete for state and federal funds. Given the importance of this type of funding, countywide
sources should be pursued for this purpose.
6. MOUs can be used as an interim approach to project implementation and piloting district
operations, but they are not likely to be a long-term solution and fail to meet key goals.
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Recommended C 2RD Pathways
This section recommends select pathways based on the evaluation of the eight special entity
options in relation to C2RD goals. Each community should use the case studies from Part I and the
evaluation matrix from Part II to further define their priorities in light of various trade-offs. These
select C2RD pathways are demonstrative in nature and are used to provide examples of how barriers
may be overcome with complementary policies and tools, how formation can take place, and how
communities can advocate for adaptation pathways that are able to fulfill their needs.

C 2RD F ormal D istrict P athway - G reen
B enefits D istrict
A pplication to C ontra C osta C ounty
This C2RD pathway is great for communities that have garnered strong support for local greening and
parks projects and communities expecting an inflow of new development. This pathway builds off San
Francisco’s Green Benefit District (GBD) model, which was established through adoption of Business
Improvement District legislation at the City/County level. This C2RD pathway requires significant
resources for establishment, but also follows a relatively straightforward trajectory, as compared to
the other recommended pathways. As a benefit, a formal district option instills the community with
a broad scope of powers that can effectively amplify their voice and enable action in the face of
climate change. The GBD was selected as the best fit amongst the other formal special district options
primarily due to its governance structure and flexibility to incorporate equitable planning practices.
GHADs and CSDs are very similar entities that could likely achieve many of the same outcomes if
complementary tools were paired with formation. The main concern in applying a GBD model in the
Study Communities is the feasibility and appropriateness of a benefit assessment as a method for
funding District Operations. Options for overcoming this barrier will be further discussed below.

T imescale
Would likely take roughly 6 months – 1 year to pass legislation at the County level (similar to BID), then
roughly 6 months – 1 year to form a district (these two parts can likely move forward simultaneously).
Total time to establish first district would likely take 1-2 years, but closer to 1 year for subsequent
districts.

S trengths
»

The formal district is a legal entity that is stable over the long term. Having a stable body for
community representation is a vital aspect of working towards a climate just future. Communitycentered entities will need time to build capacity, so it is important that these mechanisms are
employed early on in the ongoing process that is climate adaptation.
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»

This pathway allows a formal district to employ a local workforce for O&M and abatement of illegal
dumping. This can take place through direct contracting or through contracting with a non-profit.
Stipulations in the adopted BID legislation should be made to require local hires and fair wage
requirements. While effort may only employ a handful of local workers, it is another step towards
growing the County’s green workforce through positions that allow for community development
and economic empowerment.

»

This pathway can use special benefit assessments to fund District Operations. As mentioned, this
is both a benefit and a challenge. As a strength, the option to assess properties allows for local
independence from County budgeting constraints. Additionally, if a community is expecting an
inflow of new development, enacting an assessment can be a great way to grow revenues over
time without putting the full burden on the existing community.

»

Finally, this pathway has an independent Board of Directors that is made up of community
members and stakeholders, rather than embedded in an existing agency. Additionally, as
compared to the other formal district options, the GBD allows for both owners and renters to serve
on the Board as well as greenspace advocates. Independent districts that allow only property
owners to serve on the Board limit the ability of the entity to truly represent the community.

B arriers & O ptions for A ddressing T hem
»

This pathway has limited ability to fund a full range of social and economic resilience projects,
including housing and anti-displacement protections. Possible options for addressing this barrier
may include reserving a place on the Board for a affordable housing advocate, using zoning
overlays and planning tools to protect existing affordable housing and increase housing options,
and enacting tenant protections.

»

As previously mentioned, the use of benefit assessments may be unfeasible for some communities
and lead to a lack of community support (considering that assessments require majority voter
approval). Funding options should be discussed in concert with special entity options, not after the
fact. This can be addressed through robust community establishment processes and exploration
of alternative funding strategies (see Appendix A for more detail).

»

Formation requires an engineering report and management plan, which require technical and
financial resources. If this pathway is pursued, communities will likely require financial support
during the formation process. Costs of formation are typically covered by the district through
assessments, but there is still a concern about access to immediate funding – the County may play
an important role here.

R ecommended I nitial A ctions
1.

Hold a series of community workshops to discuss adaptation pathways, visions and goals, and
priorities for action. Special entities should be discussed early on as possible mechanisms
for action in conjunction with action being taken at the County level, by utilities, and by the
community and non-profits.

2. Communities with mitigation funds and existing sources of funds should work with those funding
entities to negotiate about altering the funding stream from grants to direct funding. Additionally,
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other entities currently receiving mitigation funds and grants must be on board with this change.
The amount of money from all sources must be sufficient to cover District Operations, and at a
minimum, be able to hire a staff member for administration and accounting and pay for other
administrative overhead. Once projects are implemented, this funding source will also have to
cover operations and maintenance.
3. For communities without mitigation funds that do not wish to proceed with a special
assessment, other funding options must be reviewed. If the community is expecting an increase
in development, a development impact fee (DIF) and/or development agreements may be
mechanisms for funding District Operations. However, these options are unreliable year-to-year
and therefore better options for long term District Operations may be sought through proposition
or measure at the County level (see Appendix A for more options).
4. The County should consider pursuing grant funds or other funds for formation of a “pilot district”
that can serve as a learning experience in best practices for other communities in the County –
and even as an example for communities throughout the State that are facing similar challenges.
Here Contra Costa could take the lead on pioneering an innovative, community-first, approach
to climate adaptation – but it would require political will by the Board of Supervisors along with
dedicated staff resources.
5. Establish a formation committee made up of relevant stakeholders. This must include community
leaders, County staff, local non-profits working in the community, and large landowners and
developers with active projects. This formation committee will need to conduct extensive outreach
to prepare for an eventual vote to form the District. Additionally, the formation committee will
have to decide on key features of the district that will greatly impact future operations, including:
boundaries, special requirements for board members, goals of district, key project types and
services, and if an assessment is pursued, the formation committee will need to contract out for
a study (Engineer’s Report) to show exactly how assessed communities will benefit. Creating a
formation committee with all stakeholders represented early in the process is the best way to gain
buy-in that is necessary for success.

C 2RD E co D istrict / MOU P athway
A pplication to C ontra C osta C ounty

This pathway relies heavily on capable non-profits and community organizations and may be suitable
for communities with strong existing networks of non-profit actors. This may be a great option for
communities with a diverse group of non-profits and organizations looking to formalize a partnership.
This C2RD pathway builds off the Living Cully case study and aims to build social and economic
resilience through workforce development, affordable housing development, and provision of social
programs while simultaneously adding vital green space and green jobs to the neighborhood.
Additionally, this pathway endorses the exploration of social enterprises as a long-term funding source
for District Operations. The main challenge with this C2RD pathway is the lack of a long-term, stable,
and community-centric governance structure and complementary planning processes for achieving
procedural justice. This C2RD pathway depends on MOUs between non-profit and County parties,
and designation of one existing party as lead agency, and thus does not provide a stable platform for
meaningful community participation. The sections below will further discuss options for overcoming
these challenges.
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T imescale
Since this option relies largely on private-sector action (non-profits), the timeframe for
formation relies mostly on negotiating terms and roles for collaboration. County involvement is
recommended, but this could extend the timeframe for establishment. Formation is estimated
to take 3-9 months if parties are motivated.

S trengths
»

Unlike formal districts, this pathway allows for the special entity to tackle resilience in a truly
comprehensive way. This is mostly due to the informal nature of the entity that is unbound by
enabling legislation. The Living Cully case study provides a valuable example for approaching
community resilience through workforce development, affordable housing, social programs, and
urban greening simultaneously.

»

The EcoDistrict/MOU pathway requires significantly less resources for formation as compared to
the formal district pathway, and significantly less time as well.

»

Social enterprises would potentially be able to create local green jobs while also creating a
workforce for maintenance of parks and green infrastructure. While this concept requires a highly
capable lead agency, social enterprises may be a valuable tool for facilitating a Just Transition and
should be further explored within the concept of community adaptation.

B arriers & O ptions for A ddressing T hem
»

Power is concentrated in existing organizations (non-profit(s)), which does not meet goals of
community empowerment. In order to incorporate procedural justice principles, an MOU could
include an oversight body or set processes for community decision-making.

»

Effectiveness is largely determined by non-profit capacity and capability. An MOU with clearly
defined roles is important for providing accountability and entity effectiveness. The process of
negotiating roles and entity features should involve robust community engagement and longterm visioning. The MOU should also establish metrics and milestones that will aid in creating a
positive feedback loop for monitoring progress and meeting C2RD goals.

»

Stability and longevity of the entity are dependent on non-profits that are subject to collapse. An
MOU should designate responsibility with the County or a stable agency in the case that the lead
organization is no longer able to carry out adaptation processes.

R ecommended I nitial A ctions
1.

Interested non-profits should organize a series of community meetings and co-construct goals for
engagement. The County can be an asset in facilitating these initial meetings and working groups.

2. Interested parties should initiate negotiations that will eventually lead to an MOU outlining roles
and responsibilities of the entity. This will need to involve alignment of goals and resources to
serve the ultimate goals of the entity. For administrative ease, one party should be the “backbone”
and provide accounting and coordination services for the entity.
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3. To overcome barriers to procedural justice that are posed with having a non-profit entity lead,
interested parties should consider a community advisory body or other procedural features to
ensure that the community’s needs are continuously represented and meaningfully incorporated.

C 2RD S pecial L egislation P athway
A pplication to C ontra C osta C ounty
This pathway is the best option for taking immediate, yet meaningful, action at the County level to
initiate community-scale adaptation planning. The C2RD legislation pathway can be pursued as a
standalone strategy, or as an initial step towards establishing a formal district. Either way, this pathway
is dependent on forming a working partnership between the County and the Study Communities.
MACs currently operate in a similar way for more general matters. This pathway would differ in
approach with a focus not only on advising, but on guiding County action in the community. With
this legislative approach, the County can create legislation that is able to meet the unique needs of
the Study Communities. This pathway is modeled off San Francisco’s Cultural Districts program which
facilitates community planning through steering committees funded through a set aside from the
City’s Transient Occupancy Tax (TOT). One option would be to proceed in the same manner as San
Francisco’s cultural districts, where each district creates a Cultural Preservation Strategy (in this case, a
Community Adaptation Strategy) that is then able to guide City/County action. This has led to overlay
zones, small business programs, and special designations that have been enacted to meet the goals
laid out in the guiding Strategy document. The Community Adaptation Strategy would be formally
recognized by County departments and incorporated into their plans and practices. This allows for
action on two scales, first, County level incorporation of Community needs into ongoing projects, and
second, community-scale action through the working group. The working group (also called the
steering committee) is funded through TOT funds in San Francisco, which provides funding for District
Operations. Countywide funding, including special taxes, bonds, and fees, should be explored as a
tool for funding ongoing operations of these working groups and stewardship of their projects.

T imescale
Similar to the EcoDistrict/MOU pathway, the timescale for establishment is potentially much shorter
than a formal district, however, this pathway depends on political will at the County scale.

S trengths
»

This pathway provides a stable platform for community adaptation planning and bridges gaps
in communication between the community and the County. Additionally, this pathway is able to
facilitate capacity building at the County and community level by sharing power and responsibility.

»

Legislative action is potentially the most straightforward method for entity establishment, and
may require the least amount of time, depending on political will. This pathway can be positioned
as a first step in initiating collaboration that may result in formal district establishment for some
communities, or pursuit of alternatives.
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»

This pathway allows special entities to address a broad range of community resilience concerns.
However, this pathway also instills communities with the least amount of power to act directly.

B arriers & O ptions for A ddressing T hem
»

Funding for District Operations is the largest barrier for this C2RD pathway. However, San
Francisco’s program is a model for how funding options can be adopted at a subsequent stage.
Taking immediate legislative action to establish these special entities can be an important first step
in initiating community-scale visioning and goal setting around climate adaptation. Through that
initial engagement process, funding options can be explored as they relate to community goals.

»

As previously mentioned, this pathway is the least legally powerful and therefore does not allow
the resulting entities to generate funding through assessments, bond, own property, etc. However,
subsequent establishment of a formal district can ameliorate this concern.

R ecommended I nitial A ctions
1.

County formation committee should review San Francisco’s cultural district program in greater
detail and note where there are aspects that would need special consideration (particularly
funding for ongoing maintenance when applying districts to green infrastructure).

2. County should initiate a working group including representative from all Study Communities to
discuss goals and strategies, and ultimately collaborate on legislation.
3. The County Board of Supervisors is critical to the success of this pathway. Endorsement of this
legislation by Board members is vital, and thus, should be prioritized in early stages of entity
establishment.
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Next Steps
1.

The Board of Supervisors should prioritize climate adaptation action as a method for facilitating
a Just Transition. This includes designating staff time and resources for further developing
community climate adaptation pathways through community-centered processes.

2. The County should create working groups in each Study Community as a way to initiate
discussions about shared goals and priorities in each community and inform community
stakeholders about possible C2RD pathways as tools for working towards those goals.
3. While funding will likely be a challenge for any pathway that is pursued, a lack of funding should
not stand in the way of taking important first steps in community-scale adaptation. Collaborative,
ongoing, multi-scalar working groups are a great first step in establishing adaptation pathways,
along with the necessary funding tools and mechanisms necessary for implementation.
4. Communities should initiate discussions about climate adaptation through existing MACs, nonprofits, and local organizations. These discussions should be goal-oriented with the intention to
create a vision for a well-adapted and equitable future.
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Appendices
A ppendix A
Funding and Financing Options
Near Term (can be enacted immediately given political will and market conditions)
» County General Fund
» Development Agreements
» Public private partnerships
» Utility Fees (stormwater)
» Mitigation Funds
Mid-Term (Requires more time & effort for enactment)
» County Bond (including social impact bond, green bond)
» Carbon Fund Program (Overview of Watsonville Program)
» Development Impact Fees (DIF) (Sacramento Flood Impact Fees)
» Special Property Assessment (Study)
» Special Tax (Parcel Tax)
» Tax Increment Financing (and EIFDs) (Study)
» Community Revitalization and Investment Authorities (CRIAs) (Overview)
» Countywide Sales Tax (Corte Madera’s Measure F)
» Insurance and Catastrophe Bonds (Study)
» Motor Vehicle Registration Fees (Legislation)
Resources for Further Information
» AECOM Report
» Resilient by Design Financing Report
» Short & Useful Overview of Funding/Financing Tools
» Assessments, Taxes, and Fees
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