
 
 
 
 
 
 

Agenda 

Governing Board 

SPECIAL MEETING AGENDA 

Thursday, May 26, 2011 
11:00 a.m. to 1:00 p.m. 

Meeting Location: 
State Coastal Conservancy 

1330 Broadway, 11th Floor Conference Room 
Oakland, California 94612 

4221 Littleworth Way, San Jose, CA 95135 

For additional information, please contact: 
Clerk of the Governing Board, (510) 464 7900 

Agenda and attachments available at: 
www.sfbayrestore.org 

The Governing Board may take action on any item on this agenda. 

 

1. Call to Order 
Action 
Sam Schuchat, Executive Officer, California State Coastal Conservancy 

2. Moment of Silence in Memory of Supervisor Charles McGlashan 

3. Roll Call 

4. Public Comment 

5. Announcements 

6. Approval of Summary Minutes of January 26, 2011 
Action 
Attachment: Summary Minutes for January 26, 2011 
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7. Organizational Matters 

A. Appointment of New Governing Board Member 
Information 
Ezra Rapport, Executive Director, Association of Bay Area Governments 
Attachment:  Rapport memo dated May 23, 2011 

B. Appointment of John Coleman to the Advisory Committee 
Action 
Sam Schuchat 
Attachment:  Denninger memo dated May 23, 2011 

C. Appointment of New Member to the Polling Subcommittee 
Action 
Sam Schuchat 

8. Request for Authorization to Seek Additional Funding for Developing Ballot Measure 
Information/Action 
Judy Kelly, Director, San Francisco Estuary Partnership 

9. Report on Parcel Tax Advisors 
Information 
Ken Moy, Legal Counsel, Association of Bay Area Governments 

10. Report on Proposition 21 Vote Analysis 
Information 
Sam Schuchat 
Attachment:  GreenInfo report dated May 9, 2011 

11. Report on Phase II Polling 

A. Review Status and Schedule 
Information 
Karen McDowell, Environmental Planner, San Francisco Estuary Partnership 

B. Report on Focus Group Findings 
Information 
Ruth Bernstein, EMC Research 

C. Review Draft Phase II Voter Survey 
Information/Action 
Ruth Bernstein, EMC Research 
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12. Discussion of Parcel Tax Measure and Schedule 
Information/Action 
Sam Schuchat 

13. Adjournment 

 
Agenda submitted by the Clerk of the Governing Board: 
May 24, 2011 
 
Agenda posted: 
May 24, 2011 



Keith Caldwell 
Supervisor, District 5 
County of Napa 
 
Keith Caldwell was born in Ohio and moved to Napa County in 1962. He grew up in 
American Canyon and graduated from Vintage High School.  He is married and has one 
son. 
 
After attending and completing a Fire Fighter I Program at Solano Community College 
he began his career in the fire service in 1977 with the American Canyon Fire District. In 
1990 Keith was promoted to the rank of Fire Chief and served in this position until his 
retirement in July 2007. 
 
He was elected to the Board of Supervisors in November 2008 and took office in January 
2009. He was the first person in the state to receive the California State Association of 
Counties (CSAC) Institute for Excellence in Government credential in December 2009. 
 
During his career he served on many local and statewide boards and associations, 
including:  
 

Executive Board Member and Treasurer of Fire Districts Workers Compensation 
Insurance JPA  

Past President Napa County Fire Fighters Association  

Past President Napa Solano Fire Chiefs Association  

Member of the State of California CAL/Fire Command Team # 3  

 
Committees & Commissions for 2011: 

 

Airport Industrial Area Subcommittee (AIASC) 

California State Association of Counties (CSAC) - Health and Human Services Policy 
Committee  

Emergency Medical Care Committee (EMCC)  

Mental Health Board  

Napa County Transportation Planning Agency (NCTPA) - Vice Chair 

Napa Valley Transportation Authority  

Napa Sanitation District (Alternate)  

North Bay Water Reuse Authority (NBWRA) - Vice Chair  

San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) (Alternate)  

Watershed Information Center and Conservancy of Napa County (WICC) - Board of 
Directors (Alternate) 
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Date: May 23, 2011 
 
To: Governing Board 

San Francisco Bay Restoration Authority 
 
From: Ezra Rapport 

Executive Director, Association of Bay Area Governments 
 
Subject: Appointment of New Governing Board Member 
 
 
At its meeting on May 19, 2011, the Executive Board of the Association of Bay Area 
Governments, under Government Code Section 66703(b), approved the appointment of 
Keith Caldwell, Supervisor, County of Napa, to the Governing Board of the 
San Francisco Bay Restoration Authority. 
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ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEMBERS 
May 2011 

 

Steve Abbors General Manager, Mid-Peninsula Regional Open Space District 

Josh Arce Executive Director, Brightline Defense Project 

Dion Aroner  Partner, Aroner, Jewel & Ellis 

Cindy Chavez Executive Officer, South Bay Labor Council 

Patrick Congdon General Manager, Santa Clara County Open Space Authority 

Grant Davis Assistant General Manager, Sonoma County Water Agency 

Beth Huning Coordinator, San Francisco Bay Joint Venture 

Ellen Johnck Executive Director, Bay Planning Coalition (resigned) 

Jerry Kent Former Acting General Manager, East Bay Park and Recreation 
District 

David Lewis Executive Director, Save The Bay 

Sally Lieber Community Advocate; Sponsor of AB 2954 

Cynthia Murray President/CEO, North Bay Leadership Council 

Steve Ngo Trustee, San Francisco City College District 

Rahul Prakash President, Earth Aid Enterprises 

Bruce Raful Proprietor, Raful & Associates 

Curt Riffle Program Operations Manager, Conservation and Science, The 
David and Lucile Packard Foundation 

John Rizzo Trustee, San Francisco City College District 

Patrick Rutten Implementation Team Chair, NOAA Restoration Center 

Bob Spencer Economist/Financial Consultant 

Mendel Stewart Project Leader, Don Edwards San Francisco Bay National Wildlife 
Refuge 

Laura Thompson Manager, San Francisco Bay Trail Project 

Will Travis Executive Director, San Francisco Bay Conservation and 
Development Commission 

Kate White Executive Director, Urban Land Institute 
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Date: May 23, 2011 
 
To: Governing Board 
 
From Melanie Denninger 

California State Coastal Conservancy 
 
Subject: Recommendation for Additional Appointment to the Advisory Committee 
 
Attachment: List of Previous Appointees to the Advisory Committee 
 
 
Recommendation 
 
Appoint John Coleman, Executive Director, Bay Planning Coalition, to the San Francisco Bay 
Restoration Authority’s Advisory Committee. 
 
Background 
 
Early this year, one of the Restoration Authority’s Advisory Committee members, Ellen Johnck, 
notified the Governing Board Chair, Sam Schuchat, and staff that she was giving up her 
appointment to the Advisory Committee, as she had recently retired from her position as 
Executive Director of the Bay Planning Coalition (BPC). Recognizing the importance of having 
the Bay Planning Coalition engaged with the work of the Restoration Authority, Mr. Schuchat 
sent a communication to the Restoration Authority’s subcommittee on the Advisory Committee 
(Supervisor Gioia, Councilmember Foust, and Assessor Ting), that John Coleman, BPC’s new 
Executive Director, be appointed to the Advisory Committee.  A majority of the subcommittee 
replied and was in agreement with the proposed appointment. 
 
Mr. Coleman’s biography is below and a list of previous appointees is attached. 
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Biography:  John A. Coleman: 
 
John A. Colman recently succeeded Ellen Johnck as Executive Director of the Bay Planning 
Coalition.  He is also the current President of the Board of Directors of the East Bay Municipal 
Utility District. Coleman was elected to the EBMUD Board of Directors in 1990 and was re-
elected in 1994, 1998, 2002, and 2006, representing Ward 2, which includes the communities of 
Alamo, Lafayette, and the Town of Danville, and portions of Pleasant Hill, San Ramon, and 
Walnut Creek. From 1996 to 2000, he served as President of EBMUD's Board of Directors and 
was elected to serve as Vice-President in 2009 and 2010. 
 
Coleman is a past president of the board of the California Association of Sanitation Agencies and 
is past president of DERWA, the joint powers authority for recycled water service provided by 
EBMUD and the Dublin-San Ramon Services District. He currently chairs the Upper 
Mokelumne River Watershed Authority and the ACWA Infrastructure and Environment 
Subcommittee and is chair of the Freeport Regional Water Authority. He is the chair of ACWA's 
Federal Affairs Committee and also serves on the boards of the Association of California Water 
Agencies (ACWA), the Contra Costa Council, the National Water Resources Association 
(NWRA), the WateReuse Association, and the Bay Area Leadership Foundation. He serves on 
ABAG's CALFED Task Force, the Advisory Council for California Forward, and chairs its 
Water and Land Use Subcommittee. He is also a member of the National Endangered Species 
Act Reform Coalition of the Association of California Water Agencies. Coleman served 
Governors Wilson and Davis as Deputy Director of External Affairs for the California 
Conservation Corps. 
 
Long active in the community, Coleman is past president of the Lafayette Chamber of 
Commerce, former board member of the National Association of Service and Conservation 
Corps, and former member of the California Biodiversity Council. An Eagle Scout, he is 
Scoutmaster of Troop 243 in Lafayette. 
 
Coleman holds a Bachelor of Sciences in Natural Resources from the University of California, 
Berkeley, and a certificate in management from the University of the Pacific School of Business 
and Public Administration. He currently resides in Walnut Creek with his wife Lonna, and he has 
two daughters; one attending law school in Washington and the other working in the high-tech 
industry in Arizona. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 

GreenInfo Network was asked by California State Coastal Conservancy and San Francisco Restoration 
Authority to analyze voting patterns of Proposition 21 in the Bay Area. California Proposition 21, a 
Vehicle License fee for Parks Act, was on the November 2, 2010 ballot and was defeated. Prop 21 would 
have increased vehicle license fees in California by $18 a year in order to raise about $500 million a year 
in a dedicated fund for state parks.  

To do so GreenInfo acquired 2010 General Election data by voting precincts and aggregated the results 
to city and county levels. Presented are the analysis methods, the basic findings of the voting patterns 
(in maps and charts), and some initial data observations that could be further explored in the next 
phase.  

PROJECT PHASES 

 Phase I: collect data 
 Phase II: data analysis, initial findings/summaries 
 Phase III: analyze voting patterns in assemblages of cities or precincts 

 

 

METHODS 

 

California voting results for the 2010 General Election (Prop 21) and voting precinct boundaries were 
acquired from the UC Berkeley Statewide Database (http://swdb.berkeley.edu/geography.html). Bay 
Area counties (Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, Napa, San Francisco, San Mateo, Santa Clara, Solano and 
Sonoma) and Prop 21 results were extracted from a California dataset for the project analysis. Precinct 
data calculations included voter turnout, number of votes for and against Prop 21, and votes in favor 
above 50%. Through spatial analysis, precincts were related to incorporated city boundaries and the 
project voting calculations were aggregated accordingly. Bay Area incorporated city boundaries were 
acquired from 2009 Census Tiger places (http://www.census.gov/geo/www/tiger/tgrshp2009/ 
tgrshp2009.html), which defined a city’s incorporated/unincorporated status. After combining the 
precinct data elements, voter turnout, number of votes for and against Prop 21, and votes in favor 
above 50% were calculated for each city. Parcel information for all nine Bay Area counties was available 
and aggregated to both the precinct and city boundaries. Parcel summations were calculated for 
precincts, cities, and counties. Where residential and commercial land use information was available 
(Marin, Napa, San Francisco, Santa Clara and Sonoma), parcel summations for these two land use groups 
were also calculated.  
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REPORTS BY PRECINCT 
 

VOTER TURNOUT BY PRECINCT 

This map shows voter turnout rate for the 2010 General Election by precinct. Voter turnout is calculated 
as the percentage of registered voters who actually cast a ballot on Election Day. Low turnout (<or= 
25%) is highlighted in red; 1% of all precincts fell into this classification. High turnout (>or= 75%) is 
highlighted in dark purple; 23% of all precincts fell into this classification. North Bay counties (Marin, 
Sonoma, and Napa) had a high voter turnout. The average voter turnout for all precincts was 66% and 
the majority of precincts fell in this middle range.  
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VOTER TURNOUT BY PRECINCT  
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VOTER TURNOUT BY PRECINCT  
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VOTER TURNOUT BY PRECINCT 
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PRECINCTS WITH VOTES IN FAVOR OF PROP 21 

This map shows the percentage of votes per precinct in favor of Prop 21 (voted yes). Three 
classifications above and below a 50% threshold were defined, with extremes of 0% and 100% in favor 
highlighted. Measures of zero percent on Prop 21 do not necessarily indicate voters were opposed. Not 
all voters actually vote for each proposition on the ballot, 0% can represent both the opposition to and 
absence of votes for Prop 21. The average votes in favor for all precincts were 256, and overall 56% 
supported the proposition with a majority vote (more than 50% votes yes). 

 

 

  

 



7 
 

PRECINCTS WITH MAJORITY VOTE IN FAVOR OF PROP 21 

This map shows precincts with greater than 50% votes in favor of Prop 21. The majority of voters in a 
given precinct support Prop 21 if more than 1/2 of the total votes cast were in favor. Over half (56%) of 
all precincts in the Bay Area voted majority in favor of Prop 21; with considerable support coming from 
the North Bay (Marin and Sonoma Counties) and the Peninsula (San Mateo and Santa Clara Counties). 
Those precincts with > 2/3 majority in favor are highlighted in dark blue and represent 14% of all Bay 
Area voting precincts. 
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PRECINCTS WITH UNANIMOUS VOTES FOR OR AGAINST PROP 21 

This map shows precincts that unanimously supported or opposed Prop 21. Forty Bay Area precincts 
unanimously supported the proposition (100% votes yes) and forty-six precincts unanimously opposed 
(100% votes no). Three of nine counties (Marin, Napa and San Francisco) did not have any precincts with 
undivided support for or against the proposition and precinct totals unanimously for and against are 
provided for each county. 
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PRECINCTS WITH UNANIMOUS VOTES FOR OR AGAINST PROP 21 
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PRECINCTS WITH UNANIMOUS VOTES FOR OR AGAINST PROP 21 
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REPORTS BY CITY 
 

VOTER TURNOUT BY CITY 

This map shows voter turnout rate for the 2010 General Election by city. Voter turnout is calculated as 
the percentage of registered voters who actually cast a ballot on Election Day. Low turnout (<or= 50%) is 
highlighted in red (East Palo Alto and San Pablo); 2% of all incorporated cities. High turnout (>or= 75%) is 
highlighted in dark purple; 26% of all incorporated cities. The average voter turnout for all cities was 
68% and overall the Bay Area had high voter turnout; with 65% of all registered voters casting a vote on 
Election Day (2,322,555 total votes). 

 

 

 

 



12 
 

VOTER TURNOUT BY CITY 
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CITIES WITH VOTES IN FAVOR OF PROP 21 

This map shows the percentage of votes cast per city in favor of Prop 21 (votes yes). Every Bay Area 
incorporated city had at least 100 votes for and 100 votes against the proposition, so extremes of 0% 
and 100% votes in favor are not found at the city level. The average votes in favor for all cities was 
10,500, and 57% of Bay Area supported the proposition with a majority vote (more than 50% votes yes). 
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CITIES WITH MAJORITY VOTES IN FAVOR OF PROP 21 

This map shows cities with greater than 50% votes in favor of Prop 21. The majority of voters in a given 
city support Prop 21 if more than 1/2 of the total votes cast were in favor. Over half (57%) of all cities in 
the Bay Area voted majority in favor of Prop 21; with considerable support spread throughout all nine 
counties. Seven percent of supported the proposition with > 2/3 majority and include Albany, Berkeley, 
Emeryville, Fairfax, Mill Valley, San Anselmo, and Sebastopol. 
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CITIES WITH THE HIGHEST PERCENTAGE OF VOTES FOR OR AGAINST PROP 21 

This map shows the top Bay Area cities in support of or opposed to Prop 21. Not one Bay Area city had a 
unanimous approval for or against the proposition. Berkeley had the strongest support, with almost 80% 
of votes cast in favor (votes yes). Oakley had the strongest opposition to the proposition, with 65% of 
votes cast against (votes no).  Cities in Solano and Contra Costa counties were strongly opposed; 10 of 
the 11 top cities voting against were in these two counties. Alameda and Marin counties had most of the 
cities (7 of 11) that strongly supported, and concentrated support appears spread throughout pockets in 
the Bay Area, contrary to the centralized opposition areas. 
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CITIES WITH THE HIGHEST PERCENTAGE OF VOTES FOR OR AGAINST PROP 21 
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REPORTS BY COUNTY 
 

COUNTY SUMMARY 
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REPORTS BY PARCEL COUNT 
 

PRCEINCT SUMMARY 
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CITY SUMMARY 
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DATA OBSERVATIONS AND SUGGESTED FUTURE RESEARCH 

 

CITIES 

 At first glance, votes for Prop 21 appear to be related to income and ethnicity  
 Phase III could look at the median household income and/or ethnic breakouts of these cities and 

see if a correlation does exist 
 White affluent cities (as a collective vs. individual voters) appear to be most in support 
 Counties with a large number of protected lands appear to vote in favor (Example: Marin 

County) 

STATE PARKS 

 Does the proximity of a State Park affect voting results? 
 78% of cities within ½ mile of a state park voted 50% or more in favor of Prop 21 
 63% of precincts within 1/10th mile of a state park voted 50% or more in favor of Prop 21 
 Phase III could look to expand distance thresholds and see if park correlation does exist 

 

 

 

 


