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Introduction
Purpose and Intended Uses of Catalogue
This catalogue seeks to identify asset owners, managers, and other parties that will or could be implicated
in a regional Humboldt Bay sea level rise (SLR) planning effort. It provides information regarding assets
they own or manage, their authority or area of interest within the SLR regional planning area, or other
concerns as they may pertain to regional SLR management. The parties identified range from those that
would be significantly or directly involved in regional SLR planning to those that could be indirectly
involved or have a tangential interest in such an effort.
This catalogue will serve as a tool in helping to identify which parties should be involved in a regional SLR
planning effort and in what capacity. Given the dynamic nature of climate change and sea level rise, this
catalogue will be updated at least every five years to ensure it remains a relevant and useful tool for sea
level rise planning in the Humboldt Bay region.
There is approximately 102 miles of Humboldt Bay shoreline connected to six hydrologic units (HU). On
Humboldt Bay, a hydrologic unit is defined as a tidally influenced drainage area. Six hydrologic units have
been identified and are as follows: Mad River Slough (MRS, 13.7 shoreline miles), Arcata Bay (AB 20.5
shoreline miles), Eureka Slough (ES, 20.8 shoreline miles), Eureka Bay (EB, 15.9 shoreline miles), Elk River
Slough (ERS, 9.7 shoreline miles) and South Bay (SB, 21.8 shoreline miles), displayed in Figure 1. The
hydrologic unit boundary between the Arcata Bay HU and Eureka Bay HU is essentially the Highway 255
bridges. The boundary between the Eureka Bay HU and the South Bay HU is the entrance to South Bay
between King Salmon and the South Spit. The Mad River, Eureka and Elk River Sloughs all drain through a
single channel that connects them to the adjacent Bay. The upland boundary for these HUs is the
projected mean monthly maximum water (tidal) inundation area with 2.0 meters (6.6 feet) of sea level
rise. Within the six HUs there are 24 smaller drainage areas behind dike shoreline structures that share a
common vulnerability of being tidally inundated if the shoreline is compromised (breached or
overtopped). Each individual HU shares a common shoreline and exposure to tidal inundation. This shared
shoreline is a mosaic consisting of natural habitats and artificial structures such as dikes, railroad
structures, roads, fill structures, and fortified structures. Each HU contains one or more local agency
jurisdictions and overlapping permitting and resource trustee agency jurisdictions.
For this catalogue, assets will be reported according to their associated HU. This catalogue method will
help to identify overlapping jurisdictional and SLR concerns, a primary issue driving the need to consider
a coordinated regional SLR planning. It will also help to better understand and identify asset owner and
manager SLR concerns based on site specific hydrologic conditions.
Today, there is no single entity responsible for the maintenance of the shoreline on Humboldt Bay, which
consists of 670 Assessor’s parcels, many different property owners, and several layers of overlapping
development and natural resource jurisdictions and authorities. Additionally, within the Humboldt Bay
region, there are 2,342 parcels within the area that could potentially impacted by 3-feet of SLR. These
parcels come with even more independent property owners and managers. As sea level rise issues do not
recognize jurisdictional or property boundaries, consideration of a regional coordinated effort for sea level
rise adaptation involving the various stakeholders within the Humboldt Bay area, is a necessity.
Humboldt Bay Sea Level Rise Regional Planning Feasibility Study
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In an effort to facilitate outreach to asset owners and managers who could potentially participate in
regional sea level rise planning efforts, this catalogue includes stakeholders categorized as one of the
following:
Tribal Government
Land Use Authority
Resource Management/Protection/Regulator
Shoreline Structure Owner
Vulnerable Property Owner
Utility Infrastructure Owner/Service Provider
Transportation Infrastructure Owner
Academic/Public Interest Organizations
The Academic/Public Interest Organizations stakeholder category was included at the end of the
catalogue in order to provide a comprehensive understanding of the stakeholders that would be involved
with Humboldt Bay area SLR planning.
Some of the stakeholders or interested parties have multiple roles and fit multiple categories or have
multiple departments which fit different roles and categories. In order to avoid redundancy, their
description is included in their initial listing, with each additional listing under other categories only having
a reference to their initial listing included with its page number.
There have been several SLR related assessments prepared for the Humboldt Bay region. This catalogue
builds on previous assessments prepared by Northern Hydrology and Engineering (NHE) and Aldaron Laird
of Trinity and Associates for SLR projections (Gilkerson 2014), impacts and inundation areas (Anderson
2014), current shoreline conditions on Humboldt Bay (Laird 2013), as well as vulnerability and risk
assessments that were prepared by regional sea level rise adaptation planning efforts on Humboldt Bay
(Laird 2013, Laird and Powell 2014, Anderson 2015, Laird 2015, Laird 2016, Laird 2018, Laird 2018b, Laird
2018c, Laird 2018d, and Laird 2020). Additional information specific to stakeholder role and
responsibilities, assets, and general concerns was found in resources provided in the “related links”
section of each stakeholder listing.

Community Input
Throughout 2021, the County implemented an outreach campaign complimentary to this catalogue to
identify and understand the roles, responsibilities, needs, and concerns of those that could be involved in
sea level rise planning efforts within the Humboldt Bay region. Outreach began in May 2021 when the
County, in partnership with Cal Poly Humboldt (formerly known as Humboldt State University or HSU),
conducted two outreach surveys, each with a different target audience and focus.
One survey was prepared for property owners that could be impacted by 1 meter of sea level rise, as well
as for the general public (i.e., anyone who wished to take the survey). The survey was published online
and announced via a press release to local news outlets, and all property owners in the 1-meter sea level
rise inundation area (984 property owners) were also sent physical copies of the survey in the mail. Of the
984 surveys mailed to property owners, 159 completed surveys were returned, resulting in a 16%
completion rate. The online survey received 645 views, and there were 418 completed online survey
Humboldt Bay Sea Level Rise Regional Planning Feasibility Study
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entries resulting in a 64% completion rate. A total of 577 online and mail-in responses were received by
the cut off collection date. The closing date for the online surveys and return date for mail-in surveys was
June 21, 2021, although all mail-in surveys returned prior to August 1, 2021, with 30% or more of the
survey filled out, were included in our calculations. For simplification, all results reported within the
descriptions are aggregated responses from both modes of online and mail-in collection unless otherwise
mentioned in the description. In order to understand participation for each question, total number of
survey respondents will be reported (as n=) in each description.
The second survey that was conducted targeted “Coastal Professionals” which was defined using the same
definition as the 2016 California Coastal Adaptation Needs Assessment: “…individuals involved in
California coastal resource management, conservation, and protection from coastal hazards.” This
includes “...planners, resource managers, public works engineers, transportation managers, emergency
response managers, public health officials, harbor managers, port commissioners, and elected officials, as
well as representatives of environmental organizations working on coastal issues, private-sector
consultancies, and officials at farm bureaus. Public sector respondents were drawn from the local,
regional, state, and federal levels (Moser, Finzi Hart, Newton Mann, Sadrpour, & Grifman, 2018).”
Randomization was not used because participants needed to have a moderate-high relative level of
knowledge in SLR planning and conditions on Humboldt Bay. However, nonrandom sampling and selfselection could introduce areas of bias, so in an effort to reduce this bias, a broad and inclusive list of
potential participants was developed. Participants were recruited through email and asked to voluntarily
participate in the survey, and several follow-up emails were sent to encourage participation. No incentives
were provided. A total of 297 people were sent links to participate in the survey and 140 of those potential
participants responded. Upon closure of the survey, 33 of the 140 surveys collected were deemed
incomplete and removed from our calculations because the respondents completed less than 30% of the
survey questions. Therefore, responses from 107 respondents were utilized for this report. This results in
a response rate of 36%. In order to understand participation for each question, total number of survey
respondents will be reported (as n=) in each description.
The Coastal Professionals survey was conducted in order to capture a representative sample of views
among coastal professionals operating in the Humboldt Bay region. Results presented within this
catalogue are intended to provide general guidance in future planning and collaboration efforts. Though
useful for understanding people's knowledge, attitudes, perceptions, and expectations of sea level rise
planning on Humboldt Bay, it is important to note that analysis done at the specific agency level may not
represent an official view of the agency/organization respondents work for, and therefore should not be
treated as such.
For the purpose of confidentiality, respondents were asked to identify themselves by stakeholder
category. Sample size within certain categories was very limited (<10 participants). Also, some
respondents had multiple roles within the community and therefore self-identified with both a primary
stakeholder category as well as another agency/organization. For these specific responses, answers were
reported with the primary Stakeholder Group the participant chose when responding to the survey.
However, it is possible their survey responses may have been influenced by their secondary
agency/organization affiliation.
In addition, since the Coastal Professionals survey was performed in partnership with Humboldt State
University (now known as Cal Poly Humboldt), the stakeholders were grouped into 11 categories that are
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similar but not identical to the categories in this document in order to meet the needs of this Stakeholder
Catalogue as well as the additional research needs of the collaborating graduate student. While this
Stakeholder Catalogue hopes to provide a profile for entities that will be directly involved in regional SLR
planning for the Humboldt Bay region, the research scope for the graduate student was aimed at gaining
insights into the knowledge, attitudes, and perceptions of all coastal professionals connected to the
Humboldt Bay region. For this reason, results reported in this document will not identify responses by
exact numbers per organization, but rather by Coastal Professionals Stakeholder Group.
Respondents represented 47 agencies/organizations, some of which are included in this Stakeholder
Catalogue (as indicated with a *) in the following comprehensive SLR Coastal Professionals 2021 survey
category list:
Academia/Research
California Sea Grant Extension*
Humboldt State University (Now known as Cal Poly Humboldt)*
San Francisco State University
City Government
City of Arcata*
City of Eureka*
County Government
Humboldt County*
Federal Government
Bureau of Land Management*
US Fish & Wildlife Service*
US Department of Agriculture-Natural Resources Conservation Service*
Infrastructure/Service Provider/Community Services District
Humboldt Bay Municipal Water District*
Humboldt CSD*
Manila CSD*
Peninsula CSD*
Vero Networks*
Non-Government Organization
Coalition for Responsible Transportation Priorities
Friends of the Arcata Marsh*
Friends of the Dunes*
Friends of Elk River*
Humboldt Baykeeper*
Redwood Community Action Agency*
Redwood Region Audubon*
Surfrider Foundation*
Timber Heritage Association*
Private Sector Consultant
GHD
Greenway Partners
H. T. Harvey & Associates
Humboldt Bay Sea Level Rise Regional Planning Feasibility Study
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ICF
Michael Love & Associates, Inc.
Northern Hydrology & Engineering
Stillwater Sciences
Regional District or Association or Special District
Humboldt Bay Harbor, Recreation and Conservation District*
Humboldt County Association of Governments*
Redwood Coast Energy Authority*
State Government
California Coastal Commission*
California Department of Fish & Wildlife*
California Geological Survey*
California State Coastal Conservancy*
Caltrans*
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research
Humboldt County Resource Conservation District*
North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board*
State Lands Commission*
Trade/Business/Industry Group
Coldwell Banker Sellers Realty
Hog Island Oyster Co.
Humboldt Association of Realtors
Tribal Government
Blue Lake Rancheria*
Wiyot Tribe*
For more information on the surveys, refer to the surveys themselves in Appendix i - SLR Public Survey
2021 and Appendix ii - SLR Regional Coordination: Coastal Professional Survey Results . See also the
Masters Thesis of Kristen Orth-Gordinier titled: “Social science research to help advance regional
coordination and collaboration of sea level rise adaptation and planning on Humboldt Bay.” of HSU (now
Cal Poly Humboldt).
To supplement the surveys, key stakeholder group interviews were conducted in July and August 2021.
Eighteen stakeholder groups were selected which included members from all stakeholder categories used
in this catalogue, aside from Academic/Public interest. The number of participants for each interview
ranged from one to five, depending on staff availability. The stakeholder groups interviewed are the
following:
Agricultural Property Owner (one individual associated with the Farm Bureau)
California Coastal Commission
California Fish and Wildlife
Caltrans
City of Arcata
City of Eureka
Humboldt Bay Harbor, Recreation, & Conservation District
Humboldt Bay Sea Level Rise Regional Planning Feasibility Study
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Humboldt Bay Municipal Water District
Humboldt Community Services District
Humboldt County
Humboldt County Resource Conservation District
Manila Community Services District
NOAA
Peninsular Community Services District
PG&E
US Army Corps
US Fish and Wildlife Service/Humboldt Bay National Wildlife Refuge staff
Wiyot Tribe
During these interviews, stakeholder groups were asked a series of questions seeking to (1) confirm the
information in the stakeholder general description of roles and responsibilities contained in this
document; (2) identify the threshold for which they would no longer be able to provide services or their
assets would be severely impacted due to sea level rise impacts; (3) identify ways to increase feasibility
and effectiveness of regional sea level rise planning, and of adaptation projects protecting assets; (4)
explore ways collaboration might help with sea level rise planning and adaptation; and (5) identify desired
outcomes for regional sea level rise planning, adaptation, and management in the Humboldt Bay region.
Answers to questions in each of these categories were organized and coded to identify shared themes.
Over the course of these interviews, 22 shared themes about SLR regional planning and adaptation were
identified to have been explicitly mentioned by two or more stakeholder groups. These themes seek to
provide general guidance in future planning and collaboration efforts and are listed and explained further
beginning on page 12 of this document. It is important to note that themes and interview results do not
necessarily represent the official view of a respondent’s agency/organization. For further information on
the interviews, please refer to the script and questions in Appendix iii - SLR Stakeholder Interview 2021.
Results of these surveys and the interviews will be incorporated into aspects of this catalogue and will be
referred to as simply SLR Public Survey 2021, SLR Coastal Professionals Survey, or SLR Stakeholder
Interview 2021 respectively throughout the rest of this document.
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Catalogue Geographic Scope

Figure 1. Humboldt Bay’s 6 hydrologic units with inundation areas and boundaries based on a MMMW elevation of
7.7 feet as measured at the North Spit tide gauge with the addition of 1 meter (inundation area) or 2 meters (HU
boundary) of sea level rise under still water conditions if existing barrier shorelines are breached or overtopped.
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Figure 2. Humboldt Bay’s hydrologic units in relation to local coastal program jurisdictions.
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Roles and Assets
The following icons are utilized throughout this document to describe various authorities and roles that
stakeholders may have, as well as the assets each stakeholder may be concerned about, in the context of
SLR on Humboldt Bay. The Role and Responsibility of “Other” will be used for unique situations and will
include the identified role or responsibility for a particular stakeholder.

Roles & Responsibilities

Asset Interests

Federally Recognized Tribe

Transportation

Local Agency

Utilities

State Agency

Shoreline Protection

Federal Agency

Recreational

Local Coastal Program Agency

Cultural

Permitting Agency
Funding Agency

Environmental
Marine

Public Trust Agency
Public Property Owner
Private Property Owner
Operator
Nonprofit Organization
Other

Most of the roles and responsibilities listed above are self-explanatory, while a couple may benefit from
further explanation. A “Public Trust Agency” is one that has management oversight over public trust
resources. “Operator” refers to an agency or organization that provides public utilities such as water,
wastewater, storm drainage, power, and telecommunication services. In most if not all instances, the
utilities listed are regulated by the California Public Utilities Commission.
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Stakeholder SLR Concerns
Each stakeholder section includes a table of possible concerns regarding SLR-related topics. The following
table describes each of the possible concerns in more detail.

Shoreline Management
• Who is managing and maintaining the shoreline?
• How is the shoreline currently managed and maintained?
• What shoreline management changes may be needed to accommodate current and
future uses while also addressing SLR?
Property Ownership and Adaptation Responsibility
• Who owns the property and who is their neighbor?
• How will adaptation measures on one property impact other properties?
• Who is going to take the lead for implementation of SLR adaptation measures?
Regulatory Authorization and Compliance
• Can permits/authorizations to implement SLR adaption measures be obtained?
• Can the permits and requirements of various regulatory agencies be coordinated?
Feasible Adaptation Strategies
• What do we do to address SLR impacts?
• How do we decide?
Funding
• How should SLR adaptation be funded?
Sea Level Rise Impacts:
• Erosion
• Tidal inundation
• Backwater flooding
• Emerging groundwater flooding
• Saltwater intrusion
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Stages of Planning
The 2018 California Coastal Commission Sea Level Rise Policy Guidance document outlined a six-step
planning process for Local Coastal Programs and other SLR plans. For the purposes of evaluating the
progress of local planning efforts, additional steps were added, and the Commission’s flowchart was
modified to create the figure below which outlines the steps for addressing SLR locally:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Choose range of SLR projections relevant to a selected planning area
Identify potential SLR impacts within the planning area
Identify areas vulnerable to SLR impacts based on selected SLR projections
Assess SLR risks to coastal resources and development in identified vulnerable areas
Identify SLR adaptation strategies
Decide on SLR adaptation measures
Secure funding to implement SLR adaptation measures/project
Implement project (permitting, engineering, construction)
Monitor project outcomes and revise project as necessary

This figure can be found in each stakeholder section, when applicable, to illustrate the SLR planning
progress for each stakeholder. Steps that are grey in the stakeholder sections have not been started yet.

Choose SLR
Projections
Monitor
and Revise

Identify SLR
Impacts

Implement
Plans and
Projects

Assess
Vulnerabile
Areas

Secure
Funding

Assess Risks

Decide on
Adaptation
Measures
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Key Stakeholder Coordination Themes
During the SLR Stakeholder Interview 2021, eighteen stakeholder groups1 were asked a series of questions
focused on (1) confirming the accuracy of the general description of their roles and responsibilities
contained in this Catalogue; and seeking their input on (2) potential thresholds for which they would no
longer be able to provide services or their assets would be severely impacted due to sea level rise impacts;
(3) ways to increase feasibility and effectiveness of regional sea level rise planning, and of adaptation
projects protecting assets; (4) ways collaboration might help with sea level rise planning and adaptation;
and (5) desired outcomes for regional sea level rise planning, adaptation, and management in the
Humboldt Bay region. From these conversations, 22 response themes were identified as being explicitly
mentioned by two or more stakeholders. It is important to note. These identified themes seek to provide
general guidance in future planning and collaboration efforts and do not necessarily represent the official
view of the agency/organization for which the stakeholder interviewees work for. Below is a general
description of each theme category:
Additional Governmental Guidance – When it came to SLR planning or collaboration, some interviewees
thought that they, or a regional effort, would need additional governmental guidance. There were also
some stakeholders that mentioned waiting to plan for SLR until government plans were released for
certain infrastructure they were dependent on. Other participants expressed uncertainty about what
could be done or what would be allowed to address SLR by government agencies.
Dedicated Time Constraints – Often described in terms of undertaking SLR planning or implementing SLR
adaptation measures as being a challenge, many interviewees mentioned the lack of allocated time or the
inability to allocate time to these activities due to already busy schedules. Some participants mentioned
that time dedicated to SLR sometimes needed to be put into their calendar for them to actively think
about it. A few interviewees even expressed gratitude for being interviewed because it forced them to
dedicate time to SLR that they would not normally be able to allocate in their normal schedule.
Diked Former Tidelands – As a possible single asset focus for regional coordination, interviewees
identified diked former tidelands and other areas protected by dikes as important for collaboration,
particularly due to the large number of individual private and public property owners responsible for the
maintenance, or lack thereof, for these dikes. Some expressed concern for their assets due to their
location in, or proximity to, diked former tidelands.
Dredged Material – A few interview participants cited difficulty either obtaining or discarding dredged
material and expressed interest in coordinating the transfer of this material. Some participants cited
coordinated dredge material utilization as a possible focus for regional coordination.
Fishing Coordination – Some interviewees expressed interest in coordinating SLR adaptation or mitigation
efforts to protect fishing resources or to avoid limiting access to fishing resources.

1
These groups are: Agricultural Property Owner, California Coastal Commission, California Fish and Wildlife, Caltrans, City of Arcata, City of
Eureka, Humboldt Bay Harbor, Recreation, & Conservation District, Humboldt Bay Municipal Water District, Humboldt Community Services
District, Humboldt County, Humboldt County Resource Conservation District, Manila Community Services District, NOAA, Peninsular Community
Services District, PG&E, US Army Corps, US Fish and Wildlife Service, and Wiyot Tribe
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Include more NGOs – In terms of collaboration, a few stakeholders thought that NGOs should be or could
be more involved in SLR planning. Some also expressed interest in collaborating with more NGOs or had
specific organizations in mind.
Communication between Stakeholders – A majority of interviewees expressed interest in increasing
communication among stakeholders or cited that increased communication among stakeholders would
be important for regional collaboration. Some cited lack of communication among stakeholders as a
challenge for current SLR planning or coordination. It was also mentioned by a few participants that a
unified communication effort would be useful to reduce stakeholder fatigue and the number of
overlapping community workshops on similar topics. There were also some stakeholders that were
unaware of what other stakeholders were doing and expressed interest in knowing more in order to be
more informed or to possibly collaborate.
Interest in County Leading – Some stakeholders interviewed expressed interest in having the County lead
a regional effort, and a few said that the County was the only entity who would really be able to lead
regional SLR collaboration.
Landowner Participation – A majority of interview participants cited landowner participation as vital to
future SLR collaboration, or expressed interest in increasing landowner participation in SLR adaptation
efforts. Some had involvement in current or past projects in collaboration with landowners, but many
agreed that SLR participation could determine the success of regional SLR coordination. Many identified
landowners of diked former tidelands in particular as important stakeholders who could be participating
more in planning. Some felt that landowners do not feel involved in current SLR planning and are therefore
less receptive to SLR adaptation or planning because they are not being consulted on issues that directly
affect their land and livelihoods.
Permitting – A majority of participants either identified permitting issues as a constraint for SLR planning
and/or as a possible point of collaboration if permitting could be streamlined. Some expressed confusion
or frustration about obtaining permits, and a few explicitly said a more programmatic approach to
permitting was needed to address SLR regionally.
Personnel Constraints – Similar to dedicated time constraints, many stakeholders cited lack of personnel
dedicated to SLR or limited personnel in general as a challenge to SLR planning and collaboration. Some
mentioned that regional SLR coordination might require a framework with dedicated staff to push the
effort forward due to the limited personnel within their own organization.
Recreational Coordination – A few stakeholders identified collaboration on recreational assets as a
possible point of interest for regional SLR coordination. Examples given for recreational assets were areas
for walking or observing nature, living shorelines, and areas for recreational fishing.
Regional Coordination in General – A majority of the interview participants supported regional
collaboration in general or identified it as key to addressing SLR in the Humboldt Bay region. Among those
few participants who did not explicitly say they wanted regional coordination on SLR in general, they did
not express that they did not want regional coordination.
Regional Prioritization of Projects – Some interviewees suggested that having a regional prioritization or
ranking system would be a useful outcome or point of focus for regional SLR coordination. They cited the
importance of consolidating effort on projects on a regional level, particularly due to limited funding.
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Relocation Coordination – A few interview participants mentioned that plans should be made for
relocation and/or there should be some governmental guidance on relocation of assets regionally in the
face of SLR. One interviewee identified managed retreat as a possible opportunity for mitigation.
Restoration and Mitigation – Many interviewed stakeholders identified restoration and mitigation as a
possible focal point for SLR regional collaboration. Example projects mentioned by stakeholders include a
seagrass mitigation plan, coordinated living shoreline mitigation, a Regional Mitigation Bank that would
aggregate conserved land to protect other land, and some type of program to incentivize SLR mitigation.
Safety and Hazard Mitigation – Several participants suggested a local hazard mitigation plan might be an
outcome or possible focus of SLR regional coordination.
Shared Funding Coordination – A vast majority of interviewees mentioned funding as a constraint,
expressed interest in seeking shared funding for projects, and/or identified the need to collaboratively
seek funding due to limited or competitive funding options. Some stakeholders did not identify funding
as a current issue but recognized that if there was a regional effort to address SLR, funding would become
an issue.
Shoreline – Many participants identified the shoreline as a possible single asset focal point of SLR regional
collaboration. Some mentioned shoreline coordination would be useful for living shoreline
implementation, selective hard armoring installation, and preventing increased erosion caused by
refracted wave energy from hard armoring sites.
Transportation Infrastructure – Interviewees mentioned local roads, Highway 101, and/or Highway 255
as important to SLR planning, or as a single asset focus for collaboration among stakeholders. Some
participants not in control of transportation infrastructure said their ability to make plans for future SLR
adaptation depended on updates and plans for road infrastructure such as paving height or manhole cover
height.
Utilities Concerns – A few stakeholders identified utilities as a potential focal point of regional SLR
coordination, or expressed concerns such as saltwater intrusion for utilities in the face of SLR impacts.
Wastewater Concerns – Many participants mentioned wastewater issues related to SLR and assets
involving wastewater that could be impacted by SLR. A few interviewees suggested a regional wastewater
management effort could be a focal point of a regional SLR approach.
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The following table shows all 22 shared themes about SLR regional planning and adaptation explicitly
mentioned by two or more stakeholder groups during their SLR Stakeholder Interview 2021 shown in
order of highest percent to lowest percent of stakeholder groups interviewed that shared each theme out
of all 18 stakeholder groups.

Shared Interview Themes
Shared Funding Coordination
Regional Coordination in General
Landowner Participation
Diked Former Tidelands
Restoration and Mitigation
Permitting
Communication between Stakeholders
Shoreline
Personnel Constraints
Transportation Infrastructure
Dedicated Time Constraints
Wastewater Concerns
Interest in County Lead Effort
Dredged Material
Additional Governmental Guidance
Regional Prioritization of Projects
Relocation Coordination
Fishing Coordination
Include more NGOs
Utilities Concerns
Recreational Coordination
Safety and Hazard Mitigation
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% Shared
94%
82%
65%
59%
59%
59%
59%
47%
47%
41%
41%
35%
35%
29%
29%
29%
24%
18%
18%
18%
12%
12%

