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Preface

The world today is more densely populated and more interconnected than ever before, with more than
70 percent of the global population projected to live in urban areas by 2050. Cities are centers of
innovation and prosperity, yet they disproportionality bear the impacts of 21st century challenges, such

as climate change, inadequate infrastructure, population growth, andocial and economic inequity.

In 2013, The Rockefeller Foundation launched 100 Resilient Cities (LOORC) to help cities around
the world become more resilient to the physical, socigland economic challenges that are a growing part
of the 21st century. It was founded on the belief that businessas-usual models of reactive planning and
siloed decisionmaking will not engender the fundamental strength and flexibility essential for cities and
communities to thrive in the face of shocks and stressed.00RC supports the integration and
i mpl ementation of resilience into member citiesH plani

network of partners, and suite of tools and services, 100RC works hanéh-hand with member cities to

A embedresilienceiné t i esH processes, policies, and practices

Resilience Strategy and hiring of ahief resilience officer, and

A~ build resilience into and deliver prioritized projects through support from 100RC and its

partners in implementation.

The Rockefeller Foundation provided financial support for the Urban Institute to evaluate the
impact and sustainability of 100RC and assess what is working well and what should be improved in the
ongoing management, implementation and collaboration with member cities. The evaluation also
considered to what extent 100RC can be regarded as a philanthropic model for building national
resilience. We are grateful to Carlos Martin and his team from the Urban Institute, as well as partners
from C-230 Consultores, Ricardo Energy & Environment, Oxfam UK, and Zerihun Associates for the
timely lessons from this evaluatonwhi ch have helped to inform both the F

urban resilience work going forward.

We are pleased to share the evaluation with ar partners and stakeholders and to contribute to the
broader learning in the field of urban resilience. By advancing this publiphilanthropic collaboration,
we hope to continue to strengthen globadndcitiesH resi.|l
institutions to be prepared for, withstand, and emerge stronger from future shocks and chronic
stresses.

Michael Berkowitz, President, 100 Resilient Cities
Veronica Olazabal, Director, Measurement, Evaluation and
Organizational Performance, The Rockefeller Foundation

PREFACE \%



Acknowledgments

This report was funded byThe Rockefeller Foundation. We are grateful to them and to all our funders,

who make it possible for Urban to advance its mission.

The views expressed are those of thauthors and should not be attributed to the Urban Institute,
its trustees, or its funders. Funders do not determineresearch findings or the insights and
recommendations of Urban experts. Further information on the Urban Institute 8 funding principles is

available aturban.org/fundingprinciples.

In particular, the evaluation team thanks Veronica Olazabal,director of measurement, evaluation
and organizational performance at The Rockefeller Foundation, her predecessor, Nancy MacPherson,
and hercolleagues Jessica Freireichmanagingdirector of organizational perfor mance, and Shawna
Hoffman, specialist for measurement, evaluation and organizational performance, for their consistent

guidance and strategic oversight of the work.

Special acknowledgment goes to all the past and present staff at Urban Institute and ifsartnersH
C-230 Consultores, Ricardo Energy & Environment, Oxfam UK, and Zerihun Associatesvho have
contributed to various components of the work#Hs data
efforts. This group is too large to name individually,but ncl udes many of Relteds report H:
thanks go to the external advisors to the work: Rolf Pendall of University of lllinois at Urbana
Champaignand nonresident fellow at the Urban Institute; Philip Berke at Texas A&M University; and
Tracy Gordon and Charl es Cadwel | from the Qenkeaon | nstituteHs

International Development and Governance, respectively.

All team members extend thanks to the staff and leadership within the 100 Resilient Cities offices
for their collaborati on i n hel ping define the evaluation#Hs scope,
sharing data, and their openness to feedback and applying lessons from the monitoring and evaluatign
gualities that are rare amongprograms of this nature. We especially notethe critical roles of current
100 Resilient Cities program contacts in helping produce this report: Ameneé Siahpustgssociate
director of monitoring and evaluation, network, knowledge and impact; Paul Nelson vice president of
network, knowledge and impact; and José Antonio Mendozaassociate fordata analysis and
visualization, network, knowledge and impact. Other 100RC staff, including Elizabeth Mercerchief
strategy officer, and former staff membersLeah Flax and Amy Armstrong, were also instrumentah
helping design this work and coordinated exhaustivelyHwith the evaluation team. We are indebted to

you all.

Vi ACKNOWLEDGMENTS


http://www.urban.org/fundingprinciples

Finally, the evaluation teamacknowledgesthe various 100RC partners, comparable programsand
academics who must remain nameless, and all theat in cities that have opened their doors repeatally
to our data collections. Ourmost enthusiastic appreciation is reservedfor the chief resilience officers in
the 22 study sample cities who have been enormously generous with their time and knowledge dn
honest with their communications. Their encouragement as we explore the only major multisite

experiment in urban resilience has been critical beyond words.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS VIl






Introduction

On April 29, 2013, The Rockefeller Fo u n d a tBoasdroFTsustees approvedT a gl ob al

chal l enge t o i di® huildigfester redli@cec particularly dt the city level,
as natural and man-made shocks and stres®s grow in frequency, impact,and slc al

In its first year, 100 Resilient Cities (100RC) identified the need to transform fundamental public
institutions, functions, and operations in city government as its primary strategy to impact how cities
mitigate shocks and reduce chronic stressors, partiglarly among poor and vulnerable citizens. The
program promotes practices such as inclusive planning, comprehensive analyses of external shocks and

internal stressors, consensusuilding, and crosssector collaboration to effect systemic change in these

e .

ct i es®# governance. 100RC selected and has worked

approximately 30¢35 cities were announced in December 2013, December 2014, and May 2016. The

exten

cities have moved through 100 R MesuniqueVasaionsompacing.accor di n

The program recently reached a threshold in its history, with almost half of its cities completing the
intensive review and discovery process leading to the publication of Resilience Strategies. Now in its
fifth year, 100RC has become a dominant subject of curiosity among practitioners and scholars in the
nascent field of resilience; 100RC is among the first global urban initiatives to employ a consistent set of
tools, supports, and resources across so many diverse citieand certainly the first of its size to have

the explicit mission of building city-level resilience.

Despite its influence, practitioner, scholar, and funder communities continue to have questions
about 100RCHs intervent i ouadingirs detwork af chizfsgsiiencadfficecsn a |
(CROs)sel ected to spur change in city gover nme,is
support of the development of Resilience Strategies in its participant cities to transform their planning

i nstituti on sanditsidentffiaatory of technical and funding resources to implement the

StrategiesH resulting projects or TinitiativesT

transformation Hone attempting to remain true to a theoretically supported model at an unprecedented

scale of cities across the globe.

This midterm reportHthe first to be externally released as part of the monitoring and evaluation
effort conducted by the Urban Institute and its global data collecion partnersHsheds light on three of
100RCHs four core goals to date. Additionally,
and its organizational structure to update the Foundation on its investment, provide strategic insights

to the program, and inform the broader resilience community about the current state of its outcomes.

goal s,
operati
(T Lif
the r e



Midterm Outcomes

Several patterns have emergedhus far across each of the four studiesdties, partners, champions, and

model.

Resilient Cities

Increasingther esi | i ence capacity of its member cities is 100
achieve this both through i n stérn gouernanoenandisuppoitingg changes i
specific projects and services that yield more immediate benefitsThe 2100RC model employs specific

and strategic tools to this end such aghe CRO appointment, orientation, and intensive guidance; the

Resilience Strategy Guidance Manual and corresponding assessment exercises; and the iiaiive

prioritization process.

The evaluation team monitored the early execution of
previous formative evaluation (T M&E Phase 17T). Since |
purposive sample of 22 <citi es rtinstituBosatchanges ahdpPoReEHSs desi r «
i mpl ement at i on Théches Bre gehesallyeeprésentative of 100RC geographies, city
governance types, economic developmental levels, shocks, and the three membeity cohorts. Data
assessed for this reportwere collected for each sample city at three semiannual points to date: the third
quarter of 2017 (including retrospective baseline data collection for cities that were well into their
100RC membership) the first quarter of 2018, and the third quarter of 2018.

INTERVENTION

The 100RC intervention Hthe resources, services, and guidance that 100RC provideand the

expectations and milestones to which cities commiH has largely remained consistent across cities and

true to the model over time. This has been particularly true since 100RC made tweaks to specific togls

such as the Perceptions Assessment and Assehd Risk Tool.In late 2015, 100RC introduced more

flexibility to program processes and timelines including tailoring the sequence and pacingf

intervention in each city. These tweaks were made in response to lessons learned frahe first year,

feedback from some cities in its firstconot,tand, more recently, from cities#t d
initiatives before Strategy finalization. CitiesH mot.
and have followed along key themes: global recognition, pential funding, access to knowledge

resources, and the intrinsic benefits to their cities!]

from participation.
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Despite the consistent application of all model services, the intensity of intervention hasnodulated
depending on each cityHs progress toward meeting expe:
intentional. For example, some sample cities have graduated into the implementation phase with
sufficient resources and capacity after the Strategy plase to advance their initiatives independently. In
those cases, 100RC has diverted resources elsewhere, such as to other cities with more entrenched
bureaucracies or other institutional challenges €.g.,frequent political transitions) that continue to tre ad
along the path toward Resilience Strategy release and that may require more concentrated 100RC
services. In each case, 100RC has purposefully tempered its offerings based on periodic internal review

of citiesH conditions aondtharppyrex i ti es at key moments al

Among the 22 sample citiesb are still inLifecycle 1,4 are in Lifecycle 2, andL3 are in Lifecycle 3
Two have stalled in their progress despite 100RCHs off
CRO for a postStrategy city currently being renegotiated. 100RC is constrained in its ability to further
the relationship with both cities. Beyond these two cities, managing political instability has been a
dominant program challenge. Over half of the full population of member cies and almost half of the
evaluation sample has undergone significant political transition during 100RC membershipridelity to

the 100RC intervention, then, is predicated as much on external factors in the cities as on 100RC itself

Re gar dl| e pesceptioos of thhie dBORIC intervention has largely been positive. Across the
sample including the post-St r at egy <cities referenced above, citiesH
define resilience in ways that aligned with 100RCand a diversity of individualsin the cities identified
specific local needs for resilience building in increasingly consistent way$erceptions of 100RC among
the city stakeholders that work more closely with the program have been generally complimentary. One
critiqgue i sescdptive fir@c8dRr€strsd aggressive timdrames as being at odds with local
urban conventions, notably among the first cohort of cities who were exposed to offerings as they were
instituted,; 1O0padh@drddedreasedcpnesciripbivierseds respod to that criticism. The
team continues to monitor the general uptake of 100RCH

help explain the outcomes described below.

INSTITUTIONALIZATION
The evaluation team tracks changes in 12 areas of institutionalization within the planning processes,
cross-sector silos, and citizenry engagement among the sample cities. To date, 100RC is contributing

positively Hthat is, in at least half of the citie$lacross 6 of the 12 areas:

A the explication of resilience in city planning, including delineating shocks and stressors

INSTITUTIONALIZING URBAN RESILIENCE 3



A-the internal consistency across member citiesH pl a
A the establishment of a central resilience office or similar crosssectoral coordinator

A~ areduction in the strength of governmental silos

A commitments from city leaders and state or national entities for resilience efforts

A changes to budgetary review proceduresor leveraged funds for resiliencebuilding efforts

Some cities have successfull integrated resilience concepts from their Strategies into other major
urban planning documents. All but one city has embedded a resilience officer in city hierarchies.
Additionally, de-siloing efforts are moving forward at a steady clip and often as a dkct consequence of
the collaboration required to produce the Resilience Strategy. Positive change across the six areas is
notable to varying degrees insix of the sample cities. The number of cities that experience these
changes and the magnitude of the lsange per city will continue to evolve as all cities transition through

the three 100RC lifecycles in the next three years.
Thefollowing are the six other institutionalization areas that remain unchanged on the whole:

A the use ofevidence for planning

A the consistency of city plans with state and national entities
A operational commitments from the same entities

A~ community participation processes

A the centrality of vulnerable populations

A governmental transparency

In some cities, these indicators were ahigh levels or were consciously acted upon by the city before
100RC membership and have simply not altered since. No city has experienced negative effects because
of membership in any of the outcomes of interest (e.g., no city is more siloed). However, theo cities

with implementation stoppages have also reverted to prel00RC levels in the latest snapshot despite

positive institutionalization changes early in their L00RC affiliation.

Exploring the types of cities that are experiencing these changes is adelling. To that end, the
evaluation team is also tracking seven external, independent conditions in the cities ranging from the
nature of citiesH shocks and str es sigcoaditions. Thodgle ci ti esH

notintendedtobeimpact ed by 100RC, these traits are |ikely to

4 INSTITUTIONALIZING URBAN RESILIENCE



in cities. Three majorfactors appear to emerge among those cities that seem to be more receptive to

engaging 100RC in making these internal transformations.

First, the robustness of planning and other city functions before 100RC membership influences
citiesH professional capacity to undergo the
with the level of social and economic development of the nation in whih the city is located. Among the
cities in lower-income nations, core institutions andplanning practices were weaker, less robust, less
consistent, and had fewerresources thantheir wealthier counte rparts at entry into 100RC. Cities with
these characteristics also experienced challenges and delays in even taking tpe 100RC intervention

administratively .

A second factor is the size of the city and its corresponding governmental bureaucracy. Larger
metropolises tend to require more investments in time and resources to coordinate, plan, and operate
the direction of shared goals.Smaller cities had fewer esources with which to catalyze change but can

compensate with alacrity, internal cooperation, and external partnership.

Third, political transitions shape the commi

longevity Hespecially when the transitions involve the handing of reins to opposition political parties

Resi

in

e n (

t ments t

and drastic upheavals of administrative staff. In instances across cities of all economic stripes and sizes,

the intentional rejection or disi ntaedrneisnti sotfr aat icontfysHs |

resilience-bui | ding efforts are emerging as an increasingly

transitions occurred already in Medellin, Colombia; Montreal, Canada; Durban, South Africa; and
Byblos, Lebanonand are occurring in Aldis Ababa, Ethiopia; Colima, Mexico; Melaka, Malaysia,

Santiago, Chile; and jurisdictions of Greater Miami, United States In some cases, new leaders have

shown interest in continuing predecessorsH RGOsfort s,

in the process.

Considering allthree factors, currently, medium-sized cities in middle to higher-income contexts
that have stable leadership commitments appear to have enough capacity and familiarity with global
urban trends but are not so bureaucraic to make institutional transformation an impossible goal.Cities
such as Norfolk Virginia, USAWellington, New Zealand; and Rotterdam, the Netherlands, have had

larger, positive institutionalization rates than peers to date.

However, as evaluations aremade, it is important to keep in mindthat the member cities started
their 100RC engagements at different times. Cities in the final cohort who are just appointingCROsand
are embarking on their Resilience Strategies are expected to show signs of institionalization later.

Ultimately, institutionalization outcomes cannot be assessed fully until each city has had the

INSTITUTIONALIZING URBAN RESILIENCE 5
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opportunity to publi shtheir Resilience Strateg/ and begin work on institutional changeH approximately

three to four years per an analysis olurban governance literature and practice.

In that time, three other factors may also shape institutional change in ways not readily apparent in
the studyHs sample cities but are reported anecdotal |
transitions in the individuals holding the CRO title; a major hazard event or shock, such as a hurricane or
terrorist attack, which could increase the immediate focus on resiliencebuilding efforts according to
current literature; and a significant change in socialané c onomi ¢ condi ti,suctsas (or T stre
worsening income inequality or unemployment that could decrease resiliencebuilding efforts as cities

focus solely on economic distress factors rather than the gamut of longerm challenges.

The movement of cetain types of cities toward institutionalization of resilience concepts should
not be interpreted now as excluding other cities from potentially achieving similar institutionalization
rates later: all cities are not on the same schedule. Further, numerouadependent contextual factors
come into play that shape the rate of resilience institutionalization in addition to thethose noted above.
1 0 0 R C H-do threw-gear direct funding to cities combined with the intensive technical assistance

often can only drcumvent these more obdurate factors temporarily.

SOLUTIONS AND INITIATIVES

Just over half of the sample (12 of 2Zities) has published Resilience Strategies through 100RC and

another one city has published a Strategy on its owHa sample rate ofStrategy completions

comparable to the rate among the full population of 1
resilience-building goals and articulate the actions, projects, and policigdt he T i nHonwhangei ves T

progress cities commit toembarking. All cities report helpful guidance from 100RC in ensuring that

initiatives prioritized in their Strategies are developed by consensus, have some degree of feasibility,

and are expected to deliver multipleresilience benefits for residents.

Cities that published their Strategies as recently as the past six months have already begun
identifying their priority initiatives based on intrinsic need, available resources (from 100RC and
otherwise), and local political will. Per self-reported progress from seven of these cities to 100RC
administrators, over 55 percent of their collective proposed initiatives are either underway or
completed, though the absolute quantity and proportions of initiatives in these categories varies across
individual cities. There is alower rate of advancementfor initiatives among the remaining five cities,
though this variation can bepartially explained byhow recently their Strategies were published or by

their purposeful decision to focus on a few feasible initiatives

6 INSTITUTIONALIZING URBAN RESILIENCE



In all cases, many initiatives undeway are in functional areas that will likely require several years
to complete, includingcity program changes, campaigns, or events ranked as the initiative type with the
highest current number of discrete initiatives in these 12 cities, followed closely by physical
infrastructure or capital projects. Some cities have expressed confidence in being able to pursue their
stated initiatives independently Hwithout 100RC resourcesHthough they attribute the identification of
int i ati ves to 100RCHs Strategy support and the capacit:
Like earlier stages in 100RCHs intervention, 100RCHs 1
on citiesH capacitrategyssvicesn 1 00RCHs post

Finally, the association between the institutional changes and the capacity to implement initiatives
continues to grow. Cities that are implementing initiatives note the critical role that 100RC-induced
institutional changes have had in their ability to coordinate initiatives and the authority provided by
100RC membership for the CRO office in its capacity to advocate for initiatives. In several cases of
implementation, cities report the cross-sector and crossdepartment relationships developed during

the Strategy as feeding directly into initiative activity.

Transformations in cross-sectoral planning and operational desiloing as well as having a central
resilience coordinator, like the CRO, appear to be effective institutionalization schemes for initiative
implementation. This pattern appears regardless of the role of 100RC in the initiative activities of
Lifecycle 3; one city that engaged deeply with 100RC during CRO appointment and its Resilience
Strategy development experienced high institutionalization outcomes. The same city has embarked
independently on Strategy initiatives without the need for further 100RC assistance and resources.
100RC continues to negotiate the balance between authentically and comprehensively undergoing

Lifecycles 1 and 2and the political and public demand for the tangible products of Lifecycle 3.

Partners

An additional path toward building citiesprivate,si | i ence
and multilateral -sector organizations to assist in providing local thought leadership (the Strategy

partners) and in identifying and elaborating specific solutions or initiatives (theplatform partners). This

pathway is particularly relevant today as more cities make the transitionfrom development of their

Resilience Strategies to initiative implementation.

100RC foregrounded the need to leverage other resources early in its inceptionThe Rockefeller
Foundation furthered the idea through its directives that viewed these partnerships as critical to ts

goal for cities. Yet, 100RC also had distinct goals for its partners; the program hoped that the

INSTITUTIONALIZING URBAN RESILIENCE 7



partnerships and their interactions with member citie:
and services, new approaches to their engagementsith cities, and a proliferation of resilience-related

resources being offered at scale, particularly to nonmember cities.

The monitoring and evaluation team conducted extensive organizational document reviews and
repeated interviews with samples of both types of partners over the course of several years. The effort
to date has suggested thathe goal of leveraging partnerships to further Strategies and implementation
haslargely not been achieved. The expected returns to these partners have been more repational and
less financial, organizational, or operational. Virtually all organizations maintain the same missions,
markets, staffing, intellectual property, service delivery, and interpartner collaborations as before their
100RC partnership. Theyhavenaa r ead citi es#H® Strategies outside of th
development. For many of the sample organizations, the partnerships havended or expired, and
100RC is developing new partners. Given the expected relevance of partnerships as moreieis enter
Lifecycle 3 in the coming years, however, the nature and intensity of partner engagemeni$and the
outcomes on partner organizationsH may vary considerably from what the evaluators observed over

the past few years.

CitiesH exper i soortirusto beimixdd, thmagh a fewecities that have reachethe
implementation stage note positive relations with some of the formally identified 100RC partners. In
these cases, 100R@vas a helpful matchmaker.The evaluation team is also monitoring changs in
solicitation, procurement, and contracting procedures.
areas have largely not changed during 100RC engagement, and the availability of new potential
partners has not appeared to alter them. As such, cite & i nsti tuti onal capacities al

in the partnerships established between 100RC and independent organizations.

Again,as more cities embark on Strategy implementation andpresumably, moreplatform partners
are engaged, the value of tese constructs may changeTo that end, 100RC igrevisiting the integration
of partners with a primary f élovewr faure noriteringr.andr ol e i n ci t i
evaluation efforts will de-emphasizethis pathway given the stability of past findings except in relation

to their involvement in citiesH i mplementation of spe:

Champions

Another critical goal for 100RC running parallel to city resilience is the fostering of individual advocates
for the urban resilience movement and the support of a community of practice through which the

advocates can learn, share experiences, andreplicat st r at egi es. This pool of resi

8 INSTITUTIONALIZING URBAN RESILIENCE



composed largely of the variousCROsand their staff but also incorporates some senior city
government leaders .g.,mayorsand city manages). By elevating champions and tapping their
respective professional networks, 100RC hopes to cultivate the practitioners including and with the

assistance of city leadersinto resilience professionals.

Through two rounds of surveys of all current and former CROs and through irdepth structured
interviews with peer-identified champions, the monitoring and evaluation team has noted significant
progress along this path.There was no global urban resilience networkoefore 100RC, though a few
communities of practice and established city networks existed for relatedareas €.g.,sustainability,
climate adaptation) or professions (e.g., city managers, environmental directors). NouGROs
consistently report their 100RC network of peers and,
instrumental in understanding the fundamental shocks and stressors their cities face, identifying the
knowledge resources to promote solutions, and learning how to navigate the internal politics of city

government while attempting to transform city institutions.

Since becoming CROsan overwhelming number of survey respondents noted being engaged in and
reliant on the 100RC network: 88 percent in the2017 survey with notably relaxing, diffusing, and de
concentrating ties between CROs in the secondurvey in 2018. Respondentsto both surveys reported
futurec ommuni cati ons with fellow CRWsthstheéigerlgyHorf o et
CROs, survey responses also demonstrate thatth€E ROs # i ndi v i lhveintreasedin ewavyr k s
case CROs have given public speeches, been appached by cities outside of 100RC (typically
neighboring cities), and used thelOORC network to connect non-CRO colleagues with their
counterparts acrossmember cities to share technical expertise. The majority of members in the
network have effectively become ambassadors for the resilience movement both within the global

market and for neighboring cities and regions in their own countries.

Further, the 100RC experience sheds light on intercity networks in general on at least two counts.
First, the evaluation observes how frequently CROs leverage information from one network to bear
fruit or relevance in another. Leveraging occurs both
a CRO#Hs and her cityHs i mmedi ate Hepdsfandi bnam sappi
resource to the network. 100RC provides a relatively dense network among CROs that can readily

transfer information both into and out of their respective cities.

However, this momentum may not be sustainedor individual s who arenot CROs or who move on
from the CROposition (with some evidence suggesting that personal networks shrink) and for the
overall network if there is no central convener, like 100RC, to provide the medium for connections.

Over one third of member cities hawe experienced a CRO transition to date. The institutionalization of a

INSTITUTIONALIZING URBAN RESILIENCE ©



CRO function regardless of the individual occupying the position (as noted in the evadtion of city
outcomes), then, is as critical to the creation of the
individuals who hold the CRO title.

Second, the evaluation tracks how core network nodeBlt he T champi ons among champi
100RC network Hhave developed and evolved over time. Interviews with peers and staff in their city
governments traced specific champion characteristicsincluding deep and longstanding ties with their
cities and personal i nt er ngaalsjtheiaprofessionalacdpacitytiobel r ci t i es H |

conveners, articulate visions, and solve problems; and their positioning near senior city leaders.

The 100RC Model

INFLUENCE

Dating back to July 2015, the monitoring and evaluation team has tracked changes in trscholarship

and practice | abeled Tresilience,7 and 100RCHs role i1
resilience interventions in the scholarly and practitioner literature. Its signature componentsH CROs

and citiesH ReHRhave beemeplieated beyoad: ite rgeimieescities. Other data 100RC

communications staff maintain corroborate the amount of attention and the number of requests that

100RC receives as an influential agent in the evolving resilience movement.

Despite 100 Rteplblicize itstthearymtckange, details abouhow 100RC fulfills its role
through its range of services and toolsaare somewhat murky for observers beyond the immediate
100RC stakeholders. Officials from comparable resiliencebuilding programs and scholas whose

geographic interests overlap with 100RC member cities especially note this sentiment.

SOUNDNESS

100RC is an innovation in multiple regards, not the least of which are its scale of interventions (e.g., 100

cities) and depth of engagement (via embeded advocates, their curated network, and technical

assistance providers). 100RCHs approach to i-ntegratinq
term institutional change in how cities plan, function, and provide services reflects the holistic

transformation disaster scholars and climate advocatediave advisedto achieve more thoughtful

inclusion, de-siloing, and equity.

Other programs have supported individual projects, typically public works and infrastructure

improvements in relation to climate and other environmental hazards. Institutional transformation as

10 INSTITUTIONALIZING URBAN RESILIENCE



the key to urban resilience is the fundamental hypothesis of the 100RC experiment and the path most
supported by scholarship and resilience activists. Alternatives to The Rockefeller Foundai on s char ge

si mply have not been created. 100RCHs theory of chang:

The transition to implementable solutions is a recent practical focus of 100RC, though
implementation has beenincluded in the theoretical model since the program began. iRal evaluation
findings will help determine the magnitude and direction ofthe relationship between comprehensive,

institutional change andits resulting benefits to citizens.

OPERATIONS

The intensity of engagement across 10Qities spanning the globe requires an organizational structure
and business model that is new to phénthropy. For several reasons, Tie Rockefeller Foundation spun
off 100RC in 2014 as a distinct entity, albeit with significant investor requirements and grsistent

confusion among cities about the roles between the organizations.

Based on comparisons of operational <criteria betweer
traditional grantmaking program, the evaluation team has found that the theory of change cald not
have been i mplemented through the | atter. The Foundati
staffing skills and breadth, the entrepreneurial flexibility and risk tolerance associated with urban
interventions, and the intimacy of relationships across such a broad and geographically diffused
population of cities among other criteria. Philanthropic resources have proven themselves to be critical
seed capital for building city resilience, but philanthropic entities appear to be less efficient for

operationalizing and executing programs and knowledge at a scale like the one established for 100RC.

A critical caveat to this observation is that100RC developedthe theory of change and its goals
after its establishment. That is, an internal program couldhave devised a different set of goals and
grantmaking strategy (e.g, simply funding public works projects) with staff and resources suited to its
needs. The hypothetical program would have to define resilience differently, however, and with less of a

focus on the building of longterm, sustained local capacity.

100RCHs organization model , tinitocomnitmentiteshelgnmemibet ev ol vi r
cities transition into implementation after Strategy publication while assisting the other citie sH
including cities beyond the 100Hwi t h t heir Strategies. Like its theoret
operational sustainability is predicated on its future ability to incubate other funders and harness staff,

knowledge, and resources during the transiton into implementation.
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As the signature program withint h e F o u nresiiende porifétie, L0ORC ultimately provides
lessons to theFoundation aboutt h e F o u ncdnatitienmtrafitisongevity to specific places (member
cities) at a large scaleand to individuals (champions) and the potential benefits from connecting them to

each otherin an enduring network more than it sheds light on philanthropic operational strategies.

Advisory Note and Next Steps

As the evaluationproceeds, these lessons will contiue to emerge and stabilizeThis document is the
third report produced for The Rockefeller Foundation regarding the 100 Resilient Cities programas
part of the outcome evaluation and the first to gather the data collected to date in the form of a midterm
synthesis. It is the result of almost four yearsof monitoring and evaluation activity, beginning with a
formative evaluation ( T M& E P ttendueted frém) November 2014 to March 2016 that lead into

the current outcome evauation begun in September 2016 { M&E Phase 27) .

This outcome evaluation isscheduled to complete in 2022, when final changes in city institutional
transformation should be discernible and will be reported publicly. The final summative report will
describe the outcomes tofank0 ORMAS tesf fcontiesH operations
sustainably resilient institutions (and potential alternative contributing factors) and to implement

initiatives that yield discrete resilience benefits for its citizens.

Thisreport describes outcome conditions and emergent patterns to date only. Readers should not
interpret these findings as final. Rat her, this analy:
leadership and provide strategic insights to the 100RC prgram on the status of its primary
interventions. The public release of this report also

public good by sharing these findings with other resilience practitioners and scholars.

A threshold number of cities have produced Resilience Strategies and are now moving to implement
them. These cities are currently laying the groundwork for their strategy initiatives as other cities
continue in the Strategy process.The remaining evaluation effort will focus on city changes fesilient
cities pathway) and the 100RC intervention ©r model) rather than the other outcome goals discussed in
this report. By the time of the evalwuation#fs final dat
these initiatives as well ashe fundamental institutional transformation in cities at the core of 100RC

should be apparent.
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Resilient Cities Pathway

Cities are 100 Bhksy parriematrhye ffoucnudsa ment al unihe of t

he

pr

program believes citi es H chamssitolthe waystleat tlrepgoveinangdr ove t hr o u ¢

provide services to their citizens. Though the program pursues other parallel goals (that is, other
Tpathwaysi), the final i mpact that 100RC seeks is
in its cities. This goal is supported strongly in the scholarly and professional literaturéAraos et al. 2016;

Béné et al 2014;Masson-Delmotte et al., forthcoming; Rosenzweig et al. 2011Solecki 2016).In fact,
100RCHs fundamental problem stateméet compohenneed

theory of change with the strongest academic support.

The goal and the strategy are both supported in the literature, albeit with preliminary evidence.
Early work related to the need for resilience tended to focus on hazards and physical risks, vulnerability,

and mitigation (Comerio 1998; Godschalk et al 1999)Later work has expanded this frame to be more

t o

160

conscious of the social and economiccontexs i n whi ch hazards (oretalny Tshock’

2006; Brown, Dayal,and Del Ri02012; Sapirstein 2006; Thomalla et al2006; Wallace and Wallace
2008). Influenced by studies on climate change adaptation as well as the broader humamvironment
system in cities, urban resilience studies increasingly look at institutional barriers and opportunities

within city government (Klinenberg 2002; Wheeler and Beatley 2004).

This |literature notes that citiestFheteand! i ence chall

contextually specific (Bicknell, Dodman,and Satterthwaite 2012 ; Cutter, Burton and Emrich 2010;
Sherrieb, Norris, and Galea 201(. Consequently, urban resilience interventions need to involve social

and economic strategies as much as physicahes(Jha,Miner, and Stanton-Geddes2013; Tanner et al.

€

2009). However, the I|iteraturefs findings diverge betwee

building interventions should be varied and tailored to specific city contexts and thosesuggesting more

prescriptive processes, solutions, and implementation.

100RC has chosen to balance these recommendations by assembling an intervention with clear
schedules, deliverables, and expectations of cities that align with fundamental institutionateforms
while providing the intensive technical assistance and complementary services tailored to get each city
across those finish |Iines. The programfs primary
support aCRO, the provision of intensve technical assistance and complementary services (including
partner and internal staff expertise) to produce a Resilience Strategy and, after, the promulgation of

initiatives that measurably increase resilience for the city and citizens.
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Past evidence dso supports these strategies The literature suggests thatresilience planning and
plans are needed in cities (Berke and Smith 2009).iterature also cite notable barriers to successful
implementation, including the lack of funding, institutional constraints, and difficulties in anticipating
long-term physical and social needs such as climate change scenari@esbroek and Lesnikowski 2018
Bulkeley 2013). Some evidence indicates that resilience activities should include a focus on institutional
change ingovernment operations as well, such as dsiloing efforts between emergency management
and community development entities (Aylett 2015; Martin et al. 2016).However, past attempts to
transform city government or public operations and planning through stafing, intensive technical
assistance, or funding are few and far between and have provided few documented outcomes or

impacts.

Though supported in scholarship and practice, the 100RC effort at city transformation is still,
ultimately, an experiment. 100RChas extensive, prescriptive, and urgent requirements of its member
citiesHrequirements that are often in conflict with the traditional and vernacular ways in which various
cities work. How 100RC implements these requirements across such a wide and diverggoup of cities

to achieve these transformational objectives is the subject of this evaluation effort.

The monitoring and evaluationteam has embarkedon an intensive set ofpublic and internal city
government document reviews, structured interviews with city officials and citizens, and observations
of events through site visits. Theyproduced a preliminary dataset (including retrospective baseline and
current data) in the summer of 2017 and have continuedconducting regular city contact semiannually
thereafter. Theseintensive data collection effort s end with a final site visit in winter of 2021. These data
will be used to assess whether and to what extent city grantees have institutionalized the planning and
operational practices introduced during their 100RC engagement. The design relies on current

resilience planning and governance tools with guidance fronexternal subject-matter advisors.

The study began with a purposively stratified sample of 22 cities, selected with 100RC input across
all cohorts, regions,and other city characteristics (table 1). Figure 1 shows he timeline of milestone
completions for these cities in relation to their original entry into 100RC. No sample city from the third

cohort has published a Resilience Strategy to date.
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TABLE1
M&E City Sample by Select Sampling Criteria and Current Stage
Sampling Criteria
(Sept. 2016)

100RC Most recent Level of national 100 RC
Sample aty Country Region cohort natural disaster Size development Lifecycle®
Addis Ababa Ethiopia Africa 3 3 years or less Medium Low income 1
Athens Greece Europe 2 3¢10 years Medium High income 3
Belfast UK Europe 3 Over 10 years Small High income 1
Boston United States North America 2 3 years or less Medium High income 3
Byblos Lebanon Middle East 1 Over 10 years Small Upper middle 3
Can Tho Vietnam Asia 3 3910 years Small Lower middle 2
Chennai India Asia 2 Over 10 years Large Lower middle 2
Colima Mexico Latin America 3 Over 10 years Small Upper middle 2
Durban® South Africa Africa 1 Over 10 years Medium Upper middle 3
Greater Miami United States North America 3 3yearsor less Large High income 2
Lagos Nigeria Africa 3 Over 10 years Large Lower middle 1
Los Angeles United States North America 1 3 years or less Large High income 3
Medellin Colombia Latin America 1 Over 10 years Medium Upper middle 3
Melaka Malaysia Asia 3 Over 10 years Small Upper middle 1
Montreal Canada North America 2 3910 years Medium High income 3
Norfolk United States North America 1 3 years or less Small High income 3
Paris France Europe 2 3 years or less Large High income 3
Rotterdam Netherlands Europe 1 Over 10 years Medium High income 3
Santiago Chile Latin America 2 3910 years Large High income 3
Semarang Indonesia Asia 1 3910 years Medium Lower middle 3
Washington,DC United States North America 3 3910 years Medium High income 2
Wellington New Zealand Oceania 2 3¢10 years Small High income 3
21 00RCHs three | if ecy®theorienttrgvettstheaity and theHiringroetlle CRG hire;(2) the development and publication of the Resilience Strategy; an(B)

the implementation of Strategy initiatives. These lifecycles are as of September 2018.
bBeginning with Progress Repor t ouktomedteliesotly ol fulili@documentrexiewyas Dusbanavithdrwifiorh B0BRE sind the evaluation after
the independent publication of the cityHs Strategy in August 2017.

INSTITUTIONALIZING URBAN RESILIENCE 15



FIGURE 1
M&E City Sample Timelines in 100RC
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Notes: Blue cities are the first cohort (announced December 2013), yellow are the second (December 2014), pink are the third (M2916). Black dots are significant political transitions,
and grey dots represent CRO transitionsNumbers represent lifecycle milegones: 1 = the orientation with the city and the hiring of the CRO hire; 2=the development and publication of
the Resilience Strategy; and 3-the implementation of Strategy initiatives.
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Learning Questions

Several contributing factors influence where the sample cities arenow and where they will be in 2022
not the least of which is the 100RC interventionitselfEach <ci t yHs preexi sting capaci
commitment to the transformation of its planning institutions and operations also heavily influencesthe

outcomes of interest as well as the success of individual Strategy initiatives

For now, however,some preliminary responses to he RockefellerFoundati onfHs ori gi nal I
guestions can be provided with the repeated discl ai meil

pre-100RC state (which varies by membership entry date) to the summer of 2018.

A Have cities institutionalized resiliendarough key processes, structures, rules, laws, and operaigns (
budget, regulatory, enforcement, procurement)? Does institutionalization happen more frequently in

certain regions or context3?0 what extent are changlkaytisostam? ti esH po

Member cities in the evaluation sample appear to be institutionalizing resilience across half of the
indicators under study, though to varying degrees that tend to correlate with the duration of their
tenure in the program. For exampe, cities in the first L00RC cohort show more institutional change

across a wider number of indicators than their later peers.

As explored later in this chapter, the speed with which cities can make these changdsind

potentially make them durableHis alsoassociated with other contextual factors, such as the size of

the citiesH bureaucracies (typically, proportional t
general economic development for the nations in which the cities rest, and the frequencygf political

transitions in city leadership (and the consequent severity of partisan transitions).

Two cities, however, have reduced their momentum in the last year and have reverted to pre
100RC conditions for some indicators. Institutionalization requires time by definition. Later data
collection and analysis will be instrumental in determining thelonger-term sustainability of
institutionalization efforts as well as the key determinants of sustainability (e.g.political transitions

or CRO changes).

A Howis the functioror role of the CRO becoming integrated into the city administrative structure? How
centralized or how integrated is that role becoming? Do some city organizational structures work better

than others and under what circumstances?

With only one exception, the CRO positions in all sample cities remain or have recently been

appointed, including cities that have graduated fr on
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Among the remaining 11 Lifecycle 3 cases with CRO$8,CROs have preservedheir titles and
distinct resilience offices. Intwo of these cases, the first individual appointed as CRO has
transitioned and a newCRO has beerappointed. The remaining two CROs have taken on other
tittes and roles (particularly in emergency managemeniand environmental sustainability) while

preserving their CRO responsibilities and authority.

The primary organizational factor associated with the success of a CRO appears not to be the
hierarchical location, title, or organizational resources allotted but in the level of support from

senior city leadership.

Do the resilience strategies represent a strong point of view of aatiitganust take? Are these views

widely supporeédand understood? Do strategies lead to greater resilience?

Based on both theé v e | of deli beration between city stakehol d
and the attention that city leaders pay to their respective Strategy finalization and release, the

Strategies represent strong points of view for the cities. In some cases, ther@tegies also present

innovations to broader resilience movement by highlighting the links between various shocks and

stressors (e.g., institutional racism and climate or hazard risks) and by presenting initiatives with

benefits across a variety of social economic, and environmental outcomes.

In theory, strategies lead to greater resilience both in their development (by crosssector dialogue
that sows the seed for further missiondriven city activities) and in their product (the initiatives). A
conclusive causal link cannot be determined until enough time has elapsed to evaluate whether the

development benefits are institutionalized and the initiatives are realized.
To what extent was 100RC successful in scaling a holistic definition of res#iemnss diverse cities?

In the sample cities, different respondentsH interpr
their resulting definitions of resilience are conver
definitions are aligning more closely with the holistic definition put forth by 100RC. This process

has not been without its challenges, but the integration of social and physical domains has proved to

be transformational for many city institutions (particularly their emergency management,

environmental, and long-term community and economic development entities) and most individuals

involved in their citiesH Strategy devel opment .
How arecities understanding ohie shocks and stresses chandiatyveen application and strategy?

In every sample city, including those that are stilldeveloping Strategies, the proposed lists of

primary shocks and stressors has changed from the original application. In a few cases, this change
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is dramatic; for these cities, the concepts of shocks and stresrs have dramatically altered a

preexisting local focus on either the physical environments of cities or on a singular social concern.

100RCHs advocacy for holistic city resilience assess
cities with more subtle evolutions, change has largely been instigated by the 100RC requirement of

hosting inclusive deliberations with a wide variety of city populations and interests.

To what extent has the 100RC engagementtresiiencer oved <cit
solutions? Are solutions and thinking consistent with greater resilience framing? To what extent are

improvements attributable to the methods and tools that were provided by 100RC?

Among the 12 cities that have published 100RGendorsed strate gies and consequently identified
initiatives, CROs and associated city staff report that the engagement processes and crossector

collaborations associated with the Strategy played a critical role in their ability to define initiatives.

With regard to the 100RC role in the initiatives, though, the implementation is a work in progress.
In fact, projects from the first cohort are currently undergoing planning and resourcing. The second
cohort of cities are embarking on initiative selection and prioritization. Meanwhile, none of the

third cohort of cities have released Strategies yet, thougtthey are expected to begin doing so
shortly and embark on initiatives shortly thereafter. Most cities that are further along in their
initiatives not & iddnfiyingaharsfunding and knowledge resources
(occasionally including 100RCplatform partners). A few others have chosen to either limit their
exposur e t o -Stré&ayRoBdmisgs gr aresprsuing initiatives without needing additional

resources from 100RC based on the programHbHs earlier Stra

How useful and relevant were the platform resources to the member city stakeholierth¢f
perspective of both cities and partnecempared wittother nonplatform providers? Did the cities alter
the ways in which they identify or acquire solutions from providers as a consequence of platform

engagement?

Platform resources have proven less enticing than originally envisioned. Most cities expressed
confusion about the process of engaging partners, and ihow they would ultimate benefit from
engagement. Afew cities have had positive interactions with their partners, however. As more
cities enter the implementation phase in the next two years, their rdiance on the 100RCplatform
versus other service providers may change. In the meantime, no city has notably altered its
processes for defining solutions or for acquisition and procurement of solutions providers with a

few exceptions from design competitions in handful of sample cities.
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A

Has the city#HAs engagement with 100RC incentivi
what extent has the 100RC partnership leverdgeher public resourc@sTo what extent has the 100RC

partnership been &l to leverage private or philanthropic resources in resilience building activities?

As cities move into the implementation stage, there is a wide distribution ofesulting city

commitments. Cities such as Norfolk and Boston have parlayed their L00RC memloghip into
fundraising efforts from other civil -, public-, and private-sector entities. A handful of cities have
committed extensive resources using bond revenues (such as in Greater Miami) or general city,

state, or national coffers (e.g., Wellington andRotterdam) and potentially multilateral resources
(Byblos and Can Tho) to finance specific initi

tended to manifest solely in continued funding of resilience offices after Strategy graduation.

How are CR®and cities institutionalizing data collection and monitoring in the-teng?

Data collection and analysis, particularly around shocks and stressors, as well as their transparency

zed

at i

t

f

V € S

to the citiesH residents ar e thestuk Bodlatgtherehavet i t ut i one

been only minor detectible changes Ii-IlDORChese out comes

conditions and none that can be attributed to 100RC membership with the exception of a resilience

scanning tool under development in Rtterdam.

Have underrepresented populations, particularly the poor and vailrer benefited from the woPk

The Resilience Strategy process is designed to include a diversity of populations in each city and
identify initiatives from which the poor and vulnerable benefit. Representatives from these groups
report mixed feelings about the former, with some noting the expedited timeframe for community
engagementasa detriment to full and inclusive engagementNo representatives from the
graduated cities,though, have criticized the resulting Strategies. The path cities take to implement
the initiatives that benefit these groupsHand the extent to which the initiatives are not watered

down and the benefits are ultimately materializedH begins now.

To what extat are citizens and politicians voting farrunning on a platform of resilience? To what extent

are they talking about holistic riience in major speechesith as in ¥ate of theCi t y )? t al k

All senior city leadership officials in our sample expraesed support for their CROs, Strategies, and
general resilience-building efforts at key milestones, such as the Strategy release. In a handful of
cities, senior executives €.g.,mayors or city managers) have repeatedly and publicly supported the

efforts. However, resilience has not become a central focus of political campaigns or of the broader
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political discourse in most cities. There is only one exception: a metropolitan leader aligned his own

ambitions with the opportuni shifoeshargu gosesnamed. ed t hr ough 1

Other Findings to Date

The monitoring and evaluation team has collected extensive information from multiple sources across

four domains of outcomes: (1) the 100RC intervention (for monitoring and process study);(2) the

institutio nalization of resilience planning;(3) the institutionalization of resilience city operations; and

4) external, independent factors that are not expecte

will likely contribute to the outcomes.

The synthesk across data from the past three data collectiosis summarized below by each
construct (or theme) under eachdomain. Each construct with its respective indicators are listed in

appendix A along with the qualitative measures for each.

100RC Intervention

M&E Phase 1 produced a wide set of qualitative data regarding the takeip and perceptions of the

100RC intervention in cities. Phase 1 noted a generally positive convergence across its sample cities
across all five themesregarding why and how cities are engaging with 100RC, and their perceptions of
that engagement.The sample of cities in Phase 1, however, only includes those cities among the earliest

100RC cohorts that had engaged sufficiently with 100RC such that implemstation could be detected.

These same themes arseenin M&E Phase 2, though data collection is targeted at specific cities in
the Phase 2 sample depending on the theme and its relevant to cities at different points in the 100RC
lifecycle. Phase 2 samplesities across the 100RC universe, which includes some citiegith more
widely varying levels of engagement with 100RC than those in Phase 1. For example, a few cities in the
Phase 2 sample have been in 100RC membership but have experienced delays in appinig a CRO or
publishing aResilience Strategy. As such, the Phase 2 observations presented here shed light on how
the 100RC intervention has played out in more deliberate cities to supplement the Phase 1 findings

about how 100RC played out in the more exgditious ones.

The M&E team has monitored fiveconstructs regarding the reception to the 100RC intervention in

cities since Phase 1 and into Phase. 2
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INTERESTAND MOTIVATION

Thisconstructi ncl udes i nformation about 1@0RC, the motivatpifar r eason f

staying in the program, and the evolving expectations

information on the ori-gtmat egmnoi i amd Hibahis, thdse atigsy T poiet i es

for whom grants are still in place. Perceptions of the ongoing participation is the focus of this theme in

T poSttr at egyT cities.

The mativation for participating in 100RC is consistently high among the Phase 2 sample cities
except for the two cities whose involvement has been pused. All cities expressed strong interest and,
therefore, were motivated to apply to 100RC, though large cities tend to describe their interest in
100RC within the context of their participation with other resources and programs. Like Phase 1
formative evaluation findings, the reasons for participation remain the funding, networking, global
recognition, and technical assistance that could lead to transformation in city processes. In cities that
have moved into implementation phase and have a clearer undstanding of the 100RC resources that

are available at that point, networking and technical assistance are increasingly added as motivators.

NEED FOR FESILIENCE

The team coll ected i nf opemeptionsaboutéhbiraasitience thallenges and e s H s el f

opportunities at the start of 100RC engagement and its evolution thereafter. The baseline data

presented in Progress Report 1 noted how this sentiment was less consistent at the onset of

membership in the first cohort of 100RC cities and becameinceasi ngly consi stent

participation. In contrast, later cohorts appeared to have more consistent perceptions of resilience

building early on, and those perceptions appear to be aligned with the 100RC definitions anabjectives.

The need br resilience building expressed among the Phase 2 cities continues to be as strong as it
was in past evaluation reports. Every city has clear descriptions of their challenges that include both
shocks and stressors. Some cities noted an evolutidnefore 100RC membership in how they articulated
shocks and stressors. Others crystallized that approach only after exposure to 100RC concepts and
guidance; at least one city was influenced directly by 100RC even before membership and its
respondent s Hfsticeks and strpssarshadsalready generally converge@ubsequent data

collection efforts continue to support this pattern.
RESILIENCE [EFINITIONS

The team collected information about d in felfatente n t

the definition promulgated by 100RC and how city stakeholders operationalize it for their professional
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and civic purposesEarlier reports noted the challengeof competing interpretations of what resilience
means and how various stakeholders act upon those detitions within the same city despite the

increasingly common use of the term.

In the Phase 2 city sample, the inclusion of cities that have had longer delays in their L00RC
lifecycle introduces a few cases with a wider gap in buyn and understanding of resilience concepts
than noted earlier. For example, some large cities and cities in lesteveloped contexts appear to
struggle more with developing consensus around resilience definitions and activitiesl though this trend
appears to be waning as more citiesnove through the 100RC lifecycle. Instead, we note an increasingly
consistent need for resilience assistance, a continued push toward higher awareness about resilience
terminology within their cities, and helissueanl i gnment betf

100RCHs holistic concept of resilience that extends bc¢

100RC OFFERINGS

I nformation about the stakeholders#H® familiarity with
perceived value was collected for all city typesBoth the praises and the concerns regarding the 100RC

offerings that were aired in Phase 1 were repeated in this Phase 2 collection. For example, we observe

that some cities in the Phase 2 sample repeat the critique reported in Phase 1 that 100RC guidance
occasionally has border ed ogzefitshael |Ip.eid aPrteiscu naanbdl yb eaefnt etro «
created after the first f ew materedrasdisadpliedvath somd ldavel , 100RCH:
of fidelity in all cities. Some cities particularly smaller onesH even report gratitude for the detailed

gui dance; one city#Hs respondent wished that 100RC coul

The 100RCnet wor k and the citiesH individual contacts wit
commended,though perceptions of the roles ofstrategy partners and access tlatform partners
remain slightly mixed. The programmatic tweaks begun after the second city cohort were selected and
the increasing Strategy flexibility appear to have reduced thevolumeo f ci ti esH critici sms a

100RCHs purportedly rigid uniformity, as wel |l

Concerns or confusion about the Tlifecycle 37T or ini
that were first aired at the end of the first monitoring efforts among the post-Strategy cities, however,
persisted. In most cases, the uncertainty has to do with whethe cities can tap into offerings like the
platform partners and the potential volume of resources that are included in those offerings. In the
most recent data collection effort, the number of cities expressing this concern have growil though

this can largely be explained by the number of cities completing their Strategies.
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STRATEGYIMPLEMENTATION

The M&E team continues to collect data about current plans for implementationthe prioritization of

projects or actions, and project timelines and resource needsAs more sample cities graduate from the

Strategy devel opment process and turn toward execut i n¢
or initiatives, the number of questions around project implementation, funding, and expectationsetting

has increasedtrAameygy il gaodties (the 12 sample cities th
months before the last data collection), there are early signs of implemerstion of a few projects.

However, two sample cities are implemening initiatives before publishing Strategies.

Per the most recent 100RC administrative records (September 4, 2018), there are 147 initiatives
currently under way among this group of cities, vith 21 initiatives completed. Another 135 initiatives
have either not started, are paused, morphed into other efforts, or have been shelved altogether. The
stage of development among the initiatives undemway ranges widely, as do their nature and subject
matter; the highest proportion of initiatives in the works are advocacy campaigns, followed by capital

infrastructure developments.

Analysis of previous and current data supports the idea that a few cities are progressingifther,
particularly medium-sized cities in middle- and higher-income nations and from the first 100RC cohort,
in comparisonwith their cohort cities. This trend persists in the latest data collection, with the further
nuance that a few of these cities (e.g., Wellington) are moving aheadth implementation without the
need for additional 100RC resources or assistance based significantly on the lessons and guidance they
received from 100RC participation during their Strategy development. Some of these initiatives are
already bearing fruit for their citizenry too with and without further assistance . Wellington has already
restructured emergency water supplies to accommodate likely delays in public water deliveryNor f ol k Hs
city council has passed resilience zoning overlaysnd a few citieshave integrated resilience measures

into their scorecards, budget reviews, and monitoring.

A few cities continue to be hampered in their implementation efforts because they lack the
resources to continue,because theyhave undergone recent political transtions that are not
consistently supportive of the efforts, or because other entities in city government have taken authority
over the initiatives and the processes for expediting them have resorted to conventional bureaucracies.
Several cities that produced their strategies within the last year, however, have moved forward with
implementation. In most cases, though, the implementation plans have either changed significantly or
are just starting. Continued support, especially after leadership transitons, tave kept initiatives on

track in those cases.
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The last two waves of data collection reinforce the observation that five critical factors contribute
to successful implementation. The first factor is basigolitical will, particularly with regard to continui ty
in commitments despite leadership changes. Several sample cities will face leadership changes in the
next year that may alter their initiatives#H® progress.
across the board, and cities of all kinds have hao creatively use existing national or multilateral
resources, such as special revenue or debt schemes. The third factor is technicadsistanceand
knowledge resources, for which 100RC and other global networks likes C4Cities and ICLEI (as
reported by CROSs) are helpful. The emergent fourth factor is the ability of a CRO or equivalent to
advocate for the initiative, as opposed to the initiative being folded back into an existing entity without

a clear champion

Finally, many CROs noted that the identifcation and integration of crossfunctional working teams
during the Strategy development process helped with implementation activity earlier in the evaluation.
Currently, this observation appears to also take a personalized form: having a champion that can
continue to convene the working groups that pursue the initiatives as well and benefit from the shared
knowledge from the teams is noted as a new asset. In most cases, these teams were established during
the Strategy development process and encouraged bf00RC after Strategy publication to ensure
continuity to priority actions. The emergence of this factor suggests that the transformational changes
embedded within the 100RC theory of changddnamely, the institutionalization of formal de-siloing and
cross-functional collaborations as well as the continuity of a coordinating role like a CRB are

correlated with acity®®ability to implement resilience projects.

CROsH i mpl ementati on s ki-bullding gaidadce appear cdnfisleRt@dfoss capaci ty
post-Strategy cities and there is no indication that they negatively affect the overall implementation of

a cityHs initiatives, eden where CROs have transition:¢

Resilience Planning Outcomes

A major objective of the 100RC program in the domain of planning is for member cities to produce and

i mpl ement Resilience Strategies through an intensive |
hypothesis in this domainis that cities, through the 100RC Resilience Strategy processyill produce

urban resilience plans during the 100RC intervention (the Strategies) butill also transform and

institutionalize their planning processes to increase resilience in the long termBy incorporating

resilience thinking in urban planning processes, member cities can achieve tangible results such as

incorporating resilience measures into landuse regulation or exparding community participation in

major planning.
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In the 100RC theory of change, we assume cities did not integrate resilience into plans and
institutional planning practices before 100RC but, after undergoing the Strategy process, will do so in
the future. During baseline data collection, the M&E team sought to tell the stoy of the contemporary
planning functions in each city before 100RC and their integration of resilience concepts and practices
during 100RC (depending on the duration of membership). If a city has produced its Strategy, the team
looks for changesinplanniy pr ocesses and the city#Hs planning funct.
These data are compared with data collected over the next four years (the expected timigame for

pl anning changes to occur) to deter mianed 100RCHSs i nstif

There are six planning constructs that are of primary interestlmeaning that the 100RC theory of
change intends to affect therAthat the literature supports and that we believe data in our sample cities

that can help define.

EXPLICATION OF RESILENCE

The clear explication of plan goals is an essential aspect of good planning, but their explicit and implicit

integration of comprehensive resiliencebui | di ng i s 100RCHs objective. Gaps
resilience existed across the sample of cidgsbefore 100RC. Only two cities (Greater Miami and Melaka)

referred to or considered broader resilience building or specific shocks and stressors in their plans

before 100RC, though a few were approaching this point. This burgeoning group of cities incled those

that had embarked on citywide plansfor related topics, such as environmental sustainability or climate

change mitigation. Ulti mately, these gaps support the

other cases, references to resilience bafre 100RC were largely implicit.

In the latest rounds of data collection, there is increasing evidence among the sample cities that
have completed their Strategies thatthese cities are starting to reference resilience concepts in their
traditional plannin g activities outside of the Strategy.In one case, the Resilience Strategy has become
the cityHAs de facto municipal plan. Two cities report
significant change in t he c otheickies®ithimoréestablishedof pl anni ng
planning institutions, though, the Resilience Strategies appear to be modestly but still noticeably

shaping traditional planning practices.

The Strategies are often occurring simultaneously to major city plan revisioner updates; in most
cases, the Strategies are purposely integrated into those planning processes, leading to explicit and
authentic references to resilience terminology in those plans. In the handful of cities reported in

previous evaluation updates wherethis integration had not occurred, the latest documents collected
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from planning releases in the last six months suggest that it is increasingly happening. As other cities

with traditional institutions come upon their periodic revisions, this trend is likely to grow.

USE OF SCIENCE AND\HDENCE

The use of physical and social science evidence is a core aspect of creating a strong resilience plais
refers to using evidence to understand the relevant shocks and stressors that a city facesd
estimating the changes that could be most impactfulThe team looked for information in plans that

points to metrics and studes and their appropriate uses in supporting specific actions or policies

Most cities, appropriately, but to varying degreesrelied on some rigorous science and evidence
before 100RC. The use of physical and social science evidenten our sampl e cities#H pl ani
100RC follows the same patterns as those observed for
a city#rAas Iméceldeofel @eponeot and its overall Ssize are ass
ability to identify and accurately interpret appropriate sources of science and evidence for sounend
clear planning and, eventually, actions. Large cities with significahresources are more likely to be able
to fund direct research and study in support of their plans, have access to the national and regional data
sources and researchers that are needed to produce evidence efficiently, and have the internal

intellectual and professional capital to use the evidence in ways that support policy and program action.

In our sample, however, there are many cities in middiegncome countries that have generally
strong scholarly and governmental supports for integrating resiliencerelated research findings into
their plans. The studies are often supported by multilateral and philanthropic organizations. Ultimately,

however, the indicators for this construct have seen the least amount of change in our study to date.

INTERNAL CONSISTENCY WITH OTHER CITY RANS

Integration into the larger municipal context requires internal consistency within the constellation of
other plans that the city has adopted Cross-referencing can illuminate this, butthe M&E team also
looked atthe level of knowledge and buyin by other city agencies to see ifraditional plan ning
boundaries (e.g., housing oeconomic development) are blurred through the holistic vision that the

Strategy embodies

Internal consistency in planning across the sampleities varied widely before 100RC membership.
Cities with weak planning processes and institutions typically did not have consistency across plans
simply because internal planning inconsistencies mirror weak planning in general. In most cases, a

modest amount of internal consistency and coordination occurred in sample cities because it is required
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or constrained by statute. These cities#® plans mirror

are assembled into a sinfe master plan.

Over the last year, however, a few sample cities increased the quantity and quality of their
consistency checks beyond statutory requirements. This improvement occurred in places that were

undergoing major planning efforts including the Resilience Strategies.

VERTICALINTEGRATION WITH BROADER JURISDCTIONAL PLANS

Like Ilooking for consistency across other plans withi/
plans are integrated within the broader context of regional, state, national and, in some cases,

international plans. Again, the team has looked for the frequency and depth of crosseferences in plans

but alsofor the involvement and buy-in of higher levels of authority into the local plan.

Before 100RC, most our s amp kheir resulting peusserpintegratadi ng pr o c €
with regional, state, and national plans in some way. The depth of that integratidiand the specific
jurisdictional levels with which integration occurred Hvaried depending on national planning contexts
and the centrality of the specific cities to their state or region.In the cities where planning processes are
required and mandated by state or national governments often those in countries with highly
centralized national government structures, plans are wellintegrate d with state and national plans
almost by definition. In other cases integration occurs because of specific requirements for
information, elements, and formats of plans from the state or national government rather tharbecause

of general centralization.

Member cities that are composite metropolitan regions (such as Greater Miami and Santiago),
exceed the typical integration requirements because of the unique nature of their jurisdictional
composition. However, an intentional effort to better integratethe ci t y s resi |l i ence pl anni
state or national entities has appeared in only a handful of cases. Where present, this integration has
often been tied to the release of funds or other incentives beyond what may be required by regional
convention. Theevaluators have found only one case of deteriorating integration in which thenational
government has elected to play a heavier hand in | ocal
then, runthe risk of being less integrated and more dictatedwith its governance entities. In most cases,

though, the team has seen little change in this construct overall.
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COMMUNITY ACCESSIBILITY TO PANS AND PARTICIPATION IN PLAN DEVELOPMENT

A central tenet of resilience planning is theability of the diversity of local citizensto access the plan and
participate in its development. The evaluation teamdocumented changes in the citizenry engagement

process in city planning before and during 100RC membership.

Evidence of involvement of the generd citizenry in the planning processes and public access to
planning documents before 100RC membership varied widely, primarily because almost every city has
engagement requirements (imposed internally as well as from a highelevel government). Yet, the
quality of actual participation data is mixed. In some cases, the engagement requirements are minimal
or known to be minimally enforced; these tend to follow the pattern seen among the sample cities with
weak planning institutions that are also primarily inless-developed countries. Other sample cities,
including several in the developed world, have historical requirements for community engagement but

have little to no documentation of enforcement or implementation.

Three sample cities entered 100RC with rolust engagement requirements and documented
participation and have actively employed strategies to ensure fuller participation since membershipin
the case of Wellington, this wasexplicitly a consequence of Strategy requirements. However, there
remains little other change in the quality and quantity of community engagement by planning
institutions in the other sample cities now. Community awareness and participation activities are
particularly challenging aspects of contemporary urban planning, and severalities in the sample are
experimenting with citizenry surveys, neighborhood T el

conversationsiT in the hope of improving these practi c:¢

ALIGNMENT WITH VULNERABILITIES AND VULNERABLE POPUIATIONS

A final core aspect of resilienceplanningis ensuring that theneeds ofpopulations most at risk of
negative impactsfrom shocks and stressors are addressedirectly . The evaluation team was tasked
with identifying any substantive definition s for vulnerable populations inc i t plaessaf any actions
for addressing their vulnerability. The identification of and response to social vulnerability is another
outcome for which baseline data from the sample cities varies widely but for which there is soe
evidence that attention to vulnerability follows along the patterns of size and national economic
development seen in the strength d general planning institutions. Simply, the wealthier and larger the
city, the more attention it paid to disparities andinequalities, though even in that type of city there have

been noticeable gaps in safety nets after various shocks
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Many sample cities did not have explicit demographic counts, geographic analyses, or distinct
recommendations for addressing vulnerable popuations within planning and continue not to today. A
handful of cities loosely discussed variations in service access related to vulnerable populations but do
not have explicit demographic counts, geographic analyses, or distinct recommendations for addresg
them. Some of these cities are known to have ignored subpopulations (like households in informal
settlements). Another group of sample cities maintain robust accounting of specific and relevant
vulnerabilities, but they do not consistently identify strategies for addressing those vulnerabilities. In
many cities within this group, though, the planning documents and processes are not necessarily where
specific strategies or programs are devisediFor example, social service programs may monitor these

populations instead.

In slight contrast to the baseline evidence for other outcomes, about one third of our sample cities
had or were developing planning documents that intentionally focused on vulnerable populations and
included strategies and actions in thisarea as well as detailed accounting processes. The vulnerable
populations in question ranged from the more universal (lowincome households) to the local
(immigrants or refugees, religious and racial groups, crime victims, and the indigenous). As moreie#
complete Strategies in the next year (and undergo the 100RC requirement to study vulnerable
popul ations as part of that process), attention to vul

other planning efforts.

Resilient City Operation Outcomes

Another primary objective of the 100RC program for its cities is that, through the commitments of city
leaders to resilience functions and activities, cities will transform their operations in the longterm in
ways that achieve tangible results andnstitutionalize processes that build resilience. In this domain, the
chief resilience officer (CRO) is the innovation. She is the catalyst for operational change, and her
function is the transformative lever. CROsfacilitat e coordination across city government (including
applying resilience lenses to budgeting and programmatic decisions); with private and civdlectors; with

counterparts in neighboring, regional, and national government; and with the citizenry.

The evaluation team is tasked with tellingt he st ory of <citiesH contemporary
constructs: governance structure, functions, budgets,public discourse, accountability, and sector
engagement and how resilience concepts and practices transform them. The existence and nature of
the CROposition over the longterm is a critical chapter in this story. A few cities in our sample had been

undergoing general operational change before 100RCand others were establishing resiliencerelated

30 INSTITUTIONALIZING URBAN RESILIENCE



approaches and activities across city operations dring their engagement (typically, active crosssilo

working groups and political commitments to climate adaptation or disaster mitigation)..

To date, however, there has been lessperational change over the data collection snapshots than
planning changeexcept for the CRO positions.As the literature points out, this lag is anticipated since
operational changes in cities tend to require more timeThe wealth and size of cities appear, again, as
significant determinants in operational change, as doesiting of 100RC cohorts For example, none of
the first cohort of cities had a CRO before 100RCnor did they useresilience budgeting lenses, hae
explicit leadership commitments to resilience, or collaborate with their neighboring jurisdictions or
national governments around resilience efforts. In contrast, a few of the third cohort of cities in our
sample did have these championbefore their intervention . This phenomenon suggests both that cities
have the capacity to learn about and duplicate operational chage from other cities, but also that

100RC is motivating that change beyond its membership.

GOVERNMENTAL STRUCTWRE

Government structure (the organization form) establishes the context to understand how resilience
building is likely to be developed across ity government operations. Data were primarily collected on
the permanence of new structural elements designed to embed resiliece thinking in city operationsH
namely,through the CRO. Many cities had sustainability directorsclimate changeoffices, chief
innovation officers, or other entities charged with one componentof transforming city operations
beyond traditional functions. No city had an established resilience office or CRO before 100RC
membership except one: Greater Miami (technically, two of the ®ROs within the three-jurisdiction
Tcity?T had CROs) .

All but one of the cities continue to formally have a CRO position or a resilience coordinating unit
now. In some cases, the individualg/ho first held the title have transitioned or are transitioning. In a
handful of post-Strategy cities, the CRO has taken on a new titlbut still coordinat esthe same Strategy
or initiatives. A few CROs also have leveraged significant support from senior leadership and increased
their influence into other areas of work. Two cities have also appointed formal resilience liaisons in

other city offices beyond the official resilience office.

FUNCTI ON (TSI LOST)

In contrast to the overall city structure , the evaluation team also looked for data orspecific subject

areas, procedues, and practices that each entity(agency, department, or commissionjnanages or has

authority over. The teams trackedthe degree t o whi ch T s i | beforbarduting al09RC occur r e d

with regard to resilience only (as opposed to the general informatio tracked separately). Information
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comes both from formal descriptions of functions as well as stakeholder perceptions of the state of

integration across city operations.

The evaluation team found evidenceacross city size and developmental context®f the reduction
of silos and improvements in crossfunctional collaborations both before and after the sample cities
entered 100RC. Among cities with weak or modest general city operations, the presence and strength
of silos were often difficult to detect because, by definition, the operational framework was ambiguous.
Among the cities with stronger general operations, a few cities displayed clear silos before 100RC
membership and continue to do so. HoweverlOORC membership appears to have boostedhe efforts
of five cities that had effectively begun significant crossdepartment and outcome-focused
restructuring before 100RC. In two different cases, thereare also strong political pushestoward
government transformation alongside 100RC. For other cities with conparatively weak city operations,

the strength of silos was classified as modest as a default.

These coll aborations#f durability appears to be assoc
causal order is not cleaHthat is, whether collaboration yields new projects or projects yield new
collaborations. However, the pattern suggests that Strategy implementation may yield further
institutional de -siloing. As other large cities with notoriously strong city government silos implement
Strategy initiatives in the next year, there may be additional signs of institutional transformation and

further tearing down of city bureaucracies.

POLITICALAND PUBLIC DISCOURSE

A key objective of 100RC is to enable city leaders with language and motivation around resilience
building and foster resilience champions. As such, evaluation teams collected data on haesilience
discourse has beenmobilized in political and public diourse through statements in the public arena

(media and city records) as well amterviews with key stakeholders.

Leaders from most of the cities havevocalized some level of support for their resilience-building
efforts at the onset of 100RC membership. The explicit support continues and has increased in a
handful of cities despite political transitions.| n one notabl e case, a | eader As po
on operational transformation al i gnellildwjAsnglet00RCHs ef f
exception exists to this pattern in a city that underwent political transition and has largely disassociated

itself with its former CRO.
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On the whole, though, political discourse tends to be mild, but supportive of resilience rhetoric. For
example, resilience was not the subject of political campaigns in any of the cities that underwent

municipal elections in the last year. As such, there has been little to no change in this construct to date.

TRANSPARENCY AND ACOUNTABILITY

Infformationonthedegr ee t o which the city#Hs operations are ope
are tracked by documenting the ease of access to city documents and resourcgsther than planning

documents described in the previous section)the openness of public data, open performance

monitoring, and other forms of accountability in relation to resilience shocks andstressors in the

sample cities

In all the cases in which general city operations were weak before 100RC (again, citidsat are
highly associated with low levels of economic development overall), there are few or only token signs of
transparent and accountability. Where they exist, these signs typically include laws regarding
transparency and corruption with little evidence of implementation that have not changed during
100RC membership.

In contrast, a few cities crrensatnecde Tsocnefome toAREdas Ti ni ti at
which they use, though not exclusively,i n support of t taldingeforistTypealyst resi | i en
these are cities with more financial and professional capacity. For example, Rotterdam is piloting a

resilience scanning tool for identifying and reporting on individual initiatives with Z00RC.

Yet, most sample cities maintained and implemented relatively perfunctory rules about
transparency of operational functions, activities, and outputs only, with generally limitedintentional
targets for establishing accountability or methods for monitoring them. These cities would post a
limited amount of information about their functions and outputs online, report to city managers and
legislators in formal reports, and would provide information upon requestHthough not in always in
accessible ways or with the intention of soliciting accountability. These mechanical practices mirrored
the engagement practices in many cities#H planning not

during the 200RC membership.

BUDGET OPERATIONS

100RC does not expect to change the structurally mandated ways that cities budget or their primary
sources of revenues and causes of expenditures, bitt does expect cities to look at harnessing those
processes to better serve resiliencebuilding purposes.The unique unding and fund leveragingof city

operations for resilience activities is an important mirror of changes in operations thatmay suggest
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resilience institutionalization . The evaluation teams colected data on those financial phenomena across
public, private, and philanthropic sources in cities along with information on general budgets and
budgeting processes. Teams looked for uniqueuihding and fund leveragingof city operations for

resilience-specific activities from public, private, and philanthropic sources in cities.

Before 100RC, three cities had relatively robust funding from external sources for their resilience
related activities, with sources ranging from the World Bank and other multilaerals to nationally
procured public-private partnerships. Other cities had similar budgeting arrangements but lesgunding
directly targeted to resilience projects. Many of them benefitted from funding through other global

networks, such as C40.

Since entering 100RC, six cities have been able to attract significant additional funding sources for
resilience activities largely because oftheir 100RC participation, and there is some potential funding
coming to a handful of others. Per city reporting and intenal corroborations by 100RC, for example,
cities have directly invested or leveraged up to US$3.35 billion across 288 investments on their own
across the entire 100RC network. The 22 sample cities have invested a slightly higher proportion than
their share in total direct and leveraged values (US$1.1 billiomcross 62 investmentg but in a

proportional share of investments.

These sources or types of investment include new regional loans, disaster recovery funds,
foundation grants, and municipal bondissuances. Norfolk leads the pack currently with an extensive
pool of funding from national, state, and philanthropic funds during 100RCwhich they could not access
earlier. No city, except jurisdictions in Greater Miami, had funding for resilience office or resilience

budgeting T | defwec8ORC, thoughfaihdndfubaresexperimenting with these currently.

GOVERNANCE OPERATIONS

Finally, the evaluation team has collected data on thexplicit commitments or denials of commitmentH
in the form of public support, funding, or project advocacy from vertical governance entities in support
of t he Ilence efftits. Emtitees imclude neighboring cities, regional entities, states, nations, and

multilaterals externally as well as districts or neigtbors within cities.

The points in these relationships in which there is collaboration and commitment for resilience
building beyond the status qudthe focus of this set of indicatorsH are modest, both before and after
100RC. Four cities had particularlyrobust sets of commitments and collaborations across governments
before 100RC that, in almost all cases, have expanded during 100RC. Three other cities have seen a rise

in collaborations and commitments during 100RC.
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External Factors

The evaluation team has also tracked a series of other indicators for constructs that are not expected to

be altered directly by 100RCHs intervention, though t|
outcomes or provide signals that other changes are occurring thalO0ORC did not intentionally plan.

Indicators are being tracked for general city characteristics general planning operations and plans

general city operations, political conditions and policy context, social conditions, financial conditions

and operations, and governance condition.

Macroeconomic, political, and environmental factors
potential outcomes as much as the intervention itself. The team has noted somevert changejust in the
last six monthsin these contributing, contextual factors in a handful of citieghat is publicly known, such
ascivil strife in Addis Ababa and the potential effects on Belfasgiven Brexit negotiations along with
several mayoral, gubernatorial, and national elections. Natural and socialisasters, such aHurricane
Irma in Greater Miami, the Skirball and Creek fires in Los Angeledlashfloods in Athensand Bost onHs

winter flooding, have al so shaped the cities® involvement in r

In some cities, these factors appear t@ontribute to the urgency and call to arms of resilience. In a
few cities, however, changes in external factorsparticularly partisan political transitions , present
chall enges t o 100 R @lircst halfrofdhe SaR@leschies ddvd undergameignificant
changes in leadership that involve partisan changes and differences in philosophies about the roles and
functions of city government. I n one city, political t

extended pause.

Other cities are experiencing transitions that may lead to changes in the CRO role and the overall
resilience-building effort. In these cases, though, new leadership often appears disinterested in or
unsure of the effort at the onset rather than explicitly opposed to it, leaving the opportunity for explicit

support later in the administration.

On the whole, though, the other contextualindicators remain largely unchanged, and the early
patterns identified at baseline regar danttigyeta ci tyHs ec
i ncubate 100RCHSs iasdominanterentlsiacrass tlsetmenhbér citres hegattern holds
true for the institutional frameworks (city planning and operations)that shape these indicatorsbeyond

those expected to be transformed by100RC. Two of the six construct areas are highlighted.
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GENERAL PLANNING PRATICES AND PLAN

The M&E team collected information for all sample cities on the number, frequency, and product of a

wide array of city plans, including major city plans €.g.,master plans), plans for large city departments

or functions (e.g.,housing, transportation, economic developmentyp | ans f ocused on a cityH
shocks and stresses that are not departmental plans (e.gvater management or hazard mitigation),

unique visionary plans similar to the Strategies but in other topic areasd.g.,sustainability, climate, or

green plans) and the nature of planning authorship and authority.

Across all data for each of thegeneral planning indicators, there appears to ke a relatively strong
pattern: a city#fs | eviedssomafted with thenbreadihdeptd,andeJerallp me n t
strength of its plans and planning institutions. Planning practices and products in the sample cities in
lower-income countries for which data have been collected are notably weaker or largely ineffective.
The same quality holds true in at least one sample city in a middiecome country so far in our data
collection. This observation may be somewhat obvious, but th pattern does not appear to belinear.

Most of the sample cities in middleincome countries appear to have strong planning processes and

institutions , often because ofstate or national decree.

Another factor in the robustness of basic city planning institutionsis the sizeoft he ci t y Hs
population, though this emerges more as a proxy for the intellectual and financial capacity of the city
government to maintain planning institutions and implement plans themselves. This pattern also is
nuanced, with large cities having strong istitutions and plans but, in some cases, having too many plans

that are too complex to be tied consistently to actionable projects and city outcomes.

GENERALCITY OPERATIONS

The evaluation team also has collected information for all sample cities on a viety of fundamental
characteristics that define city operations. This includes general data regarding the composition of the
city government such as basic descriptions of the organizational structure of government, the number
and professional capacity of is employees, their distribution across the government within specific

departments, and the explicit missions or authority of those departments.

Data are also collected to document any special initiatives that the city government may have
undertaken that are not directly related to resilience-building efforts but that could shape how the
government views them. For example,des i | oi ng or efforts to coordinate ac
governmenti initiatives andiboghdaitiyacesmamanedcygeat fost :

performance monitoring and evaluation are current trends.
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Similar patterns across the cities#®H i ncome
described in the planning constructs are seen in city operations as well. C#$ in low-income nations
typically had weak city operations before 100RC and little to no capacity to undertake some of the
commitments and transformations that wealthier cities had undergone before and during 100RC.
Smaller cities have smaller city goverment operations, but the efficiencies and collaborations within
government varied widely regardless of size. In fact, some of the largest cities have had entrenched

bureaucracies since before their L0ORC membership if not decades before
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Partners Pathway

In addition to its goals for member cities, 100RC expects external partners to develop, innovate, and
deploy new tools and internal lines of work based on their 100RC participation. 100RC employs two
groups of these partners:strategy partners (the organization hired to intensely assist city government
produce Strategies at a local level), and global and regionplatform partners (the primarily civil - and

private -sector entities with tools that can be used to implement the initiatives identified in Strateges).

The following discussion presents past analysis to evaluate this goal.

Strategy andpl at f or m partners are considered essenti al in
play a key role in delivering resilience tools and services to cities, ultimatelgtrengthening the
marketplace for resilience offerings. Eventually, the demonstrated benefits in the form of business
devel opment opportunities and internal tr al@RCor mati on

engagements.

The importance of evaluding these partner effects lies in contrast to the acute lack of literature on
the private sector#fs motivations and transformations f
and resilience building in particular. The study of privatesector engagemens in cities has an extensive
history (Ratcliff, Gallagher, and Ratcliff 1979).For example, formal city planning activities and
institutions like planning commissions invariably have included privatesector representation. Private
philanthropic investments in municipal arts, recreation, education and other public goods have also
been explored (Davis 1973;Gautier and Pache 2015;Stroup and Neubert 1987). This relationship has
supported private -sector growth about long-term workforce development and createdshort-term
benefits to businesses for both positive and critiqued endsJones and Bachelor 1993Stone 1989; Zunz
2011). A benevolent selfinterest stands apart from the more traditional roles that private -sector actors
play in city government with regard to their involvement in economic development plans, regulatory
advocacy, and tax and subsidy rules, and related public governance over business activitisach as land

acquisition that are largely profit motivated (Logan and Molotch 1987).

However, the intensity of this relationship has waned in the past several decadeBecause of
increased economic globalization and the diminishing interest in local city policies (Austin and
McCaffery 2002; De Socio 2007; Hanson et al2010). In its stead, there has beemn evolving
relationship commonly referred to as Tstrategiic phil al
Post and Waddock 1995. The goals of this interaction are often about establishing social or political

legitimacy as much as neaterm business motives Giridharadas 2018; Sanchez 2000; Su and He 2010).
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Unfortunately, most of the literature on the involvement of private -sector actors in city
government and public goods has been limited to case studies or anecdotal histories (Maas and Liket
2011). Regardless, the literature makes clear that the private sector has been explicitly involved in
general city planning and government in numerous way8 particularly as they relate to business affairs
and largely for business motivesRegarding the spedfic issues related to resilience, the literature is still
nascent. Extant literature conveys a strong belief that planning related to climate change and disaster
management, for example, ought to involve stakeholders from the private sector but offers life

research to assess the difference such inclusive planning makes (Smith 2011).

To assess the impact of 100RC on its partners, then, the evaluation team reviewed findings from the
earlier formative evaluation. Partners reported three primary motivations for participating and
engaging in cities: general business development opportunities (particularly by privatesector
organizations); access to peer thoughteaders and practitioners (particularly among foundations and
institutions); and the intrinsic rewar d from achieving the 100RC objective of delivering solutions to

urban problems (particularly the nonprofit partners).

These motivators helped the team track the ongoing engagements between cities and partners over
the past year and to track the market forresilience products and services and the transformation in
internal business operations(final constructs with respective indicators are listed inappendix A). A
purposive sample of 28 partners across sector, organizational history, size, partnership typ@trategy or
platform), and level of engagement with cities to date were tapped as cases from the pool of
approximately 110 partners at the time. In-depth corporate and public reports about the partners were

supplemented with interviews with the key contacts.

Of these 28 partners, however, many have transitioned out of their relationships with 100RCand
new partners have joined. As such, all the findings presented in this chaptare from the selection of
100RCHs e ar |andmdgt of fhese pganners (garticularly platform partners) have not been
actively involved in Strategy implementation since a minority of cities had published Strategies during

this study.

This study within the broader monitoring and evaluation project is complete, yet many of the same
questions regarding the role of independent partnerships and their effect on these organizationsl
particularly among private-sector partnersHwill remain relevant as 100RC pursues further

implementation.

INSTITUTIONALIZING URBAN RESILIENCE 39



Learning Questions

Consistentresponsesto he Rockef el l er Foundation#Hds original | earn

partners were found across the formative and current summative studies.

A To what extent did partnefdgarn about city resilience by working with member cities as a result of 100RC
engagement? Dgatform partners engage with multiple cities based upon the parameters of their 100RC

offering? Dlatform partners engage with a diverse representation éé<iin the 200RC network?

To the extent that partners brought some resiliencerelated expertise to a city, they did not
generally learn much about the subject beyond understanding specific needs of cities in which they
had not worked. However, partners tended to be assigned to places where they could have some
capacity, ultimately leading to a biased identification of engagements. Some partners did learn

about current approaches in their field for which their knowledge is applicable, however.

A Did working vith 100RC spur partners to innovate around resilience and find ways to address unmet
resilience needs? Did they make any modifications to their existing tools and services based on their work
with member cities? Did they create new tools and servicegraridey deploying these tools and services
in member cities and beyond? Did working with 100RC enable new partnerships among partners

themselves to develop new tools to meet unmet resilience niedsBlutions scalable and replicable?

Partners did not report significant innovations in their services as a consequence of 100RC
engagements. Two partners, however, launced a cooperative strategy to integrate some of their
services and offer them to member cities and beyondThough there is public evidence hat this only

occurred in one city to date.

A Are they deploying more frequent or different (including innovative) resilience tools and services to cities
now than before partnering with 100RC? Has the nature of their engagemertdthéticities changed as

a result of engagements with 100RC cities? Are they deplttymgmber and nonmember cities?

Several partners strategically used engagements to expand existing services into new markets more

than to innovate. Most continue to work in many cities includingand beyond member ones.

A Are resilience strategies (and its discrete deliverables) a useful tool in articulating needs and opportunities
to potential solution providers and solution developers? What, if anything, needs to be changed or added to

the 100RCstrategy activities and protocols to better articulate these needs?

Per current policy, 100RC clearly distinguishes the development of Strategies by cities and their
citizens from the introduction of partners who present solutions. As such, the matchmakindnas

been particularly onerous given that most partners continue to provide services in confined lines of
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business, industry sectors, or geographic markets. In many ways, however, public dissemination of
partnersH wor k has a,lams theirplopogee iditiativés eand Ehiallergése gi e s
primarily remain with the ways in which cities procure services. 100RC is reevaluating this

transition to potentially introduce solutions earlier in the process.

A~ How have partners responded to the value proposititthe platform? How useful and relevant were

platform resources to the member city stakeholders (from partner perspective)?

In general, the platform provided a business development opportunity for partners, along with
some recognitionthrough their affili ation with a major global, philanthropic effort. Other original
motives, such as collaborating with other thought leaders or providing extensive value to member

cities, have largely not been reciprocated.

Other Findings to Date

At baselineHthat is, before becoming partnersHless than a handful of partners had envisioned the role

of resilience as a source of either internal transformation or competitive advantage in their markets.

From baseline to the present, this perception remains and has largely not mami$ted into many actual

partner changes though a few partners have notedthe rearticulating of service offerings around

resilience themes. Advances appear to have occurred primarily in business development. In potential

contrast to other goals, then, 100RGfs expect ations for its partners have

the partner organizations in the study#Hs biased sampl

100RC Intervention and Engagement

During the formative evaluation, the evaluation team noted that the relationship between cities and

partners was mixed but | argely negative. City staffst
ontheCROApBer sonal ity, thehpacahekHAswbspdgefi antlethe partne
city. This led to some tension regarding roles. CROs valued the accessplatform partners but also

noted a lack of clarity about which partners they could engage and an uncertainty about the

ramifications for bringing in certain corporations into local contexts. SomeCROsexpressed

reservations about corporate profit or marketing motives.

Findings from the ongoing outcome study expand on these concerns. Partners reported substantial
variation in the number of cities for which they had provided tools and services. They also reported
some basic understanding of the process for their engagements but were not always clear about how

citiesH Strategies | imited or o pteerséuddedthepl®ORCuni ti es f ol
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work through internal mechanisms or government and private grants. Most reported business
development goals related to their involvement with 100RC, such as expanding their citbased work,
forming relationships with new cities, and developing partnerships with other organizations. Strategy

partners, obviously, have had the most frequent and extensive engagements.

Marketplace Outcomes

Though several partners reported offering the same tools or services as they didefore working with
100RC, others modified their offerings by, for instance, tailoring tools to fit specific needs of cities,
making technological improvements on tools, and expanding services. Variations on offerings that
partners developed included data toolsand risk maps, although mosplatform partners report ed that
variation as typical of their services and, therefore, largely unchanged since entering 100RC
partnership. Strategy partners reported more leveraging from their contractual partnership than the
platform partners report ed from their pro bono partnership though, again,platform partners report ed
limited engagement so far. A minority of partners reported increases in demand for their tools and
services within and beyond cities in the 100RC network; hese sample partners included those in the
platform, who they observed increased interest among key city officials and stakeholders to address

risk and promote resilience and to deal with resilience issues in a systemic manner.

Respondents noted both enabérs and barriers to their current delivery of resilience tools and
services, though they focused heavily on barriers. Typically cited barriers include issues with working in
the context of citiesH compl ex or gangppliicali on al and pr o
transitions), dealing with funding and resource challenges when cities needed more involvement than
partners could offer, and establishing effective working relationships with CROs who were spread
thinly. In terms of enablers, partner organizatons most commonly discussed drawing on successful past

resilience projects of their own to garner support from city leaders and relationships with city leaders.

Internal Operation Outcomes

Findings showed little evidence that partners have changed theibusiness operationsbhecause of

involvement in 100RC, except for a strong emphasis on developing new marketing materiale.q.,

brochures, booklets, handouts, social media, white papers, presentations, changes to their website)

among a few. Some responderstindicated that it is too early in the partnership engagement for

significant changes in the organizational practices and culture. Most partners reported using the term
Tresiliencei and embedding the term insinesheir organi zat
development dialogues before they started as a 100RC partner_ess than a quarter of respondents

noted any change in their already sharpened understanding of the term since partnering.
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Most respondents reported no ianlraisignsince becomihgeai r
100RC partner, including changes around making their mission more resiliencecused. This was likely
becauseofpar t ner sH pr eexi st thargnissioasand actieitiesalecady @ftectisg thes n d
to some extent.However, a few partners reported new strategies for prioritizing resilience-related
work, including adopting more holistic approaches to resilience efforts, adapting work they did as a
100RC partner to apply to more cities, and working closely with city dficials Hthough implementation

has yet to happen on the whole.

At this point and with this biased sample of early partners engagement with 100RGH and with cities
through 100RCH has provided potentialimmediate and longerterm returns to strategy and platform
partners, respectively, more thanactualreturns. The expected returns are largely financial, but they are
also reputational and intellectual, with partners of all stripes using their status to familiarize themselves
with resilience concepts, stakeholders, and future clients. Private sector partners noted harnessing the
strategic advantage of locating places and people for future business opportunities. For nonprofit or
multilateral partners, the investment reflects a desire to identify strategic opportunities in which to

direct their assistance and resources.

Partners did not report creating any particularly innovative new offering s because ofengagement
with 100RC, relying mainly on reengineering established processesThere have been similarly fev shifts
in partner st i,mdudimgmedionsorpasketsa staif size,staff capacity, intellectual
property, service delivery time and channels, or inerpartner partnering to date. Finally, their
competitors pre-100RC remain, though most parhers noted that 100RC hashelped them to

differentiate themselves from the bulk of their competition by establishing niche qualifications

Most cities will be or are just embarkingon Strategy implementation stages and partners are still
cautiously optimistic or guarded about prospects for returns on their investment s from the platform
engagement. Partners, too, notelc i t i e s H r e s o uprocueemantxipaengasfod sudtamiag

the Strategy momentum, which, in turn, could translate into changingdemand for the supply of

organi z

resilience tools and servicesAs a t ool for citiesH resilience efforts,

likelyHand even necessary (Pinke and Kolk 2012). However, as means to changing the partners from
within, 100 RGHppearetxhe ancetliaet $odan

100RC is revising its approach to partner eng

agement

institutional outcomesHand, more directly, cities®# Hrathpritharment at i on

on the internal changes within patners that was hypothesized previously. To that end, this study is

discontinued.
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ChampionsPathway

100RC expects its citiesH | eaders and enabled champi ol

spread resiliencethinking through the 100RC network and through their support of the resilience
movement in their own local and regional networks.In contrast to the partners pathway, the potential
capacity of networks to generate, promote, and transfer resiliencerelated strategies and best practices
is heavily supported by the literature (COWI 2013). Yet, the methods for making a robust, successful,

and sustained network are varied.

Evidence about city networks affirms their increasing importance for sharing resilience €ssons
(Alger 2011). It is argued that cites must be brought together in a network that encourages global
environmental governance (Bulkeley 2005; GustavssonElander, and Lundmark2009). Thoughthere is
strong political and ideological support for these retworks (Giest and Howlett 2013; Hakelberg 2014;
Lidskogand Elander 2010; Toly 2008), efforts often fall short of expectations as the ability to deliver
results depends on many factors that are often not considered by all network members (Fadeeva 2005).
Beyond city outcomes, network use also leads to outcomes relating to the management and structure of
the network itself. Bouteligeir (2013) notes that city -to-city networks often face complex power
dynamics and unequal involvement is unavoidable. Successfauration of the network is therefore

needed, especially in a networkHs early formation.

With regard to outcomes, 100RC hypothesizes that a community of practice, and even a new
resilience profession, could emerge from its network. Substantial evidence ests regarding the role of
professional associations as a network for transferring policy and program solutions (Ammons 1994;
Balla 2001; Binghamet al. 1981). Communities of professional practice and their occasional evolution
into formal professions constitute a set of networks that is especially prevalent across city stakeholders
but for which literature provides mixed findings (Nerland and Karseth 2015). Historical studies of
professions demonstrate that this process has occurred in relation to city govenment (Brooks 1988;
McDonald 2010).

Much of this literature suggests that the institutionalization of formally recognized city professions
has come about because of mandates (that is, the need for skill sets to accomplish a requirement like
land use plaming), out of a basic functional need in cities for certain skill sets (like emergency planners),
or out of a desire to create legitimacy for city activities and policies through certain sets of knowledge

(Knowles 2011; Pugh 1989; Stillman 2005). 100RC hashe potential for generating a profession of
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resilience officers, but a valued body of knowledge that is distinct from other professions (especially

planners, emergency managers, and public works administrators) must be built.

Early on, 100RC hoped to pomulgate the individuals in the network as the future advocates, or
champions, for the resilience movement. More recently, 100RC has also considered the broader
network of ideas and stakeholders beyond the CROs as critical components of this ecosystem. Treds
much literature to provide insight into urban champions and networks. Many case studies note the
factors associated with successful outcomes. Invariably, a primary factor is the enabling politics and
power (Bahadur and Tanner 2014). Anguelovski, Chuand Carmin (2014) argue that effective longterm
deci sionmaking and program institutionalization requi.l

depart ment al engagement , and continued involvement fr

The literature on the engagement of city leaders has generally focused on differences in leadership
organization in cities, such as the allocation of authority between mayors, city councilsand city
managers. Leadership development is a more common topic in the public adnistration literature, with
studies analyzing | eadership#fs role in promoting credi
provided general overviews of the issues at work (Hambletorand Sweeting2014; Liddle 2013). Gabris,
Golembiewski, and lhrke (2@1) argue that credibility plays an important role. Relatedly, other studies
focused on succession planning to build sustainable talent pipelines (Jarrell and Pewitt 2007). Studies of
innovative city leadership positions in history primarily focus on munidpal governance reforms, such as

those leading to the mid-century institutionalizing of professional city managers (Couperus 2014).

In all cases, the potential for catalyzing a new citytevel profession from networks is strong, as
demonstrated by the relatively recent professional histories and institutionalization of city planners and
emergency managersVirtually every other program that attempts to build urban resilience that the
evaluation studied promoted the desire for and capacity of networks betweercity -based professionals.
To be sustained, however, a network must be more than a clearinghouse. All members must start
producing and sharing knowledge that is of use to the other members. Otherwise membership will drop.
Through its use of multiple webinas, site tours, topically focused discussion groups, and iperson
meetings and summits (not to mention extensive informal discussions occurring between CROs outside

of the formal channels), 100RC has attempted to build this knowledgsharing.

To explorethese outcomes, all 10@150 current and former CROshave beentracked through
social network analysis fromtwo surveysof CROsonlyand t hrough 100RCHs administr
The team measured the state and nature of the CRO networkhroughout 100RC engagement to

identify CRO champions and document their actions and practices through interviews of a purposive

INSTITUTIONALIZING URBAN RESILIENCE 45



sample of T champi olilse amalysisheow ddsairap respamses to the second survey
summarizeschanges since the first surveyand briefly review sthe analysis of champions behaviors

conducted for previous portions of the study.

Learning Questions

A To what extent did the network support knowledge sharing, learantjcapacity building among CROs
and their teams? To what extent ditt network support and collaboration and replication of successful

resilience building activities?

During Phase 1 of the M&E effort, farticipation in the 100RC network was especially viewed

positively by CROs, including both participation in thesummit and formal communications channels

and through informal conversations and bonding occurring between CROsRespondents

consistently reported the networ k bCROshgveihilaBRCHs mos't
informal associations based on commotinterests and geographies in addition to opportunities

arranged by 100RCH a midterm outcome accomplishment. Within and across cities, professionals

are using networks to exchange knowledge and promote their collective efforts.

In the current evaluation, the evidence suggeststhat he CROs H pneluseefthée i ons
100RC network continues to be strong, with an overwhelming majority of CRO survey respondents
noting their active engagement. As noted in the first surveytheir primary motivation has beenthe
access to knowledge and information about strategies to do their workBecoming a CRO and
engaging in the network also bring personal benefitsAs reported in the first survey, an
overwhelming majority of CROs reported having more extensive networks after becoming CROs. A
slight majority of CROs alsonoted collaborations with other CROs as having led to new initiatives

outside of the 100RCnetwork for their cities as a result
A To what extent has 100RC helped shape what an urban resilience practitioner is?

In most cities, CROs were identified as critical conveners within city governments and across

sectors and as conduits of information and solutiors both and in out of their cities. In some cases,

this role expands upon current functions in citiesH
planning departments. Yet, the nature of having an internal advocate with the ear of senior city

leadershipandeye t oward a city#Hs full set of services and c
positions (e.g., sustainability leads, climate czars, chief innovation officers) have experimented with

novel practitioner roles, but few interventions exist that have shaped those. Aside from
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professional associations for traditional city posts, such as urban planners or emergency managers,

the closest comparable professional development efforts to the 100RMetwork are the US-focused

Urban Sustainability Directors Network and the international ICLEI. However, neither of those

programs are exclusively focused on resilience pract

unique and influential.

Have leaders in member cities gained recognition as champions and spole$peasilience? What are

the main drivers in garnering this recognition?

CROs have come to personify the resilience movement in member cities more than any other

professional, including senior city leaders. As noted in the findings from walepth intervi ews

regarding the Tchampions among champions, T certain &
into this recognition. These individualss aw t hemsel ves and were seen by col
Tfacilitators, T Tarti c ulbcastpointfsrresilience dissussineintagirmi | ar r ol ¢
cities. Their multiple access points to city governmentbasedon extensive experiences as well as

their current advantageous posts in relation to the city executivepr ovi ded Tuni que seat s
di f f er e rfrom whiahttHeyecslld effectively build trust between diverse constituents

because of their myriad experiences and demonstrated commitment to the city and demonstrate an
aboveeaverage fluency in resilience i sheatranslatmford T ci ty sy

these diverse constituents

Other fundamental characteristics that enable champions to succeed are: their ability to set a
vision as mani fested in the cityHs Strategy; their c
city government and community stakeholders; and their skills in being problem solvers and

connectors that establish new solutions to goblems and identify resources.

To what extent do the CROsBAyors/othercity leaders change thinking and increase awareness toward a
moreresilient state in the 100RC cities, and why? Have CROs beerontese successful changing
thinking among city leadership? City stakeholders? Residents? How has this change in thinking led to

enhanced capacity and practice in the implementation oféisdience strategy?

The CRO hiring and the city#Hs Resilience Strategy he
attention. Yet, ulti mately, the effect of the resil:.i
and in the successful implementationo f i ni t i at i-teenseffectsCoR Deiridities, oitizans,

and city leaders are a work in progress.
Have city champions in 100RC cities become ambassadors of resilience beyond member cities?

Yes. Per responses for both CRO surveys, the CROs are owdhelmingly and consistently holding

discussions with other nonmember cities (especiallwithot her ci ti esH governments a
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organizations). From formal presentations to informal guidance, CROs are helping neighboring

cities and beyond in their staes or regions. Discussions often lead to new shared initiatives.

Other Findings to Date

The evaluation team conducted surveys ofll current and former CROS in every cityin the summer of
2017 and again in thesummer of 2018. In the interim, the team comlucted in-depth interviews with the
| ocal coll eagues and staff associated with the group ¢

champions?T to better understand their behaviors and d:

Within the year between surveys, the CRO population underwent significant transitions that should
be considered when interpreting this study#®da® findings.
CRO transitions among the 85 CROs appointed in membercites n 1 00RCHs entire history
of CRO individualswho completed the first survey tended to be longserving CROs who were the
original position holders. In contrast, there were 28 transitions among CRoffice holders in the past
year . 1 0 0 Rat¢hson tio 6ROs @adyeon has evolved into aonscientious effort to address a

broader group of stakeholders in member cities.

In this chapter, we focus on he last CRO survey responses and the changes they present to the
CRO network. As suchthe discussiondoesnot reflect the recent changes in 100RC approach. A total of
46 CROs responded to the 2018 surveya 40.4 per cent response rate of all former and current CROs.
The respondents are distributed across five groupst@ble 2), depending ortheir status as a current or
former CRO as well as whether they responded to the 2017 survey. The pool comes largely from
ongoing and former CROswho responded in 2017 and not from the many new CROs this yeafThis bias,
along with the fact that former CROs are ineligible to participate in formal 100RC events, inform this
yearHs findings. As many former CROs responded to the

both)Han obvious selfselection bias.

Table 3 provides demographic and geographic charactestics for the 46 CROs who responded to
the 2018 survey in relation to the 2017 respondents. The number of male respondents continue to be
slightly higher than female CROs (56.5 versus 43.5 percent). Most of the respondents are between 30
and 60 years old &lthough we have missing age information for 39.1 percent of the respondents). The
geographic distribution of the respondents across regions is comparable across both surveys and to the
overall CRO population, as are the proportions of CROs across their &iories with local government

experience. Notably different, however, is the larger proportion of former CROs who responded to the
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most recent survey as compared with the first surveya likely consequence of the increase in the
overall transitions in CROsthat have occurred in the last year.
TABLE2

Group Assignments for 2018 Resilience Champion Survey Respondents
Share of Actual Response

Group Definition Responses responses(%) pop. rate (%)
Current CROswho responded to 2017 and 2018

1 surveys 23 50 41 56

2 Current CROswho responded to 2018 survey only 3 7 13 23
Former CROswho responded to 2017 and 2018

3 surveys 6 13 16 38

4 Former CROswho responded to 2018 survey only 4 9 17 24

5 Newcurrent CROs since | a: 10 22 27 37

Total 46 100 114 40

Notes: Included in the 46 respondents are five CROsvho did not fully complete the survey. Of the five, two are ingroup 1, one is in
group 2, one is ingroup 3, and one is irgroup 4. We note throughout the report when a table includes aesponse from a partial
respondent. Social network analysis on the 100RC network relied on the 42 respondents who fully completed the relevant sectiof the
survey. Population counts come from 100RC administrative data. Six 100RC cities have had no CRO

TABLE3
Demographic and Geographic Characteristics of CRO Survey Respondents

Share of 2017 respondents Share of 2018 respondents

(no. of respondents) (no. of respondents)
Gender
Female 44%(26) 44%(20)
Male 56%(33) 56%(26)
Age
Under 30 years 3%(3) 2%(1)
30945 years 48%¢(28) 26%(12)
45360 years 36%(21) 24%(11)
Over 60 years 12%(7) 9% (4)
Missing 2%(1) 39%(18)
Geographic region
Africa 3%(2) 9% (4)
Asia 14%(8) 22%(10)
Central America and Caribbean 2%(1) 2%(1)
Europe 14%(8) 17%(8)
Middle Eastand North Africa 5%(3) 4%(2)
North America 46%(27) 26%(12)
Oceania 5%(3) 4%(2)
South America 12%(7) 15%(7)
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Share of 2017 respondents Share of 2018 respondents

(no. of respondents) (no. of respondents)

Years oflocal government experience
Less than 1 year 10%(6) 9% (4)
192 years 7% (4) 13%(6)
205 years 24%(14) 26%(12)
5¢10 years 12%(7) 15%(7)
More than 10 years 41%(24) 30%(14)
None 7%(4) 7%(3)
Years sincestarted CRO position
Less than 1 year 36%(21) 7%(3)
142 years 25%(15) 39%(18)
233 years 25%(15) 20%(9)
394 years 5%(3) 11%(5)
495 years NA 49%(2)
Missing 9% (5) 20%(9)
Current CRO status
Current CRO 93%(55) 78%(36)
Former CRO 7% (4) 22%(10)

Note: 2017 N=59; 2018 N = 46.

The 100RCNetwork

Data collected in the first survey corroborate anecdof

100RC network . An overwhelming majority (88 percent) of 2017 CRO survey respondents noted their
active engagement, with most reporting a primary motivation of access to knowledge and information
about strategies to do their work. Over 78 percent report having more extensive networks after
becoming CROs. For the most recent survey, many of these patterns persighough there are many
significant alterations in the composition of the network itself; for example, 37 cities have undergone
transitions among the individuals holding the CRO title. The changes in the respondent composition,
especially with the increasednumber of former CROs and the increased involvement of other city

officials in the 100RC network, likely introduce a bias into the analysis

NETWORK STATISTICS
At the time of the second survey fielding in the summer of 2018 114 CROs were eligible to paricipate,
meaning that they had been active in the program at al

CROs responded and completed the survey section on CRO relationship; the survey prompted
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respondents to answer questions about any of 114 CROSCROs were asked to report about themselves
and about their relationships with other CROs. For this reason, results from our social network analysis
are relevant to all 114 CROs. However, because many CROs did not respond to the survey, some

network ties are likely to have gone unreported and do not appear in the analyses.

As with any professional network, many individual CROs entered and exited the network in the past
year. As such, it is useful to understand the extent to which these individualevel patterns impacted the
larger structure and form of the network as a whole Ideally, the structure of the CRO network would
remain similar or grow stronger over time, even as individuals move in and outt would also expand to
include non-CRO staff in the memter cities. Below, network-level descriptive statistics for 2018 are

compared with the same statistics from 2017.

Overall, the CRO network has lower levels of connectivity in 2018 than 2017 and appears to have
diffused rather than expanded with continuous intensity. The network todayHagain, when viewed only
as the individual CRO$1is made upof many isolated CROs (i.ethose who have zero reported ties to
other CROs), and a few small clusters of connected CROs, some of whom are not connected to the
larger network. Table 4 presents network statistics that help further characterize the differences
between 2017 and 2018.

The network density is a ratio of the number of ties that were observed in the network relative to the
total number of potential ties that could exist if every CRO wa connected to every other CRO. In this
population of CROs, there are 12,882 possible directional ties in a network with 114 CROs In the 2018
network, CROs reported a total of 44meaningful ties (i.e.,ties that involve at least manthly interaction
and were perceived as usefyl Thismeans that the density of the network is 0.003: about 0.3 percent of
all possible ties are present. Relative to 2017, the number of meaningful ties in the netwk has decreased

substantially both in absolute and relative terms.

The mean shortest path captures the extent to which the network is closely or digntly connected
on average.lt is the number of ties needed to connect any two CROs. For example, if CRO A and CRO B
have a relationship, thenthey are connected by a single pathin the 2018 network, the shortest network
path between all possible pais of CROs is 1.32 connections, suggesting that the network is not dsoadly
connected as before. Rather, most of the connections exist in small clusters. Comparedith 2017, when
there were far more reported ties and more expansive connections, the network in 2018 has constricted

overall.

Degree centrality, summarizes patterns in directconnections between CROsHin other words, their

connectivity . Le&dership powefi is measuredas the number of incoming ties for a given CR@.e, how
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many other CROs reported having a relationship witha specific CRQ. On average, CROs in 2018 have
0.39 incoming ties, bwer than the average of 1.8 in 2017which reflects the increase inisolated CROs in
the 2018 network (82 CROs had zero incoming ties reportedl These numbers reflect lower connectiviy
between CROs overall in 2018though a handful of CROs are more highy connected, with 1 to 3 incoming
ties. These CROs hold positions with the network that are advantageous for initiating and leading

activities.

TABLE 4
CRO Network -Level Statistics, 2017 and 2018 Analyses

Mean or proportion Median Min. Max.
Density
2017 0.021 - -- -
2018 0.003 -- -- -
Shortest paths
2017 3.16 - 1 7
2018 1.32 -- 1 3
Centrality (degree)
2017
Leadership power (incoming ties) 1.83 1 0 8
Potential to influence (outgoing ties) 1.83 1 0 10
All ties 3.66 3 0 18
2018
Leadership power (incoming ties) 0.39 0 0 3
Potential to influence (outgoing ties) 0.39 0 0 5
All ties 0.77 0 0 6
Indirect centrality (betweenness)
2017 35.28 0 0 476
2018 0.17 0 0 9

A second observation under degree centrality is thd ptential to influence 1 This concept is
measured as the number of outgoing tiesor how many other CROsfor which a specific CRO noted
having a relationship. On average, CROs in 2018 hav@.39 outgoing ties, again notably lower than
2017. However, there isvariability in this measure as well 91 CROs have zero outgoing ties, others
have 193 outgoing ties, and one CRO has 5 outgoing ties. CROs with higher counts of outgoing ties may

be better equipped to share information that could help or influence other CROs.

Finally, indirect connectivity (betweenness centrality) indicates the extent to which CROsare
conduits for knowledge and information sharing across the network.In this analysis, letweenness is a
measure of how often one CRO serves as a bridge betwea other CROs.It is best to interpret indirect

connectivity scores relative to their distribution in the network (rather than in absolute terms); CROs
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with relatively high indirect connectivity are
indirect connections between otherwise distant CROs. Importantly, variability in indirect connectivity
shrunk in 2018, relative to 2017.

The representativeness of the2018 survey respondents could bias the overall network statistics,
particularly given the disproportionate number of former and very recent CROs who responded. Yet,
there are useful insights from these observations regardlessPractically speaking, the fact thatcurrent
observations ofthe network as beingmore constricted than last year isbased on the increasechumber
of CROs who are connected in small clusters, with many isolates. On the one hand, because these
smaller clusters are isolated from each other, it is unlikely that information is flowing well across the
whole network and between diverse groups. On the other hand, this creates an opportunity for a key
playerH potentially, either 100RC or a CRCHto step up andbe a bridge between disconnected clusters
of CROs.

NETWORK PARTICIPATION

Table 5 includes all 100RC engagements, includingibse that occurred before 2017 for which we have
CRO-level attendance information. Across all years, high shares of CROs attended at least one webinar
and one summit, and relatively high shares attended at least one group orientation, one conference, and
one workshop. Both the median and average number of events attended were less than 1 for all types of
events except for webinars and summits. A number of CROs and their staff also participated in online

discussions and message boardsvhich werecreated in 2017.

Reflecting overall changes, observations at the CRO level with regard to the reasons for and
perceived benefits of interaction appear more muted but as generally positive as before. Table 6
provides common reasons that CROs interacted with each otheand if the CRO considered the
relationship as useful or if the other CRO also perceived the relationship to be useful. In the 2018
survey, CROs 91.1 percent of ties were considered useful to the CROs who reported them, but only
74.4 percent of those tieswere also useful to the other CROAII ties included were considered at least

T somewhat useful,7T however.
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TABLES

Share of Formal Cross-CRO Engagement Events in 100RC Network

Percentage of all CRO respondents except where noted

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 Total
Webinars
(online seminars with multiple CROs) 92 81 68 37 85 81
Summit
(annual panCRO conferences) 100 88 33 87 - 79
Group orientation
(100RC events wimultiple CROs present) - 14 32 22 6 47
Conference
(cross-city meetings inc.strategy releases) - 14 32 37 - 42
Workshop
(cross-city intense topical discussions) - - 23 17 32 42
City visit
(cross-city site tours) - - 10 - 6 8
Institutional collaboration announcements
(agreements for longterm engagement) - - 8 - - 5
Other events
(all other documented CRO exchanges) - - 3 2 - 4
CRO online community - - - 20 24 -
Other city staff in online community - - - 19 30 -
Number of formal events
(excluding the online community) 5 14 43 36 20 118
Number of CROs 24 43 60 96 73 106

Source: 100RC administrative documents, including narrative monthly newsletters but excluding informal notes and messages.
Note s: Percentages are of all CROsligible to participate in formal activities at some point within the given year (i.e., excluding
former CROs)except the online community. Percentages for the CRO online community engagement are out of all 114 CROs.
Other city online community engagement represents the percentage of all 100 cities that had staff other than the CRO
participate. Totals include CROswho participated in at least one event from 2014 to 2018.

TABLE 6
Reasons for Useful CRO Relationships

Percentage of all CRO respondents except where noted

Share 0f2017 Survey

Share 02018 Survey

Useful for Useful for Useful for Useful for
Reason forrelationship respondent  nominee  respondent  nominee
I need to discuss 100RC processes and
requirements. 52 53 14 17
| want to share my achievements with this CRO. 11 14 2 1
| connect personally with this CRO. 33 33 10 9
| need moral orprofessional support from this CRO. 17 15 2 2
I need technical information from this CRO for a
specific activity. 32 25 16 14
I need guidance from this CRO to accomplish my
work in my city. 36 30 10 7
| provide technical information to this CRO about
mycityHs activities. 15 20 7 8
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Share 0f2017 Survey Share 0f2018 Survey

Useful for Useful for Useful for Useful for

Reason forrelationship respondent  nominee  respondent  nominee
| provide strategic guidance to this CRO based on

my experience. 9 13 2 2

| want to stay abreast about a specific resilience

topic. 21 22 9 9

I am collaborating with this CRO on a new funding

opportunity. 12 12 9 10

I amworking with this CRO on a new professional

opportunity. 1 1 4 4
Other 10 10 17 19

Note s: Share in2017 N =399 total ties. Perceived as useful to respondentN = 372; perceived as useful to nominee with some
overlap N = 300. Share in2018 N =270 total ties. Perceived as useful to respondentN = 246; perceived as useful tonominee with
some overlapN = 201. CROs were asked to identify up to three reasons for the relationship in the 2017 survey and only the
primary reason in the 2018 survey.

Drops among the responses between years reflect the fact that CROs were asked to identify up to
three reasons for their relationship with other CROs in the 2017 survey but only one primary reason in
the 2018 survey. Therefore, 2017 and 2018 percentages are not diectly comparable; rather, the

distribution of reasons across years can be comparedThese remain largely unchanged.

Eighty percent of the reported relationships involved interactions that occur less than monthly, an
uptick of about 20 percent (59.4 percenti n 2017) fr om I(tabdetr). Theramakisg2@ nal ysi s
percent of CRO relationships occur at least monthly, with varying levels of interactionAs with last
year Hs analysis, there appear to be two subgroups of

that do not involve frequent interaction and another group hassignificantly more frequent engagement.

TABLE 7
Frequency of Useful Interaction s between CROs

Percentage of all CRO respondents per year

Frequency of interaction 2017 2018
Multiple times per day 4 3
Daily 7 0
Weekly 7 1
Biweekly 6 2
Monthly 16 15
Less than monthly 59 80

Note: 2017 N = 399 total interactions ; 2018 N = 270 total interactions.

GENERAL PERCEPTION®F NETWORK PARTICIPATION
The secondsurveybui | ds on the first sur vgeestis oreonesall netwarks t hr ough

participation distinct from relations with other individual CROs, as well as perceived benefits from

INSTITUTIONALIZING URBAN RESILIENCE 55



partici pat i onrevedtRegerhll comdisow ef the network and,importantly, depict trends

in participation as the network haschangedover the last year.

Responses to the 2018 survey show that interest irparticipation remains generally high despite the
decrease in individual ties between CROsOver 80 percent of CRO respondentsremain either highly
engaged or somewhatengaged in the network able 8). However, there is a significant uptick in the
portion of respondents who feel somewhatunengaged, increasing from 12.1 percent in 2017 to 19.5
percent in 2018. Interestingly, this is not because ofthe inclusion of former CROs in the survey;current
CROs (represented ingroups 1, 2, and 5) had notably lowerates of high engagement than former CROs
(represented ingroups 3 and 4).Thoughthe low responsesfor groups 3 and 4 caution against making
conclusions about former CRO engagement in th@etwork, the increasefrom 2017 to 2018 in the share

reporting being somewhat unengaged is notable.

TABLES
Intensity of Participation in the CRO Network

Percentage of all CRO respondents per year or group

2018

2017 Groupl Group2 Group3 Group4 Group5 Total
Highly engaged 35 22 33 75 100 20 29
Somewhat engaged 54 52 67 25 0 60 51
Somewhat
unengaged 12 26 0 0 0 20 20
Highly unengaged or
not engaged at all 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

Notes: Includes CROs who indicated that they continue to participate in the 100RC CRO Network in any way. N includes
responses from partially completed surveys.2017 N = 58; 2018 N = 41; group 1N = 23; group 2N = 3; group 3N =4; group 4N =1;
group 5N=10.

Shifts in reasons for network engagement provide further context. Every reason the survey
provided was selected less frequently in 2018 than in 2017t@ble 9).Yet, the most significant decrease
was in the need for guidance from other CROs abouBtrate gies(from 72.4 to 30.4 percent), a change
that is likely explained by the fact that more cities completed Strategies in 2018 and did not need
further guidance. Similarly, aher significant decreases were seen in seeking information about 100RC

processes 67.2 to 39.1 percent)since cities had graduated from their original 100RC obligations
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TABLE9
Primary Reasons for Engagement

Percentage of all CRO respondents per year or group

2018

2017 Total Groupl Group 2 Group 3 Group 4 Group5
| want to stay abreast of the state of city
resilience globally. 66 54 61 67 50 100 70
I need technical information from other
CROs about specific activities. 67 52 61 67 50 100 60
| want to hear about new funding or
program opportunities for my city. 66 52 52 100 25 0 80
I need to receive information about
100RC processes. 67 39 39 67 50 100 50
| like to connect personally with other
CROs. 62 39 48 67 50 0 30
I need guidance from other CROs about
their strategies for doing work. 72 30 39 67 25 100 20
| want to share my achievements with
other CROs. 31 24 17 100 50 0 20
| want to provide strategic guidance to
other CROs based on my experience. 35 24 35 33 25 0 10
| want to provide technical information
to other CROs about 31 22 44 0 0 0
I need moral or professional support. 19 13 13 33 25 10
| want to hear about professional
opportunities for me. 12 11 4 33 25 0 20

Notes: Includes CROs who indicated that they continue to participate in the 100RC CRO Network in any way. Respondents could
select as many reasons for engagement as apply. Percentages are the portion selecting a particular reagdimcludes responses
from partially completed surveys. All CROs 2017N = 58; all CROs2018N = 41; group 1N = 23; group 2N = 3; group 3N = 4; group

4 N=1,; group 5N = 10.

The distribution across 2018 groupsshowsthat rates are highest forgroup 2 (current CROswho
did not respond tNewCROsdgroup/Seveere Fhare likaly towite yegeiving
CROHSs

information, news, or funding as reasons for engaging with the CRO network h e

levels, therefore , likely reflect the ebbs and flowsof 100RC city membership across lifecycle milestones

Champions among Champions

Though slightly less pronounced than in 201decause ofan overall diffusion and contraction in

individual CRO ties, the difference between the group of CROs who are generally unengaged versus
thosewhoar e centrally engaged
their efforts are virtually located at the hub of network activity, reporting frequent interactions with

others and being reported by others for the same. These champions were a special focus of previous

studies in the evaluation, and findings from those analyses are updateahd summarized here with 2018

survey data.
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CURRENT CHAMPION STA'US

Three measures were used to determine the champions among champions within the CRO netwark
The first is the frequency offormal activity as depicted in 100RC administrative data. The team
identified seven championsfor 2018 because ofthe limited variation in participation. The second
measure is based on analysis of CR@-CRO interactions described earlier with the overlay ofties that
were perceived as usefuland involved interactions onat least a monthly basigi.e. reflecting a strong
relationship). CROs reported 44 ties to other CROsn 2018 in this category. Eleven champions were
identified by this process, suggesting a wider and more diffused network of these leaders. Third, a

process of simple identification was used as CROs were asked name peers in both surveys.

The network maps for both 2017 and 2018 wing all three measures is presented ifigure 2.
Overall, the findings demonstrate that the larger CRO network in 2018continues to bemade upof two
subgroups of CROs. Similar to what we saw in the 20/ network, there is an activegroup of CROswith
many connections and a group of CROs whaemain isolated. Relative to 2017, the overall network
seems to have become morelispersed, with fewer central CROs. Tie largecentral cluster of CROs that
appears in the 2017 network is no longer present and has beereplaced by several smaller clusters that

are disconnected from each otherbut that often maintain a focal CRO within each

CHAMPION BEHAVIORS AND PRACTICES

Within the network, champions were seerfand saw themselve$i as useful conduits of information
about1 00 RC processes and requirements. Yet, what
The evaluation team conducted a series of irdepth interviews with the CROswho were identified as

champions by their peers and with individuals within those CROBl ¢ who toeld speak intimately

about the champion CROsH daily professional activiti

professional behaviors.

CRO champions universally cited deep and longstanding ties to their cities askey ingredient to
their success. This was especially true for those who had to deal with changes in leadership during their
ti me as CRO. They all saw themselves and were

Tarticul at or s yole asmiocus moimtdor resilienceldiscussion in their cities. Their multiple

access points to city government (based on extensive

tabl esT fr om \@heffecttvelytbhile tyust between diverse constituents because of their
myriad experiences and demonstrated commitment to the city and2) demonstrate an above average
fluency in resilience i ssue sbeatradslatbrdorthege devgrse a k T

constituents.
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FIGURE 2

100RC Network Maps with Champions
2017
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2Ties between CROsare based on interaction analysis. The eighEROshighlighted for 2017 and the eight CROs highlighted for 2018 had the top 10 percent of engagement activity for
engagements intime period.

b Ties between CROs indicate that regular (at least monthly) and useful interactins were reported. EightCROshighlighted for 2017 had the top 10 percent of interactions, as did twelve
CROs noted in 2018.

¢Ties between CROs are based on interaction analysis. The eight CROs highlighted for 2017 were in the top 10 percent of normeseEleven CROsvere in this category for 2018
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Fundamental characteristics that enable champions to succeed are their ability to set a vision as
mani fested i n (theiecapadity ty ddramuiidate that sy effectively to city
government and community stakeholders, and their skills in being problem solvers and connectorsvho
establish new solutions to problems and identify resources. Champion CROs broadly share these core
traits, however, there is some variety in how they accomplish goals, including differg types of team
management approaches, communication styles, and perceptions of their role as CRO. Personal traits
like flexibility, passion, and curiosity were noted,but organizational ties to senior leadership were
described in both positive (ascribingcredibility and authority) and negative (potential politicization)

ways.

Within their cities, all champion CROs noted that their most critical andusednetwork consisted of
senior leadership, including offices of mayors and department or agency directoild effectively de-
siloing at the top. Civil society networks were viewed as a second critical group. With regard to the
sustainability of their own role within that network, though, there was no consensus among the
champions; some argued for institutionalizaion of resilience officesand others valued the degree of

freedom that accompanied a lessintegrated body.

Champions were unsure about how to measure their own success since they struggled with
separating their professi omesiliencagohls. Wheepressed, sfesf r om t hei r
champions noted their ability to weather political transitions Ha phenomenon that they believed could
be reinforced through the 100RCnet wor kHs training and peer discussions
peer CROsincluded first, a | aser focus on their strategic Vvis

creation of a vernacular terminology for resilience.

Network Expansion

Regardless of their individual status as champions or otherwise, all CROs reported having more

professional exposure and credibility as a consequence of their local role and their participation in

100RC activites.Net wor k participation, wultimately, had a prono
become champions, particularly among publieand civil-sector peers. In the first survey, overwhelming

majorities of CROs had given public speeches (81 percent), been approached by other cities outside of

the 100RC membershipbut typically in the same country as the CR(72 percent), and used the CRO

connections to connect non-CRO colleagues with their counterparts across cities to share technical

expertise (64 percent) since becoming CROs. A slight majority of CROs (60 percent) also noted

collaborations with other CROs as having led to new initiatives outdile of the 100RCnetwork for their
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cities. All respondents reported that ongoing communications with their fellow CROs over the next

three years was T likelyT or Textremely likely.

The first and secondResilience Championsurveys posed specific questions bout how CROs
participate in the CROnetwork and external networks through various types of engagements. The
current survey findings repeat and even expand on many of these same outcomes. In aggregate, the
observations suggest the continued professionalizgion of the resilience officer, albeit without

necessarily engaging as deeply with all CROs in the network.

ENGAGEMENTS

For example, nany CROsusetheir networks to give talks outside their city. Over 90 percentof survey
respondents in 2018 had given at least one of thestalks, an uptickof almost 10 percent from 2017
(table 11). More than half of current CROsin each group(groups 1,2, and 5) have given at least five
talks. Surprisingly, longertenured CROs dd not outperform new CROs. In fact, 50 percent of current
CROs ingroup 2 had given more than 20 talks about resilience outside of their cities, as did 40 percent
of current CROs ingroup 5. This might indicate hat newly appointed CROs have existing netwrks that

allow them to engage in engagement opportunities regardless of their status as CRO.

TABLE 11
Number of Talks Given about Resilience Outside of City

Percentage of all CRO per year or group

2018
2017 Total Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4 Group 5

Not yet 19 10 9 0 0 33 10
Once 4 0 0 0 0 0 0
Between 1 and 5 24 31 32 0 20 67 30
times

Between 5 and 10 21 29 32 0 60 0 20
times

Between 10 and 20 16 12 18 50 0 0 0
times

More than 20 times 17 19 9 50 20 0 40
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

Notes: Respondents could select only one optionN includes responses from partially completed surveysCROs 2017N = 58; All
2018 N=42; group 1N = 22; group 2N = 2; group 3N = 5; group 4N = 3; groupN = 10.

Stakeholder groups receiving these presentations remained relatively consistent from 2017 to
2018. For both years, survey respondents indicated that stakeholders in academia, universities, and

research were most frequently on thereceiving end of talks (able 12). However, there was a
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significantly larger portion of presentations given to national governments in 2018 (25.5 percent to 50
percent). Again, new CROsgroup 5) bolstered this trend, 66.7 percentof whom had given

presentations to national government staff or leaders.

TABLE 12
Type of Stakeholder Receiving Presentation

Percent of all respondentsporting for a specific stakeholder group

2018

2017 Total Groupl Group2 Group 3 Group 4 Group 5

Civil sector: Academia,

university, or research 87 79 80 100 100 0 78
Public sector: Another local

government 66 58 70 50 20 0 67
Public sector: National

government 26 50 40 100 60 0 67
Public sector: Occupational

organizations 38 47 50 100 40 0 44
Civil sector: Foundation,

philanthropy, or charity 45 45 50 100 20 0 44
Civil sector: Multilateral or

bilateral organizations 36 45 55 50 20 0 44
Public sector: State or

regional government 45 45 40 100 40 0 56
International organization or

institution 38 45 35 50 40 50 67
Private sector: Business or

business groups 36 42 50 100 0 0 44
Private sector: Professional

or trade associations 40 34 40 50 20 0 33
Civil sector: Nonprofit

advocacy groups 47 32 35 100 0 50 22
Civil sector: Nonprofit

service delivery groups 28 21 20 50 40 0 11

Notes: Includes CROs who indicated that they had given at least one talk outside their city after becoming CRO that was not
coordinated by 100RC. Respondents could select as many types of stakeholders as apply. Percentages are the portion seleciing
parti cular type of stakeholder.N includes responses from partially completed surveysCROs 2017N = 47; All 2018 N = 38; group

1 N = 20; group 2N = 2; group 3N = 5; group 4N = 2; groupN = 9.

CROs alsousetheir networks by giving informal advice to researchers and officials from other
cities. After becoming CRO, around 79 percenbf survey respondentshad been approached by
nonmember cities seeking advice (able 13). Thisnumber increased from around 72 percentin 2017,
mostly because oflonger-tenured current CROs @roups 1 and 2) of whom over 80 percenhave been
approached.New CROs(group 5) have been approached less #quently (30 percent of new CROs have
never been approached). This discrepancy can likely be explained both by their newness to the position

and by other evidence that suggests new CROs have nongovernmental networks that provide them
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with engagement opportunities before becoming CRO fable 11). Where new CROs may be well
established presenters on resilience, tenured CROs may be approached more to give advice.

TABLE 13
Number of Nonmember Cities Seeking Advice

Percentage of all CRO per year or group

2018
2017 Total Groupl Group2 Group3 Group4 Group5
None yet 28 21 18 0 20 33 30
One city 5 12 9 0 20 33 10
Between 1 and 5 cities 36 52 55 100 60 0 50
Between 5 and 10 cities 17 7 5 0 0 33 10
More than 10 cities 14 7 14 0 0 0 0
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

Notes: Respondents could select one number of nomember cities. N includes responses from partially completed surveys2017
N =58; 2018 N = 42; group 1N = 22; group 2N = 2; group 3N = 5; group 4N =3; group5 N=10.

For new and tenured CROscities that are closer geographically aremost likely to seek adviceon
resilience building (table 14). This holds for both 2017 and 2018 respondents, with 2018 respondents
being approached slightly more by adjaent or neighboring citiesand less fromcities outside the
country but within the continent . Notably, CROs have seen an uptick in cities seeking advice from
outside of their continent, which may suggest that network formation ismore often transcending

geographic boundaries.

Further evidence indicating a growth in cross-city network expansion can be seen in table 15, which
shows that nearly 66 percent of respondents in 2018 saw some new initiative outside of 100RC result
in a collaboration with other CROs, an increase from 60 percent in 2017Specific new initiatives include

an engagement for a national resilience agenda and a national resilience cooperative.

TABLE 14
Type of Nonmember Cities Seeking Advice on Resilience Building

Percentage of all CRO respondeamsorting acity location type

City location 2017 2018
Adjacent or neighboring cities 62 67
Cities within the CROHs state, region 58 33
Cities outside the CROHs state, regia 64 64
Cities outside the CRathentcountry on t 43 30
Cities outside of the CROHs continent 19 36

Notes: Includes CROs that have been approached by at least one ndilDORC member city. Respondents could select as many
types of nonmember cities as apply N includes responses from partially completed surveys2017 N = 58; 2018 N = 33.
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TABLE 15

New Initiatives Outside of 100RC Resulting from Collaboration with other CROs
Percentage of all CRO respondents reporting an initiative type

Initiative 2017 2018
Proposals for joint funding (not yet awarded) 17 10
Awards for joint funding 14 7
Technical cooperation or exchanges 45 46
Working groups or associations 19 17
Conferences or workshops 45 39
Other (specify) 2 7
None of the above 40 34

Notes: Respondents could select as many new initiatives as apply. Percentages are the portion selecting a new initiatig@17 N =

58; 2018 N = 41 responses for this question

To provide context for the findings above, the2017 and 2018 surveysasked CROs to detail their

participation in professional organizations and urban networks outside of 100RC. Participation is

similar for the two surveys (able 16).The participation of most survey respondents in at least one of

these organizations suppot s t he

i dea

efficacy, though perhaps only in specific ways.

TABLE 16

t hat

CROsH

Participation in Other Organizations , 2017 and 2018 by Group and Total
Percentage of all CRO respondents repomirggnizational participation

net wor ks

ar

e

expanc

2018
Organization 2017 Total Groupl Group2 Group3 Group4 Group5
Asian Cities Climate Resilience Network 9 4 4 0 17 0 0
Bloomberg Mayors Challenge 41 24 30 0 17 33 20
C40 Cities Climate Leadership Group 45 51 52 33 50 100 40
Cities Alliance 9 11 13 0 0 33 10
IDB Ciudades Sostenibles 7 4 4 0 0 0 10
Int. City/County Management Association 9 13 13 33 17 0 10
ICLEI 52 44 44 100 33 33 40
UN City Development Strategies Initiative 2 2 4 0 0 0 0
UN Global CompactCities Programme 21 7 9 0 0 0 10
UN ISDR Making Cities Resilient 19 18 30 0 0 33 0
United Cities and Local Governments 19 20 17 33 33 0 20
World Association of Major Metropolises 9 4 4 0 0 0 10
World Bank Resilient Cities Program 7 22 22 0 17 67 20
None of the above 5 11 9 0 33 0 10
I donHt know 10 11 13 0 17 0 10

Notes: Respondents could select as many organizations as either they or their cities have participated in. Percentages are the
portion selecting a particular organization. N includes responses from four partially completed surveys2018 N = 45; group 1N =
23; group 2N = 3; group 3N = 6; group 4N = 3; group 5N = 10.
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PROFESSIONAL NETWORIS

Looking more closely at CRO professional networks, early half of all CROsparticipated in new
professional organizations after becoming CRO fable 17), showing aslight increase from 2017. Former
CROs groups 3 and 4)were most likely to have participated in new professional organizations. New
CROs group 5) were more likely to have never participated in any organizations befoe or after

becoming CRO, which mighbe because oftheir relatively short tenure.

For those who joined a new organization, most CROs in 2018 indicated joining special issue
organizations (table 18). There vas a sharp decline in participation in new occupational organizations

and new professional organizations.

TABLE 17
Participation in New Professional Organizations since becoming CRO

Percentage of all CRO respondents per year or group

2018
2017 Total Groupl Group2 Group3 Group4 Group5
Yes 43 47 35 67 67 100 40
No, CROparticipated in same
organizations 45 a7 65 33 33 0 30
No, CRO mrticipates in no organizations 12 6 0 0 0 0 30
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

Notes: Respondents could select only one response. N includes responses from four partially completed surveg817 N = 58;
2018 N =45; group 1N = 23; group 2N = 3; group 3N = 6; group 4N = 3; group 5N = 10.

TABLE18
Type of New Organizations since Becoming CRO

Percentage of all CRO respondents reporting a new organizational type

2017 2018
Occupational organizations for city government staff (such
as an association of local government emergency 38 14
managers)
Professional organizations (suchasa at i onal pl
association) 38 S
Special issue organizations (such as climate change
adaptation professionals, sustainability officials.) 91 95

Notes: Includes CROs that have participated in new professional organizations since becoming CRO. Respondents could select as
many types as apply. Percentages are portion selecting a particular typ#lincludes responses from 1 partially completed survey.
2017 N=25; 2018 N =21.

Newly joined organizations also have a more international orientation, perhaps reflecting the
growing internationalism of CRO networks in general {able 19,see alsotable 14). In 2018, 57.1 percent

of CROs joined an international,cross-continental organization, versus just 46.7 percent in 2017. New
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CROs group 5) had the largest share joining an international, crosgontinental organization, although

this should be interpreted cautiously given the small number of responses.

However, most new CROs have not yet seen their professional networks grow outside of their
cities since becoming CRO (table 20). A larger share in 2018 indicated their extensiveness of
professional networks is the same as before, an increase from 2017 from 9.1 peent to 26.3 percent,
and a smaller share indicated their networks are extremely more extensive than before. Nearly 90
percent of new CROs#H (group 5) networks outside of thi
before. Current and former CROs who responded to the survey last year (groups 1 and 3) show the
largest growth in networks, indicating that the longevity of CRO tenure may impact the growth of

extra-local networks.

TABLE19
Farthest Geographic Reach of New Organizations

Percentage of alRO respondents per year or group

2018
2017 Total Groupl Group2 Group3 Group4 Group5

Citywide or metropolitan area

only 7 0 0 0 0 0 0
State, regional, or provincial

area only 7 10 13 0 25 0 0
National 24 24 25 50 25 33 0
International within a single

continent 16 10 0 50 0 0 25
International across

continents 47 57 63 0 50 67 75
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

Notes: Includes CROs that have participated in new professional organizations since becoming CRO. Respondents could select
only one geographic reachN includes responses from one partially completed survey2017 N = 58; 2018 N = 21; group 1IN =8;
group 2N =2; group 3N =4, group 4N = 3; group 5N =4.

TABLE20
Extensiveness of Current Pr of es si onal Net works outside CROHs Cities

Percentage of all CRO respondents per year or group

2018
2017 Total Groupl Group2 Group3 Group4 Group5

Extremely more extensive than

before 20 5 5 0 20 0 0
Somewhat more extensive than

before 51 37 55 0 40 50 0
Slightly more extensive than

before 20 26 30 100 20 0 11
The same as before 9 26 10 0 20 50 67
Less extensive than before 0 5 0 0 20 0 22
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2018

2017 Total Groupl Group2 Group3 Group4 Group5

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

Notes: Respondents could select one reach level. Percentages are the portion selecting a particular reach level. Groups 2, 4, and 5

were asked to compare the extensiveness from before CRO to now. Groups 1 and 3 were asked to compare the extensiveness

fromlastyear t o now, since they completed | ast yvhosheldilse pasitionatthey . 2017 fr eq
time of the survey (N =55). N includes responses from one partially completed survey2018 N = 38; group 1N = 20; group 2N = 2;

group 3N =5; group 4N = 2; group SN = 9.

INTRACITY NETWORKS

In contrast, new CROssaw a much more immediate boost to the extensiveness of their local

professional networks upon becoming CRONinety percent of new CROs ¢roup 5) saw their local

professional networks grow to some extent since becoming CROtéble 21). Further confirming the

CROadvantage in building local networks, the majority of former CROsdroups 3 and 4) either have the

same or less extensive local networks since their tenure ended. Again, ¢fresults suggest that the way

CRO status impacts an individual s network can vary af
variability stemming from the |l ongevity of a CROHs t el
2018 than in 2017 reported an extensiveness that is the same as before, and a lower share reported

that their networks are extremely more extensive than before.

TABLE 21

Extensiveness of Current Pr of essi onal Net wor ks within CRO#Hs Cities

Percentage of all CRO respondentsygar or group

2018
2017 Total Groupl Group2 Group3 Group4 Group5

Extremely more extensive than 38 21 57 0 0 33 20
before

Somewhat more extensive than 40 33 46 50 0 0 30
before

Slightly more extensive than 13 14 5 50 0 0 40
before

The sameas before 9 24 23 0 60 33 10
Less extensive than before 0 7 0 0 40 33 0
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

Notes: Respondents could select only one reach level. Groups 2, 4, and 5 were asked to compare the extensiveness from before
being CRO to now. Groups 1 and 3 were asked to compare the extensiveness from last year to now, since they completed last

y e ar Hs 20 ufrequengies only include CROswvho held the position at the time of the survey(N =55). N includes responses
from one partially completed survey.2018 N = 42; group 1N = 22; group 2N = 2; group 3N = 5; group 4N = 3; group 5N = 10.

The 2017 and2018 surveys asked respondents to compare the composition of their professional

networks within their cities from the time before they were CRO to the time of the survey gable 22).In
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both 2017 and 2018, city government staff, city government leadership,academic or university groups,

and foundation or philanthropic groups were most likely to be included in the composition.

Across groups, current CROsdroups 1, 2, and 5) tended to see the largest increases between time

periods, whereas in some cases, faner CROs @roups 3 and 4) saw decreases.

TABLE 22

Change in Composition of Professional Net wor ks

Percentage of all CRO respondents reporting a change in professional ngpgork

2018
2017 Total Groupl Group2 Group3 Group4 Group5
City government staff Before 71 60 73 50 60 33 40
Now 89 86 91 100 100 0 90

City government Before 60 52 59 50 40 0 60
leadership Now 91 71 82 100 40 33 70
Private-sector large Before 36 17 27 0 20 0 0
businesses Now 60 50 64 0 40 0 50
Private-sector small Before 20 26 18 100 0 67 30
businesses Now 36 33 36 0 20 67 30
Private-sector trade Before 26 21 18 50 0 0 40
associations Now 55 48 59 0 0 33 60
Academic, university,  Before 78 74 73 100 80 100 60
or research Now 93 76 91 50 40 67 70
Foundation, Before 53 38 41 0 20 33 50
philanthropy, or Now 80 64 59 100 40 67 80
charity
Citywide advocacy Before 47 38 41 100 20 33 30
groups Now 66 33 27 50 40 0 50
Citywide nonprofit Before 40 36 32 100 40 33 30
service delivery Now 67 48 50 100 0 0 70
Neighborhood Before 26 14 18 50 0 0 10
advocacy or service Now 49 43 55 50 20 0 40
Resident Before 16 10 5 0 0 0 30
organizations Now 47 45 46 50 20 33 60

Notes: Respondents could select as many types as apply. Percentages are the portion selecting a particular type. All Groups
compared the composition of their professional networks from before being CRO to now. 2017 frequencies only include CROs
who held the postion at the time of the survey (N =55). Nincludes responses from one partially completed survey2018 N = 42;
group 1N = 22; group 2N = 2; group 3N = 5; group 4N = 3; group 5N = 10.

GLOBAL NETWORKS

The 2017 and 2018 surveys also asked respondents toompare the composition of their professional
networks outside of their cities from the time before they were CRO to the time of the survey (able
23). The composition was similar for 2017 and 2018, although participation in multilateral
organizations wasnotably much higher in 2018 than in 2017. As with the composition within cities,
current CROs tended to see the largest increases between periods, wheas former CROs saw a few

decreases
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TABLE 23
Change in Composition of Professional Networks outside CROfts Ci t i es

Percentage of all CRO respondents reporting change in professional network type

2018
2017 Total Groupl Group2 Group3 Group4 Group5

Government staff or Before 75 76 80 100 40 0 100
leaders Now 89 82 90 100 60 0 89
Private-sector leaders Before 35 42 25 50 40 50 ’8

Now 51 58 50 100 40 50 78
Academic, university, Before 67 76 65 100 100 100 78
or research Now 89 79 95 50 60 50 67
Foundation, Before 53 45 40 50 60 0 56
philanthropy, or Now
charity 87 66 65 100 40 50 78
Nonprofit advocacy Before 44 42 30 100 40 50 56
groups Now 51 42 30 100 0 50 78
Nonprofit service Before 31 29 20 100 40 0 33
delivery Now 53 42 25 100 20 100 67
Neighborhood Before 11 21 10 100 20 0 33
advocacy or service Now 33 26 15 100 0 0 56
Resident Before 4 11 10 0 0 0 22
organizations Now 16 18 5 50 0 0 56
Multilateral Before 6 53 50 50 20 50 78
organizations Now 7 82 85 50 60 100 89

Notes: Respondents could select as many types as apply. Percentages are the portion selecting a particular type. All Groups
compared the composition of their professional networks from before being CRO to now. 2017 frequencies only include CROs
who held the postion at the time of the survey (N =55). N includes responses from one partially completed survey2018 N = 38;
group 1N = 20; group 2N = 2; group 3N = 5; group 4N = 2; group 5N = 9.

I n short, the observations across both surveys as WwWe
activities suggest that 100RC has developed a formidable community of practice around urban
resilience. The nature of this community, further, continues toevolve: the first groups of CRO cohorts
tended to be intimately connected and could easily reach each other for guidance and to share

information.

As the network has expanded, there has been some dif
softening of ties. CROs rely increasingly on a small number of peers, likely within a similar geographic or
topical focus. As those mininetworks ferment, there may be additional opportunities to introduce

network -wide knowledge sharing and matchmaking.

As more CRO trangtions occur in member cities, 100RC is confronted with the challenge of
committing resources and professional support for the individuals holding the CRO title versus
supporting the citiesH® continued establsiustvreegyrstH of t he
findings suggest, the individuals may very well have become resilience champions. Strategies for dealing

with these transitions will help ensure that both new and former CROs continue to champion.
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100RC Model

100RC is a unigue intervention for the resilience movement and for municipal institutional reform as a
global urban development program,and as a philanthropicintercessionH particularly for T he
Rockefeller Foundation. As the largest and most consistently applied contemporary urban resilience
intervention in scope and scale, 100RC has influenced the field of urban resilienétit has definedit in

many ways. All other programs and most of the scholarship mention 100RC by name.

100RCHs theory of change is not wel/l known by schol ¢
however. Interviews with comparable program officials as well as leadingcholars in the field typically
end with requests for more details about 100RCHs acti
other program materials) and their effectiveness (as described in past and current evaluation reports
and knowledgemammge ment products). As such, many questions re
technical assstance, and overall operations can further influence the field and how these evolve to stay
relevant in different contexts. These questions have been raised esp@ally about cities in low-income
countries and developing contexts with institutional challenges that are qualitatively distinct from most

of 100RCHs member cities in the developed worl d.

Confusion over 100RCHs or gsodidnmaidentified asdding@®e per si st s. 1
Rockefeller Foundation by city professionals, urban resilience stakeholders, and other programs. The
Foundati onHs use of intermediaries and seeding 100RC

no influence on that mispercegion.

As the signature program within the FoundationHs for
decade, then, 100RC may ultimately provide lessons to the Foundation about the evidence base and
processes for | aunching pr ogr adrosgevitytihspecificplacesd at i onHs c ol
(member cities) at scale, its affiliation with local individuals (CROs and mayors), and the potential

benefits from connecting them to each other in an enduring network.

As the M&E effort proceeds, these lessons will contine to emerge and stabilize. Questions about
the 100RC model A#s relevance in the future will depend
its capacity to continue serving current member cities in the neaterm and new members in the long
term, and willingness to increase its transparency. However, this chapter synthesizes the theoretical
and organizational analysis conducted by the evaluation team to date to provide preliminary answers.
The evaluation team conductedHAthaturi stutihespobgt amH&800I

basis, its practical development, its mix of activities, and its organizational structure.
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This review of the literature highlights changes and new findings since the initial program theory
report in June 2015. This chapter also describes our analysis of purposively selected comparable
resilience-building programs, for which we have continued to conduct reviews and interviewsChanges
in program offerings since the formativere@dsoal uati on#Hs
described, emphasizing the parallel evolution of the theoretical basis for urban resilience building at the

same time as 100RC was designing and launching its offerings.

Learning Questions

AnswerstoThe Rockefell er Found aabiutahe HORA modelareibased oipel e st i on s
following : (1) a series of exhaustive literature reviews summarized here(2) synthesis of periodic in

depth interviews and document reviews of comparable programs(3) documentation of the evolution of
assumptionsinl 0 0 RCHs t he or y4)adualiatvaravigw of organizhitional criteria in

philanthropy.

A To what extent did 100RC influence the field of urban resilience and theories of change around improving it?

Consistently across all literature and practitioner reviews conducted for 100RC since 2014, the

100RC effort is cited or referenced. Both the magnitude offh e Rockef el |l er Foundati onH:
and the number of cities involved are particularly noted characteristics that shape that influence. No

member of the evaluationteam is familiar with other urban resilience interventions receiving the

same attention from city practitioners as 100RC with the exceptions oft h e F o u nAgiantCitiesn H s

Climate Change Resilience Network C4 0#Hs Ci t yr aSw, | uvatnidontsheprWwog | d BankHs
Resilience Program Further, the replication of tangible, signature products such ashief resilience

officers and Resilience Strategies within and beyond the member cities also demonstrate that

influence.

As one of the fewconsistent interventions across urban contexts that exist to meet that need
currently, 100RC has been influential as a provider of resilience assistance and an advocate to others
for resilience investments. This statement is not made lightly but is basedrothree criteria: (1) the
magnitude of the FoundationHs resources that have beece
larger than any other program globally except for the grant and loan programs from the World Bank;
(2)the scale of the 100 intervertions vastly overshadows any other multilateral or even national
interventions; and (3) the consistency of the model allows for constant tweaking and summative

learning for the entire urban resilience scholarly and professional field.
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Every other urban resilience program and monograph mentions 100R®y namein its
background materialsHmore than any other global effort to date. Regarding its chosen theory of
change, however, 100RC has been somewhat less influential; few members of the resilience
community are familiar with 100RCHs applOORCHs t o resil
core strategiesHincluding the CROs, comprehensive Resilience Strategiesand city government
reformsHare innovative and distinct from other interventions. Yet, 100RC is on a longer delivery
horizon for tangible projects and policies when comparedwith other efforts that have not
emphasized institutional change, such as multilaterallffunded infrastructure projects. The
relationship between institutional transformations and later improvements in services, functions,

infrastructure, and citizen outcomes s currently only emergent.

A Does the 100RC model, as expressed in its theory of change, stay relevant and useful over time?

100RCHs resilience definition and approach to buildir
assumptions:(1) resilience should k& generalizable beyond any one shodRthat is, its processes and
engagement activities are meant to be employed in a variety of different scenarios and not just for
one type of acute or chronic hazard{2) resilience is a continuous condition and buildingesilience is

long-term effort that exceeds the traditional disaster response time frames; and(3) the consideration

of persistent soci al a n d 1) simultaneousiarnd inaefatoh to thephysisal ( T st r e s s
and environmental risksand vulnerabh | i ti es (T Hshocksi) is a seminal bel

the emergency management practice; and4) these beliefs require institutional changes in how cities
plan and function before and during shocksl n s hort , 100RCHs tddemry of chang:

institutional transformation in cities.

Professional critiques of these principles involve
in the face of specificshockss uch as c¢cl i mate change#fs effects, an ear
practical feasibility of catalyzing institutional change in cities with such diverse citizenry and
government al structures has also been suggested as a
However, sociologists and geographers of disaster and related sociaktientists argue that the
comprehensive intersection of multiple domains (e.g., shocks and stressors of all kinds) and has been a
fundamental missing link in past disaster management. Further, urban planners, development
governance scholars, and communityactivists have noted the need to foreground institutional change
over or at least in coordination with specific projects; an a priori focus on projects would be

interpreted as reproducing the same disparities and stressors.

In all cases, those fields havalso undergone some evolution in the past several years, and now

focus as much on longerm social and economic stressors as on the acute natural and environmental
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shocksin part because ofthe literature, programs, and policies associated with the resiknce

movement. Resilience has already expanded traditional climate and disaster programmin@he

100RC model, then, not only remains relevant but it continues to play out amid several topical and
contentious debates. Evi de neinstrumentaltinltesolvimpsdneeloffs out c o me

these debates.

The recent changes in the 100RC model regarding i mp
initiatives, however, are stild]l a work in progress. I
services overthe last year, implementation as a companion to the broader institutional changes of
100RCHs focus to date will be a conceptual struggl e,
resources, and politics. 100R®Aechneatedourcesduring ol e as an

implementation is referenced in its theory of changebut continues to evolve.

A What are we learning about the use of intermediaries and institutional models, asedfectve way for the

Foundation to get greater reach assresilientcities and partner pathways?

The intensity of engagement across 100 cities spanning the globe requires an organizational structure
and business model that are largely unfamiliar to most of phdnthropy. For several reasons, e
Rockefeller Foundation spun off 100RC in 2014 as a new, distinct entity, albeit with significant
investor reporting requirements and with persistent confusion among recipient city professionals

about the roles between the two organizations.

The 100RC model presents several unique characteristics. Its operational composition is
different than most philanthropic engagements as it is funded by, but functions independently from,
The Rockefeller Foundation. This arrangement was intended to create an organitimnal environment
flexible and capable of implementing the various components of the nascent program theory. Unlike
many ofits comparable programs, both the 100RC intervention and the organization were born at the
sametime.l 0 0 RCHs o r g a n ihaughtid stllrevolwirg dparticylarly given its commitment to
help some member cities transition into implementation while continuing to assist the other citiedd
including cities beyond the 100Awith Strategies. The model is dynamic. Like its theoretical
soundness, though, 100RCHs operational sustainability

other funders and harness staff, knowledge, and resources during the transition into implementation.

Though many comparable programs are targeted toward aspecific region or group of countries,
or vary drastically in |l ocal i mpl ement ation, 100RCHSs
application in cities across regions. These operational and theoretical innovations make it relevant to

consider not only the outcomes achieved in member cities but also the fit and potential for replication
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of 100RC#Hs model. The model has gone through certain
need for growth and modification to join the member cities as they moe toward project

implementati on of the Resilience Strategies,

Based on comparisons of operational <criteria betwee
traditional grantmaking program, the evaluation team has found that the theory of change could not
havebe en i mpl emented through the |l atter. The Foundati on
staffing skills and breadth, the entrepreneurial flexibility and risk tolerance associated with urban
interventions, and especially the intimacy of relationships acr@s such a broad and geographically
diffused population of cities embodied in 100RC operations. The seed capital for building city
resilience can likely only be filled with philanthropic resources, but the operationalizing of those

resources appears to be mst efficiently accomplished outside of traditional philanthropic means.

A critical caveat to this observation is that the theory of change and its goals were developed by
100RC after its establishmentHthat is, an internal program could have devised a diérent set of goals
and grantmaking strategy (for example, simply funding projects) with different staff and resource
requirements for which the same grant program might have been well suited. Regardless, as the
signature progr am wi dliancerportfolioelO0RG primatily provides lEBssons te
the Foundation about its commitment and longevity to specific places (member cities), individuals
(champions), and the potential benefits from connecting them to each other in an enduring network

more than on philanthropic strategies.

Literature Revisited

Even to untrained readers, itis obvious that the use of resilienceterminology both for climate
adaptation responses and for other more acute hazardsasincreased. Social scientistand engineers
have in recent years usedhe term in discussing terrorism, the refugee crisis or global pandemics,
mostly using the shocks and stressors framing to understanding various facets of these problems. The
concept and practice of resilience building, particulaty at the city level, has received increasing
attention in recent years. New contributions in both academic and grey literature, including journal
articles, edited book volumes, working papers, and program reports;ontinue to emerge. As evaluations
and asessments of resilience programs launched during thpast five yearsproceed, this growth will

likely continue.
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However, many lessons can be taken from the literature nowThet e a netdew finds that the
100RC components with the strongest scholarly supprt or the largest body of literature with

ri gorously produced evidence tdreasfollowssr roborates 100RCH:
A-100RCHs fundamental problem statement regarding th

A The potential capacity of networks to generate, promote, and transfer resiliencerelated

strategies and best practices

A The importance of effective community participation and engagement strategies at the local

levelHthough the literature argues that this is time and resourceintensive

Overall, the evidence uncovered in the literature and comparable program reviews for specific
100RC activities is middlingH meaning there is simply insufficient past evidence, not that the hypothesis
is incorrect. There is some evidence base for most of the themex interest to 100RC and, in many
cases, this evidence supports current 100RCs offerings, including many in thaties pathway (the role of
philanthropy and nonprofit partnership in city government change, the potential role of other providers
of resilience capacitybuilding such as national governments and development agencies, the resilience
strategy process, the effect and sustainability of city government reform) and thenetworks pathway
(the evolution and structure of city networks in support of professionalization and sharing best practice

and solutions). There is no evidence base to support or detract from the CRO position or role.

Some evidence exists regarding theartner pathway themes,b ut it does not support 1
focus, including evidence on he engagement of solution providers by cities and privatesector
investments in cities. This conflict is noted in thd Partners thapter, though the evidence was only

middling and, therefore, not conclusive.

Overall, the more than 700 studies the evaluation team hasexaminedsince 2015 provided a robust
evidence base at the time of launching the M&E, much of which was useful in designing indicators and
constructs for evaluationf i el dwor k. The reviewHs focus was on three
probl em statement, appropriateness of the program#fAs vis
effectiveness of designed interventions in having positive impactsSince the initial program theory
review in 2015, evaluators have conducted regular reviewsand updates to the literature. Thoughthe
basic conceptual bases of discussions, including operational definitions, have remaideinchanged in
recent years, recentgray literature is focused more on operational details of resilience programming
rather than conceptual issues. Several disciplines and areas of inqujsuch as emergency response and
infrastructure policy , have begun contributing their own perspectives on resilience, which they

recognize as a broad concept worthy of consideration.
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The literature continues to grow, but with an increased focus on the interventions, policies, and
programs for how to build urban resilience as much athe need for it. Among the former, most studies
are still under way or, if completed, produce weak evidence of theffect or impact of urban
interventions. The scope of most studies in this sparse literature center on individual land development
cases as opposed to the wide array of physical, social, and economic projects that encompass potential
urban resilienceinterv ent i ons, such as those included in many mem
studies also typically estimate the gains from preventing future losses through mitigation of shocks,

rather than measuring actual performance during and after those shocks.

The following discussion focuses on the evidence base for the primary 100RC model rather than
the individual activities or strategies to answer the following questions: Is there a need for urban

resilience building? Which sector can provide it best? Can thstrategies be replicated or scaled?

CITY RESILIENCENEEDSIN GENERAL

There is near unanimous support for the need for urban resilience building as described by citations in
the TCitiesT chapter, but studies recognize the complexity of methods for achieving itln the context of
rapid urbanization in developed and developing contexts, there has been a growth in the literature
attempting to understand how resilience, sustainability, and oher relevant concepts should be
understood through an urban lens. In early days, the focus was on climate hazards, risks, vulnerabilities
and mitigation strategies, all hallmarks of climate mitigation and later adaptation literature.More
recently, there has also been a systematic integration of broader understandings of resilience to include

social elements and networks in partbecause ofthe literature on climate change and sustainability.

In all cases, urban resilience is acknowledged as a multifacetewdndition, and interventions for
increasing it are understood to be necessarily multipronged and complex. Through city case studies,
public administration literature identifies a series of conditions under which urban resilience would
likely improve: decentralization and local autonomy, accountability and transparency, responsiveness
and flexibility, participation and inclusion, and experience and support. Further, the emerging literature
on urban resilience focuses on functional, not administrative boundaes of cities, but clearly defines
and operationalizes resilience to cover both physical and institutional aspects. Interestingly, social
capital perspectives argue that larger cities are more vulnerable as their economic and social systems
are more compkx and thus stakes are higher, whereas smaller towns and communities benefit from
great community integration. By bridging case studies from a range of topics, including seismic risks to

the informal economy, authors argue that a governancefirst approach is not only feasibly but critical.
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PHILANTHROPIC PROVIDERS

The evidence base on philanthropic intervent:.i
government is mostly weak andunlike the 100RC model, mostly focused on funding as the primary
intervention (Irvin and Carr 2005). Thoughthere is an active literature on philanthropic initiatives in
relation to government, fewer publications are targeted to city or municipal governments (Clotfelter
and Erlich 2001; Ferris and Williams 2014)There is a small volume of literature on philanthropic
interventions targeting governance reform, as most interventions are seen merely as supplemental
sources of revenue for cities with small andsporadic help. Typical interventions by foundations include
influencing the local political environment for reform, building the capacity of government official
(Lanfer, Brandes, and Reinelt 2013)and helping set the public agenda in ways that support sflience
building (Auspos et al. 2009)

NONPROFIT PROVIDERS

As with the literature on philanthropic investment in city government, there is a large literature (mostly
US-focused) on relationships between nonprofit organizations and cities, but it generdy focuses on
defining roles, especially in the context of service provision and autonomy rather than how nonprofits
could engage or have engaged directly with city government to effect changes in city policies
(Brinkerhoff and Brinkerhoff 2002 ; Weisbrod 1997). Since advocacy is markedly different from
program implementation or policy research, studies show that partnerships with government only
worked when both sides fully agreed on objectives and had incentives to cooperatsuch asone side
needing technical know-how and the other requiring funding (Feiock and Andrew 2006). Many
nonprofits appear stuck between their humanitarian or ideological objectives and the need for
managing their engagements with local communities on the othe(Chaskin and Greenberg2013). In
general, then, there is little literature on the kinds of intense interactions between nonprofits and city

governments that 100RC puts forth.

DIFFERENT RJBLIC-SECTORPROVIDERSAND LEVELS

Public service providers such as water utilities or solidvaste managers have become active players in
resilience building, though they retain a precarious position regarding governmental entities within city
boundaries despite the importance of regional strategies(Antrobus 2011 ; Ernston et al. 2010).
Analysesof vertical government systems find that higher levels of government mostly regulate service
quality through setting benchmarks or allowing them fiscal and administrative discretion to be more
effective. Some studies in planning and urban studies delve deento multijurisdictional horizontal

governance systems, arguing thathough cities do not operate in isolation, intercity or intercounty
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coordination always poses stiff challenges (Bryan and Wolf 2010; Chapple et al. 2017). Similarly, civil
engineering and public works entities focus on physical aspects of resilience, without much attention to

institutional considerations (Aldrich and Meyer 2014).

Some authors have analyzed how regional or global policy effortsuch as environmental issuescan
be integrated into local policy practice (Bai et al2010). In the US, Berke, Lyles, and Smith (2014)
evaluate the effects of federal and state hazard mitigation policies on local land use policies, finding that
federal policies had no effect, but statepolicies dd. Lakoff and Klinenberg (2010) found that urban and
regional governments attempted to define risk as broadly as possible to garner more resources from
federal-level programs. Yet, ultimately, there is dearth of outcome or impact evaluation literature
concluding whether any one urban resilience governance provider is preferabler whether programs

have had any positive impact on the ground.

REPLICATION, EXPANSDN, AND SCALING OF CTY GOVERNMENTYBASEDINTERVENTIONS
100RCHs assumpt i on bestipracticeskcreated theubly the peogram will be replicable,
transferable, and generalizable across contexts has beetie subject of scholarly inquiry for years. The
focus of these studies has been on nonresilience knowledge transfer, including democratgovernance
systems with multiple parties, a robust civil service system, pressure groups undertaking advocacy,
policy entrepreneurs and subject matter experts, and involvement of supranational institutions (Krebs
and Pelissero 2010; McCann and Ward 2011) The extent to which city-to-city transfers are robust
depends on alignment of policy goals, structure of government, funding access, and the quality of
institutions (Dolowitz and Marsh 1996; Ganuza and Baiocchi 2012Marsden et al. 2011). There is also
growing evidence,which the evaluation team confirmed in itsresearch on the CRO network, that
formal and informal networks of professionals are instrumental in transferring knowledge, though this
only occurs under favorable circumstancessuch as the preseace of certain change agentst the local
level (Wolman and Page 2002).

Thoughthe literature suggests that there are ample opportunities for solution replication or scaling
across cities and a history of scalingoecause ofmany different reasons, there b still an ongoing tension
between a movement for applying broad solutions and the need to be sensitive to their local variation.
This tension plays out through the quantity of stakeholders involved, the nature of the policy or solution

being transferred or scaled, and the local desire for chandeif local adoption is even tenable.
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100RC Theory of Change

The 100RC theory of changgToC)continues to evolve, particularly as the program further develops
assumptions about the causal steps between Strategy relse, implementation, and the physical,
noninstitutional changes in cities that will support quantifiable resilience improvements. However, its
current form reflects much thought and evolution already. For example, the currenToC recognizes the
role and potential for contribution of multiple stakeholders in cities to catalyze an urban resilient

movement beyond formal governmental institutions.

This synthesis revisits the how, whata nd why o ToC, itOeVoRid @ver time, and its
impactonprogrammi ng approaches since inception. Because the
informed by the program theory, it is important to understand the basis upon which the latter was

formed.

EVOLUTION

The Rockefeller Foundat i on #s trategiessame ih AprilrdQLB, afterits n ki ng on
decision to |l aunch a gl obal flagship initiative for tI
specifying desired outcomes or specific ways of achieving them, early documents outlined a focus on

cities as the pimary unit of intervention, and on the need to build their capacity to bounce back from

natur al and humanmade disasters base&dirinmandgoste Foundat i

Sandy grantmaking and its Asian Cities Climate Change Resilience Networkork.

By the fall of 2013, as the idea of &hief resilience officer was solidifying within 100RC, the
foundati onftis focus shifted toward understanding and r
progress. The four pathways started emerging, two ach from intra- (e.g., CRO and resilience strategy)
and intercity (e.g., platform and network) faces of the resilience coin. Details about the specific
interventions, activities ,and expected outcomes remained broad until the first cohort of cities was
announced in December of that year. At that time, the ToC was elaborated on and further clarity
emerged regarding nearterm objectives and measurable outputs from each pathway. For these

intermediate steps to produce the desired goals, pathway descriptions mde several key assumptions:
A CROs would be capable and motivated
A Successfully applied solutions from 100RC cities would scale to the regional or global level
A The supply of goods and services focused on cities would respond accordingly

A Resilience building concepts applied in practice would take hold among stakeholderand be

sustainable.
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During spring 2014, as new staff joined 100RC to oversee program implementation in the first
wave of cities, several newdiscussionswere undertaken. This resultedintre pr ogr anfétss s hi ft ed
toward livelihoods and impact of resilience building on people, particularly vulnerable groupssuch as
the urban poor. Without changing the programfs goal s,
model, including standard progsses such as consultation workshops at the time of program launch,
CRO networking and learning eventsand a resilience strategy development playbook. Within a short
time, activity details and the supporting explicit ToC were developed through an iterative process
driven by 100RC and he Rockefeller Foundation. By late 2014, staff experiences and initial feedback
from cities further solidified the primary structure of the program, including the short - to mid-term

goals.

As this standardized and more robust version of the ToC took shape, a tension emerged between
each cityHs seemingly unique policy context and the d:¢
assumption was that things working well in one city could beeplicated in others at scale, resulting in
improved resilience building throughout the network and the potential to develop scale economies
across the wider pool of 100 cities that had yet to be selected. By 2015, 100RC staff increasingly
recognizedthed f f erence in pacing for every city#Hs Resilienc
progress at a standard pace, achievthe same level of successand experience colearning to improve

program functioning was proving more elusive than anticipated.

100RC made refinements based on feedback from the first cohort of citieavhich represented a
heterogeneous group in terms of population size, per capita income, history of disasters and capacity to
deliver effective public services, as well asfrom early monitoring and formative evaluation efforts. By

the summer 2015, 100RC adopted a widelyaccepted version of the ToC(figure 3).

Bet ween 2015 and 2017, the ToC#Hs value to the 100RCTE
emerged as a tool for internal planningand resource allocation and for evaluation and as an analytic
framework for internal reflection and lesson sharing with external stakeholders.Even then, 100RC
viewed the ToC as a dynamic document with room for improvements about changing assumptions and

methods or presenting them to new staff and partners.
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FIGURE 3
100RCHs Theory of Change

Resilience Movement
is Catalyzed

v

Cities around the globe are better

able to manage chronic stresses and

acute shocks 50 that people In thew
cites, especially the poor and
vuinorable, are safer. healthier

and have Increased

Ivelihood options.

FEATURES

The ToC has several unique features worth careful consideration. First, contrary to typical ToCs of this

natur e, 100RC#Hs ToC do eisulatedprobldmestatemeat. Thipapmoadhallowsa nd ar t
cities to define and operationalize resilience buildingthrough their own lens with their own priority -

setting agenda. Often this is based on their unique history of natural or manmade disasters, governance

capacity, or other factors. Second, it also does not hava standard mission or vision statements for each

city to aspire toward. Instead, the objective of resilience building is locally defined and discussed in

general terms of bouncing back from shocks iad stressors. Third, the impact statements focused on two
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key outcomes: the impact on |Iivelihoods of wurbanites

global level.

The evaluation team identifies six key strategiesn the ToCwithout which the program would not

be able to achieve desired impact

1. apowerful and effective leader in the form of the CRO

2. astrategy process that correctly identifies key bottlenecks in resilience building

3. amarketplace of service providers who would respond positivelyta he ci t yHAs anal ytic
4. auniversal set of solutions that makes an impact on given cities

5. resilience concepts, as described in the ToC, will hold over time and drive change

6. all key stakeholders, both within and outside city government, see theintervat i onHs val ue

As individual components, many of these are not novel ideas and were already applied by other players

[

such as having CRO type officials floated by reinsurei

and the solutions acquisition imovations promulgated by CityMart.

In combination, however, these various strategies could provide the sufficient checks and balances

such that 100RC could hedge any single one#fHs disrupti

supported asinglestanda d strategy, then, 100RCHs gamble is that

activities will have a lasting effect.

Comparable Programs

Indeed, multiple other programs were evolving at the same time as 100RC. There has been a
proliferation of resilience and urban governance programs launched by multilateral, nonprofit and
private actors of the past decade to respond to growing understanding of the urban resilience
challenges. In this section, we position 100RC in the global urban resilience movement to undeesd

conceptual approaches, units of intervention and desired impact.

In total, over 40 comparable programs were included in this analysifor which we systematically
reviewed their various features and interviewed a selection d key program informants. Although all
programs surveyed focus on urban resilience buildingin some fashion they vary by types of

interventions, theories of change, kinds of implementing organizations, fundersand geographical

1

scales.The evaluation team found that no other programis exactyc o mpar abl e t o 100RCHs br «
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depth of engagementthough specific aspects such as network offerings or diagnostic tools

demonstrate someoverlap.

DIFFERENCES IN PROGRM CONCEPTSAND ACTIVITIES

Definitions and Appoaches

There appears to be an increasing consensus on the broader, nonclimagpecific use of the term
resilience in cities,(i.e., covering a range of shocks and stressors sucharefugee crisis or terrorism).
Despite this, other programs continue focusing on specific intervention areas or shocks (such as climate
change adaptation or hazard mitigation) and on select groups within an environmentally or politically
defined region (e.g, coastal vulnerable populations) as opposed to the gamut of shocks asttessors
through broader interventions. Programs are also applying various dimensions to frame the need for
resilience (e.g. sustainable cities or food security, which are driven by the goals and agendas of funding

and implementing partners.

Regardingcontent, several programs also focus on the broader theme of susinability at the
community or citywide levels, which respondents appear to recognize as distinct from but related to
resilience. In these and other cases, there is an increasing use of résiice as an organizing principal for
conceptualizing and solving the diverse range of problems communities, citieand wider regionsface.
However, there is still some debate and uncertainty as to the relational hierarchy between resilience
and other principles, like sustainability. Programs are using several closely related terminologies
including livability, adaptation and disaster risk management, with some respondents claiming that they

go hand inrhand with resilience.

Despite agreeing to the holism embodied in resilience concepts, sampled programs tend to be
somewhat bounded in their approaches. Programs with welldeveloped theories of change at thestart
appear more prescriptive and thus less flexible on topical emphas and those with diagnostic tools
allow greater flexibility within programmatic parameters. For example, programs funded for a specific
population or intervention (such as, technology driven smatrter cities) generally adopted interventions
and missions tha mirrored the historical versions of those same interventions rather than integrating
the wide set of constructs or contributors that are believed to constitute resilience. Programs that
specify asingleshocks uch as acut e ear t hqgschlrdoie affectsalsotypidallpjat e changefF

narrow the range of stakeholders and potential actions.

This lies in contrast to 100RC whose cities undertake intensive analysis, stakeholder consultations,

and comprehensive review of multiple environmental, socialand economic conditions to seltidentify
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shocks and stressors. On the other hand, some programs evidently favor bottorap approaches where

member organizations command considerable leeway in adaptig widely acceptable approaches.

Intervention
Despite manysimibr i ti es with other programsH goal s, 100RCHs a
and operations (or Tthe city organograms,T as one res|

the urban resilience programming spaceOther programs tended to be more circumscribed in their

interventions, taking the governance environment as a given. Having said this, there exists a wide

variety of flavors in approaching resiliencebuilding, such as individual professioral and organizational

networks, technological systems, multilateral agreements, or issue-based advocacy campaignsEach

approach hasbenefitsbut i s wulti mately driven by each programHs s
international organization), origin and history (e.qg., spiroff from precursor initiative), or theory of

change (e.g., coexistence with nature).
Activity

Activities varied between technical assistance or local capacity building, educational or awareness
campaigns, direct social assistance for vulnerable populations, suppodf institu tional transformations
supporting resilience, and provision of capital infrastructure. For the programs under review, core
activities included knowledge-sharing networks, bottoms-up rapid assessments, and diagnostic tools
followed by the provision of funds. Almost all programs, offer networking opportunities for resilience
professionals. Some are lightouch networking, such as conferene calls or webinars, butothers offer

more substantive engagements. Thigs particularly true for programs emphasizing knovledge sharing.

The teamfound no other program that explicitly targets fundamental change in city institutions,
such as desiloing within cities, in part because oftheir self-perceived limited ability to alter existing city
government structures. Similarly, no other programs robustly focus on creating a citylevel marketplace
for resilience services supplied by specialized private and nefor -profit organizations with cities as the
main clients.Only one other program is unique in its focus on privatesector engagement but mostly to

the extent of setting up data-sharing platforms for improved decisionmaking.

Where these do exist they tend have a small number of agents anare usuallynot tied to a broader
program of interventions. Other venders have attempted to create a program that induces a
mar ket pl ace for their own companibeosnfb soufifteer ionfg ss elrivkiec el
platform partnerships. In some respects however,ot her programs#Hf offerings (e. g.,

appear much |l i ke 100RCHs, albeit with nuanced differei
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Unit of Intervention

1 0 0 R e@dilient cities pathway obviously focuses on cities with a few metropolitanlevel exceptions
noted in our sample (Miami and SantiagofComparable programs mostly took the city or metropolitan
area as their unit of intervention. But other programs have chosen to focus on several levels of
intervention, ranging from the regional and nationalto local communities or neighborhoods. Still others
have not taken geographic unitsbut rather demographic populations (e.g., women) or a hybd of

geography and demography(e.g., coastal lowincome neighborhoods).

Rather than originating from theories of change orevidence from scholarly literature, these
preferences appear simply to be artefacts of organi zat
operational considerations. For example, multilaterals are mandated to operate at larger scales
requiring counterparts higher than city-level entities with significant national influence. On the other
hand,theadvocacy groupsH mandat e adwitpnrwaer ecodystemgthas peci es ha

transcend administrative boundaries

Scale

100RCHs gl ob alllcsntnantseanddaihvhe industréalized and developing world through

institution -altering interventions is unique among resilience programs, creating both opportunities and

challenges. Working across all continents helps produce unique collaborative leaing but also requires

flexibility to customize offerings to every context, a significant intellectual trial and resource burden

that other programs have chosen to avoid. Not surprisingly therefore, most reviewed prograns focused

on specific regions, conthents,or sel ected countries by national i ncome
similarities in social, economigand institutional circumstances, often coupled with unified funding

streams, presumably facilitates thicker crosscity learning and replication without undue burdens.

Some programs have rapidly expanded their geographic focus over time without necessarily having
such ambitions at the start, in partbecause ofrapidly increasing demand for resilience programming at
the city level. This was observed i many respondents over the last fiveyears. One multilateral
program and one professional associatiorbegan solelylocalized peer learning and supportsbut have
since experienced dramatic growth and evolution in ambitionsOne of these programscontinues to
operate and nowconducts cgpacity-building programs and commissionsnajor reports on key topics

though at a smaller scale than 100RC and without a local embed like a CRO

DIFFERENCES INNROGRAM STRUCTURES AND OPERTIONS
Funder and Budget
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Spending onresilience increased in the recent pasboth in depth and breadth of donors.Broadly, the

range of funding sources mcludes multidonor trust funds, cities paying fortechnical assistancefrom

their own sources, membership dues, and bilateral donor programsNo program has demonstrated the

ability to draw for -profit business interests or private investment for philanthropic ends beyond those

that are structured solely for business developmentpurposes The private sectorHs fina
contribution in resilienc e-building programs remainsvery limited, with multiple respondents reporting

difficulties in creating win-win partnerships because ofdivergent ambitions. One prisk-gr a mHs

assessment network is curating conversations between insurance companies and ai but only for

creating mutually beneficial data-sharing platforms that improve decisionmaking for both sides.

These varying funding mechanisms are both an outcome of program origins and ambitions, but also
have key impacs on resulting program structures and theories of change. In situationin which cities
are duespaying clients, programs typically allow greater flexibility in establishing focus areas and
subsequently designing interventions. But when national governments and multilateral donors are
involved, more stringent program structures and accompanying reporting requirements could trump
theci ti esH needs. This is evident in programs run by mu
where TclientsT are always national provincial, or state governments, typically accepting concessional

loans wrapped inassistanceor other interventions.

Structure

Some programs are structured to allow flexibility at the citylevel, encouraging the design of context
specific interventions. Others are not, withteams deployed from headquarters for rapid diagnostic
assessments intended to stimulate demand for analytic servicegssistance, and other interventions
and are backstopped by local staff Such structures have limited maneuvering spaceand implement

essentially one-size-fits -allgtype approaches that emphasize the benefits of bespractice replication.

Evidently, there is no silver bullet in structuring urban resilience building programsand, in any
event, the majority of programs only aim to influence one aspect of an otherwise highly complex
chall enge. Observed differences in program structure &
origins, funders, and disciplinary approaches often expessed in theories of change. Programs
supported by alarge institution tend to be more centralized andtechnical assistanceheavy, whereas

organically growing networks are structured to give significant leeway to member organizations.

Aunique 100RCelemeat is its multipronged structure attemptir
institutional structure and create a marketplace and creating a professional network of resilience

practitioners. Almost all other programs either focus only on a single pathway oaspect of resilience.
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Those programs that are multipronged do not clearly articulate linkages or synergies across seemingly
disparate interventions Hat least publicly. Regardless, the TA and other component of reviewed
programs seldom offer city-behaviorgaltering incentives, focusing on short to mid-term program

outputs that cities are meant to produce rather than longer-term, institutionalized transformations.
OperationalHistory

Many resilience programs originated recently from past interventions or program areas focused on
sustainability (e.g., Wban Sustainability Directors Network [USDN]), climate adaptation (e.g., Cities
Alliance), or disaster-risk mitigation (e.g., World Bank). These legacy projects continue to leave their
favor on current programming, both in terms of theories of change and approaches toward
implementation. Regardless of origin, all reviewed programs have undergone some degree of evolution
in either geographic coverage or substantive focus, often in response to demand from citieso®e
programs started within industrialized countries but later expanded into developing countries (e.g.the

Nature Conservancy), ostensibly to share best practices despite contextual differences.

Other changes have ranged from minor adjustments itraditional missions (e.g., hter-American
Development Bank) to major realignments toward newer focus areas or funding structures (e.g., USDN
and Resilient America). Some respondents admitted that their programs learad from their own
mistakes and achievenents, deciding to replicate approaches underlying successes and avoiding pitfalls.
For example,an interviewee noted realizing that capacity limitations would make institutional reforms

impossible to achievein second-tier cities of Latin America andthe Caribbean

Some programs have already ended or have a set timeline for their completion, at which point the
resources and staffing will ostensibly fold back into other ongoing operations or departments with
implementing organizations. In other cases, such akte USDN, programs simply do not have end dates
in view and continue growing organically. However, the sustainability of their funding model, which in

turn depends on perceptions regarding their utility, will determine their duration.

The interviews elicited enthusiasm about engagement with 100RC on two primary fronts. First, a
global learning agenda on resilience building was described as a positive outcome of all programs but
one that 100RC could especially contribute, particularly given its own challege of implementing
meaningful institutional transformation. Second, increasing cooperation and coordination in operations
at the city level with involvement of program, donor, research, and government stakeholders was also
viewed as area for future growth.To t hi s end, recognizing 100,R@HS
pioneering status in resilience programming, most respondents pleaded for greater opamess from

100RC regarding lessons leared during design and implementation of the program.
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Broadly, multiple respondents identified a fundamental challenge facing all program#l resilience
building is an inherently longterm process (20+ years)that is inconsistent with the typical 3-to 5-year
program or political cycles. Though no program is immune tothese limitations, multiple respondents
identified 100RCHs intervention as having the potenti

political transitions. This stimulates the burning demand for lessons leared during 100RC.

PERCEPTIONS OF 100RC

Earlier interrogations of comparable programs focused on the above two themes about their
composition in relation to the 100RC model. Increasingly, the evaluation team also inquired about the
perceptions of leadership and staff from those same programs adut the 100RC model as well. These
guestions were posed of only a subset of the full group of programs described above, focusing on the
programs that still exist with some notable level of activity and institutional support and have had some

interaction wi th either 100RC programming or CROs.

Familiarity with 200RC

Al | respondents had heard about 100RC and the majorit)
in cities, particularly the CRO and resilience strategy. Most also claimed familiarity withthgg r o gr a mHs

theory of change or had previously supported the same cities. But when probed, they generally lacked a

clear understanding of the processes leading up to the publication of thetrategy or steps being

undertaken to track or report on Strategy projects or other activities. They were even less familiar or in

some cases completely unfamiliar withpartners and champions @thways interventions or how these

complementary pieces fit together within the 100RC theory of change.Interviewees also noted they

perceived 100RC has more structure for planning and strategy development but lacked clarity on the

prospects of implementation supports.

Many have directly or indirectly interacted with 10C
across the world. For exanple, all the USbased CROs appear to be known in the USDN and C40 risk
assessment network. CRO members of the USDN have so far organized many internal discussions on
100RCHs workings across many <cities, al |l owheng member s
Worl d Bank#fs City Strength Diagnostic team held a ser.i
leaderships, leading to the 2014 public commitment to integrate urban resilience building across the
then major programs. Others such as Cities Allianceare alsoplatform partners and have supported

100RC operations in several cities based on their preexisting projects and networks in key places.
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Perceptions of 100RC Value

We observed universal appreciation of the unique and highly ambitious natureot 0O 0O RCHs t heory of
change, which is perceived as having the potential to bring real and lasting change. Most respondents
highlighted the programHAs goal of equi ppicomgceptsi ti es wi t
in city operations and planningBecauseoft he vast scale of the network, 100F
lessons from cities in other countries or continents is perceived as another major advantage, though

such knowledge sharing is mostly not shared publicly. This is being particularly helpifto low-capacity,

smaller cities that may not otherwise have access to frontier tools and approaches. Multiple

respondents indicated that in such programs, the network tends to be prioritized over other benefits.

In contrast, multiple respondents expressed skepticism that cities with limited pre-100RC capacity
in capital and human resources would experience tremendous improvements in resilienceithout
extensive financial and knowledge resources aswellastime They i ndicated that despit
attempt s, cities exist in environments that do not allow sufficient powers, or administrative authorities
to undertake meaningful reforms requiring full implementation of L00RC. Similarly, respondents

indicatedani nt er est i n wit nes siisfigacylineludingl evaiuatieri findings. 1 0 0 RC

Of those few respondents familiar with other 100RC offerings, there was interest in particularly in
thepart ner pathway; one respondent commented that 100RC
successful model for effectiveprivate -sector engagement would be a tremendous service to the field.
This is particularly important because several respondents described their own privatepublic

partnerships, but evidently none have come even close to creating a sustainability model.

Program Recommendations

Respondents with greater exposure to 100RC, either directly through work with the CRGs or 100RC
staff or indirectly through local partners, provided recommendations for 100RC consideration. They
suggested 100RC should create mor@pportunities for engagement at the global level for knowledge
sharing, particularly those related to the innerworkings of the program. This emanates from
widespread interestinass e s si ng 1 0 0 R C Hfailures orctle grousidccand deawinlg lessons fo

nonmember cities.

Some respondents expressed frustrationwith 1 0 0 RCHs apparent | ack of Topenne
findings or discussing operational challenges from the ground. Similarly, one respondent suggested that
100RC should also create a legacy of wding with preexisting and upcoming programs by ensuring that
learning from one project informs the other. Another respondent noted that, unlike peer organizations,

100RC did not appear to communicate their alignment with emergent international agendas, sut as
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the Sustainable Development Goals and suggested that such an approach could be to their advantage

for creating influence at a global levelwh i | e appreciating 100RCIevel,orear |l y fl ex
respondent suggested allowing member citieseven greater flexibility in implementing core elements of

program as they see fit within their localpolitical environments, particularly for smaller cities that may

not have the institutional histories or resources of larger metropolises or capital cities.

Potential Collaborations

At the 2014 World Urban Forum, several global resilience building programs (inclding 100RC andThe
Rockefeller Foundation) made the pledge to harmonize future programming by instrumental cross
program learning systems. Despitereceiving significant media attention, there is still limited evidence
of cross-program collaboration, particularly on theories of change. Since some programs have already
ended, and others are scheduled to end at some point, distilling lessons from seminaterventions to

improve design of future activities is critical for satisfying this pledge.

Thoughall respondents expressed enthusiasm for collaboration with 100RC, when probeghot all
were able to offer specific activities. Rather, respondents offerel a range of broad ideas echoing
recommendations and the perceived shortcomings mentioned earlier. The primary focus was on the
perceived need for better alignment of 100RC interventions with other programs, both at the global

(learning) and local (operatonal) levels.

For this, multiple respondents suggested organizing webinars or other joint learning events in
which program representatives and evaluators would share findings and otherwise discuss resilience
specific topics. Others proposed identifying owerlapping cities and ensuring that teams on the ground

organize regular coordination meetings, ultimately f ol

The Rockefeller Foundation Investment

Finally, as part of the monitoring and evaluation of 100RC, the evaluation team continues to research

several questions related to the nature and organization ofThe Rockefeller Foundation investment in

100RC. Indeed,anbi t i ons out | i nwede bélievedloddyRr€an srganiratidnal structure

and business model that was largely unfamiliar to most of philanthropyThe Rockefeller Foundation

recognized early on that the success of its desired urban resilience intervention dependeldoth on the

soundness of its program theoryand onthe appropriate fit of its implementation model. The model

would also have to be implemented in a very short amol
vision. For several reasons,The Rockefeller Foundation spun off DORC in 2014 as a new, distinct

entity, albeit with significant investor reporting requirements .
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There is a long and significant volume of literature in organizational management and the structural
composition of businesses (Aldrich1979; Cameron and Whetten 1983; Mintzberg 1979). Offshoots of
this work establish core criteria for understanding the innerworking of any organization, such as staff
guantity and skills, location and facilities, reporting hierarchies, client relationships, partnerships, level
of documentation of processes and formal recorckeeping, financial resourcesand] back of fi cefT
functions like accounting and human resources (Kaplan and Norton 1996). A subset of this literature
has looked at philanthropic and other civitsector organizations (Forbes 1998; Lagemann 1999
Sheehan1996). Recent exploration in the field mirrors the dramatic shift in organizational styles and
strategy that occurred in philanthropy over the last two decades, as wellGrant 2016; Quinn,

Tompkins-Stangeand Meyerson 2014).

One such organizational innovation was the decision to spinoff 100RC from direcThe Rockefeller
Foundation auspices in the fall of 2013. Through an intensive analysis conducted by McKinsey and
Company#Hs advisors wit h tstaed SEptembedoathat yean, a meetywf&keyn A u g u
criteria we rdetermieeihe bestepbratingstricturei and eventually come to
incubation of a tha wouldsak upevithrsabject matteér expeyts ahd work with

chosen citiesand carry out those tasksi?

As reported analysisshowed thaythe possitde bénefits of creating a new entity (the
incubation model) made it a much more attractive option if it could be donevithout excessive project
ri sk. T Fornewlyaaatpd 160RC totld benefit from the clear association of the Foundation
brand and the other resiliencer el at ed projects in the FoundationHs gr a
entity could provide a speedi erntoerp oaft uenx ct edvad eon che .rie 1sQ
incorporated in early September2013 and announcedat the Clinton Global Initiative meeting in late

September.

I n the case of 100RCHs datesthegvaluatiom ttamhaspdéngfisde nt at i on t o
specific operational characteristics from the variety of criteria presented in the literature that clearly
demarcate the 100RC programsHmplementation asan external, independent entity in contrast from a

traditional grantmaking arm ofa philanthropic foundation.

STAFFING

A consistent finding in the review to date has been the value that 100RC staff provides to cities,

including staff in headquarters andassociatedirectors tasked with managing city relationships. This

benefit includes support for navigating the 100RCtoolsand r esources to make them Tf

contexts, technical expertise on issueareas related to urban resilience, knowledge of local government
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operations, and sensitivities to the political nature of this work.Internally, 100RC has also required
significant staffing to handle to operations, managementand communications of all thepathways,

especially the CROnetwork.

Had 100RCemergedas grantmakingarm of the Foundation, the shee staffing needs that100RC
has required to accomplish its go& would not have been feasibly supplied. This holds true
administratively (the Foundation has restrictions on its hiring capacity and overhead in relation to its
endowment) and in term of staff skills (the urban governance expertise needed of 100RC staff is ho

well aligned with the typical skills of a Foundation grant maker).

RESOURCE DEPLOYMENT

Through the resilient cities pathway, the 100RC model involves deployment of resources through cash

grants to cities to support the CRO position for two-years and probono technical assistance and

support through strategy and platform partners. 100RC staff assumed all responsibility for negotiation

of agreements, deployment of resources, and management of fund¥houghthis may seem like the

basic functionality of many foundations, in the local government partnership context it has necessitated

the establishment of an appropriate level of oversight and local flexibility to achieve goalsLimitations

on the Foundation#fHs ability t o riyUSmembelcitiesfalsmcomeci ty govVv e
into play.

ENTREPRENEURIALISM

100RC isendeavoring to meet an identified need (urban resilience) through a new methodinstitutional
change). As noted irthe resilient cities pathway discussions, this has required 100RC toapidly adap to
the needs of the member cities. Leadership at 100RC recognized that the organization would need to
take on a startup mentality from the very beginning, eager to experiment and adapt as necessary to
address the field gap related to city resilience building. This culture would allow them to quickly deploy
tools and resources to member cities in ways that a traditional grantmaking program may not be able to

do because of institutional checks and balances. 100RC, in short, could not be riskease.

To date, 100RC has generally lived up to that requirement. 100RC learned from early monitoring
and the experiences ofthe first wave of cities to adjust the model. Organizational governance was
managed as an early internal priority for the leadershp team, but they continue to face risk associated
with working directly with cities and mayors. Though 100RC leadership note their risk-taking as an
advantage, they also recognize the need for building organizational governance over time. Flexibility

combined with accountability is especially relevantbecause ofthe heterogeneity of member cities
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across cohort and city types (particularly with regard to cities in developing contexts). Regardless, this
nimble approach is often not feasible in established orgnizations with strict processes for

decisionmaking, review, and approval.

SCALE

The intensity of the city relationship and network management at a global scale across the 100 cities is
unique, not only in terms of philanthropic engagements but also wherwompared with similar programs.
This has required 100RC to be present and engaged across the globe, at a level that would not have
been feasible for the staff of a major foundation with a relatively centralized physical and institutional

presence.

At a practical level, 100RC created regional offices in Mexico City, Londoyand Singapore to
complement operations in New York as well aglleviate significant travel to member cities. An early
critique of the program was thatvtme Tstoanf NewerYerikfidgo
the program has been able to diversify the knowledge, background, and cultural diversity of team to

better respond to cities.

INSTITUTIONAL SUSTANABILITY

The one area in which a Foundatiorbased organization would have faeseeably been advantageous is

its obvious institutional supports. Certain el ements 1
independent entity present challenges to the organization and its sustainability. The organization bore a

higher cost, in bothtime and resources, at start up-Thoughits long-term vision is still under

development, 100RC was not designed purposefully to close operations after a predetermined amount

of time, nor was it intended to be solely funded by the Foundation. As a consequee, 100RC must

diversify its resources, funding, and likely its value proposition to cities to secure financial sustainability

in the mid to longterm. This stands in contrast to the Foundation, which can tap into its endowments to

selectively enter and exit programs as appropriate.

INFLUENCE

A final criterion that emerged was that of branding and influence. In this subject, though, comparison
between a Foundation versus a 100RC model is middling. The 100RC implementation model caused
some confusion both n member cities and among peer programs about the degree of independence

between the two entities. They were often used interchangeably to describe the work on the ground.

This lent legitimacy and prestige in many settings but may have undercut some interdl goals related
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to spinning off a new implementation entity. The level of perceived independence will likely play a role

in long-term financial sustainability of 100RC.

Conclusion

I n summary, the evaluation t eamHfsthaloORC theoryoff t he
change supports the original decision by The Rockefeller Foundation to launch the program as an
independent entity. Enabled by its independence and nonprofit status, 100RC can recruit and mobilize
staff with skills and breadth necessay for evolving work; be nimble and maintainentrepreneurial

flexibility and risk tolerance associated with urban interventions; deploy intensive resources to cities in
the form of grants, TA and partnerships; and, manageelationships across such a broadénd

geographically diffused population of cities embodied in 100RC operations

The details and meat of the 100RC theory of change did not develop until after the decision to
launch it as an independent entity had been made. This chronology poses an ontologl challenge to
this review: the organizational model supports the theoretical model, but the latter came out of the
former. Alternative theoretical models could have been developed with other operational entities,
including within The Rockefeller Founda i onHs tr adi t i on al,tha woald le migried n g

with those organizational practices. Counterfactual alternatives to 100RC, of course, do not exist.

In all casesthough,t he 1 00RC#Hs or g atiievaving, pastioulany giderits i s
commitment to help some member cities transition into implementation while assistng the other cities,
including nonmember cities, with Strategies. The model is dynamic. Like its theoretical soundness,
100RCHs operational s orsits faturenadilityi td incubagte other fupdersahd c at e d

harness staff, knowledge, and resources during the transition into implementation.
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Appendix. Learning Questions
and Pathway Constructs

Resilient Cities Pathway

Research questions:

A Have cities institutionalized resilience through key processes, structures, rules, laws, and
operations (budget, regulatory, enforcement, procurement)? To what extent are any changes in

citiesH policies and practices likely to sustain?

A How is the function/role of the CRO becoming integrated into the city administrative
structure? How centralized or how integrated is that function/role becoming? Do some city
organizational structures work better than others and under what circumstances? Does

institutionaliz ation happen more frequently in certain regions or contexts?

A-To what extent has the 100RC engagement i mproved
resilience solutions? To what extent are improvements attributable to the methods and tools

that were uniquely or proprietarily provided by 100RC?

A Have underrepresented populations, particularly the poor and vulnerable, benefited from the

work of 100RC and the investment of the Foundation?

A How useful and relevant were the platform resources to the member ciy stakeholders (form
perspective of both cities and partners in comparison to other nonplatform providers? Did the
cities alter the ways in which they identify or acquire solutions from providers as a

consequence of platform engagement?

A Do the resilience strategies represent a strong point of view of actions city must take? Are

these views widely support and understood? Do strategies lead to greater resilience?

A How are cities understanding of the shocks and stresses changingr not between application

and strategy release?Are the solutions and thinking consistent with greater resilience framing?

A-Has the cityHs engagement with 100RC incentivized
resilience building solutions? To what extent has the 100RC partnershijpeen used to leverage

other public resources(local, state, or federal) in resilience building activities? To what extent
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has the 100RC partnership been used to leverage private or philanthropic resources in

resilience building activities?

How are CROs anctities institutionalizing data collection and monitoring opportunities in the long-

term data collection opportunities?

TABLE A.1

Intervention and Implementation Monitoring Domain

Construct Description
The intensity of interest (low, middling, high) is measured qualitatively by the consensus of
respondents#H® explicit desire to be in 100

Interest and
motivation

primary reasons for participating: funding; global recognition; city-to-city network
involvement; knowledge resources or technical assistance; and intrinsic city transformation
are the goals defined fromphase 1.

Need for resilience

Al ignment between respondent st pehdldngéasi on
demonstrated by shared reporting of specific shocks and stressors is scaled into the
following categories: dispersed (that is not aligned)converging (increasingly alignment);
converged (largely aligned);and dspersing (increasingly not aligned).

Resiliencedefinition

The consistency of definitions of resilience between respondents and 100RC is distinguished

simply as I mixed7 or lconsistentiT based o
of shocks and stressors.

100RC offerings

Respondent s# p eumcotlpdRC servises anfl todistare aggregated and then
categorized as low, mixed, or high. Occasionally, a value of NA is given if all respondents are
unfamiliar with or are unable to speak to the 100RC intervention.

Resilience Strategy
implementation
status?@

The quantity and level of advancement of Strategy initiatives are collectively categorized as
follows: T | i mi t g2dnitiatite$ hawe sderyeartly advancement both by CRO accounts
and detectable planning or g2himbea of Ditiativgs have i d
advanced almost to completion or alargernumber (86 ) are i n early st
more than 3 initiatives are completed or have advanced detectably.

2Tracked for post-strategy cities only.

TABLE A.2

Institutional Outcomes

Domain and
construct

Final Indicators

Domain 1: Planning

1. Explication of
resilience
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a. Explicit and implicit references to resilience in plans other than the Strategy

b. Definition and topical operationalization of resilience in plans otherthan the Strategy

c. Definition andtopical operationalization of shocks and stressors in plans other than the
Strategy

d. Articulation of resilience projects or actions in the relevant plans other than the Strategy

No references in planning documents beyad the Strategy to resilience and resilience

buil di ng ef hoonretis mmeearsiutrse.a Some | oose refer

animpl icitT explication score. References

cityHs s hoscakrss aeastadraomtgrl els i mpl i ci tT expl-i cat
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Domain and

construct Final Indicators
reference between planning products to a robust definition, consistent identification of
shocks and stressors, and toextrplei Sittrifatlegwe
measure.

a. Cited basis (such as credible data, scenarios, or forecasts) for defining uncertainty and
dealing with uncertain futures

b. Cited reliance on or use of evidence for plan priorities and decisions in plans other thahe
Strategy

2. Use of science and  The yse of evidence in planning (particularly around accurate assessments of shocks and
evidence stressors) earnsiminimalf (a few references to secondary demographic or land use data and
no linkage to planning decisions or recommendation)imodesti (references to risk
assessment data in addition to the minimal along with clearer logic for decisions), or
TextensiveT (the use of primary data for conditions and risks and sound linkage to decisions)
measures.
a. Existenceand depth of cross-references across plans (particularly, on shocks but with
stressors as applicable)
b. Familiarity of plan authors and implementing agents beyond their purview (including the
eventual Strategy)

3. Internal

consistency with TInconsi st ent noqollakoration wag helther eeference made to other

other city plans institutions® planning in the same city.
singular references. Il Largely consistentT
development of planning products and explicit crossreference (often in the form or defined
roles). TConsistent? denotes a formal, ex:-

state of development.

a. Existence and depth of plan crosseferences across upwards and downwards governance
entitiesH plans

b. Familiarity and involvement of state, regional, or national entities with city plans (including

the Strategy)
4. Vertical S ] ) ) ] ]
integration with Vertical integration measures mirror the internal consistency measures using the same

broader scale plans ~ Collaboration andcrossr e f er enci ng st an d anodregrateddargely mi |
integrated, and integratedi), datisfiesrzgtuhr am
as many cities faceegulatory and constitutional specifications for submitting plans to state,
regional, or national entities though this process does not necessarily lead to detectable
integration.
a. Procedures (formal requirements and informal) for community participation in plan
development
b. Representativeness and diversity of participants in recent and current plan developments
c. General community accessibility, awareness, and familiarity wit published plans
d. Media accessibility, awareness, and familiarity with published plans (both existence of

5. Community reporting and nature of commentary)
accessibility to plans
and participation in The ability to participate and the quality and representativeness of engagement in city

plan development planning forthe diversi t y of constitummaics eissime@surneadd
requirements and no detectable informal e
requirements and modest documentation), 1
extensive, documentation) and Taccessiblef (for for ma
extensive documentation, and measurable engagement outcomes with clear feedback links
to planning.)
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Domain and
construct

Final Indicators

6. Alignment with
vulnerabilities and

a. Procedures (includingguantification) to identify vulnerable populations in plans
b. Procedures to plan for vulnerabilities

City planning with an Texclusivei score f
reference in plans to specific income, racial, gender, physidglchallenged, and other groups

vulnerable facing a disproportionate effect from the shocks or stressors in questionl Mode st | y

populations scores are earned by directly referencing
foregrounds the vulnerable populations inreference to every shock and stressor, if not as a
core stressor in their own right, and makes specific recommendations for initiatives that
address these groupsH vulnerabilities.

Domain 2: City

operations

1. Governmental
structure

2. Functio

3. Political/public
discourse

4. Transparency and
accountability
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a. Existence of CR(position, office, or other central resilience entity
b. Organizational position of CRO position or office

A binary TyesT?T or Tnoi measure a CRO or s
though a TpartiallyT sc o rimexssbuthasdetecahllyu c e d
reduced coordinating powers or reassigned roles that demphasize resiliencebuilding
efforts.

a. Connections and communications between CRO and other city officials

b. Non-CRO staff commitments to CRO ofice and activities across city departments
(including Resilience Steering Committee)

c¢. Connections and communications between city officials beyond CRGe(g. task groups)

d. Distribution of explicit authority or missions over resilience-related functions

e. EvidesatkobhgTder coordinated action ac|
shocks)

The persistence of silos is measured by the number and quality (formal versus informal) of
collaborations between government agencies and sectors. Intti s case, a 1 st
negative, depictingfewcrosssi | o col |l aborati ons. Il Modest:i
place but with some informal collaboration and rare formalcrossf unct i onal wo
siloes are those for which roles are more poroughoth formal and informal communications
are weak, and there is distributed or shared authority.

a. City leadership commitments to resilience activities (including public statements only)
TWeakT commit ment publiostaements qf suppor forthe CROmr
resiience-bui | ding (and the occasional rumbl ing
some formal support only, particular through perfunctory press releases and the like.

I StrongT suppor tdimavadssppaat fromeity teaderghip asrwell as
resilience being a subject of political debate.

a. Use of evidence around risks or shocks for performance

b. Public access to city data, reports, and organizationaésources around risks or shocks
TLowi transparency and accountability aro
assumes minimal efforts to document and monitor CRO and related activities and publicly
track them. I Sati sf i ethereaedoumalreguinameritssaafid modest n
documentation I|ike all ot her government al

requires not only the perfunctory requirements but also special attention to highlighting and
monitoring these efforts (such as new public interfaces or city scorecards).
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Domain and
construct

Final Indicators

5. Budgetoperations

6. Governance
operations

a. Nongovernmental revenue sources (private and civic financial commitments)

b. Resilience Tlens,T screens, justificat
c. CRO office or exficit resilience administration budget line item and funding
d. Strategy#Hs and relevant plans#® project

A sconoenedif clonnot es roedsadhbugeting mosattdmpteto leverage
ot her f un d fliencelb@®getppdratiansecanindicate movement along either,and

Textensivel requires both with additional
objectives.

a. Vertical governance act oamminerisitaciywesilieccs T
b. Interjurisdictional governance (neighb

to city resilience
c¢. Overlapping governance guch asutilities and watersheds, limited to Strategy shocks)
actorsH commitments to city resilience

A sconoenedif clonnotes no f un-governanoeadlationghipsrong e s
commi t ments f or -baldingiefforystHetweenehs ¢ity aénckits stege, regional, or
national government.T Somei means that there is a |lin
seen in areas like watershed management or emergency response and preparedness).

T Ext en s i-goeesfnanceropessons require frequent and regular stae or national
commit ments in support of the cityHs eff ol

Domain 3:
Contributing factors

1. Generalcity
characteristics and
shocks

2. Generalplanning
operations andplans

APPENDIX

a. Population (city and metropolitan region, if applicable)
b. Land size (city and metropolitan region, iépplicable)
c. Evolution of shocks during 100RC

d. Recentness of shocks.

e. Severity of recent shocks (economically or socially)

Secondary sources (including Demographia, the city applications to 100RC and internal
100RC administrative documents) are wsed to monitor this descriptive data.

a. Number, frequency, and product of major city plans

b. Number, frequency, and product of func-
transportation, economic development)

c. Number, frequency, and product of topical city plans potentially related to resilience (e.g.,
Tsustainabil iTtgyr,efe nlic Ipilmaantse), T or

d. Number, frequency, and product of city plans related to shocks (e.g., water management, ¢
emergency mitigation and preparedness)

e. Planning authority and delegations

The update frequency and robustness of city plans are tracked andsas e s s ment s f
to Tmodest,T7T and Tstrongi7 are madeHthekiseed
using urban planning literature scholarship.
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Domain and
construct Final Indicators

a. Organizational charts or structures with staffing distribution

b. Government size and capacity

c. Functional authority per departments.

d. Nonressl |l enhngiTde coordinated action e
i

) e. T Open government initiatives and othe
3. Generalcity f. TBig data,T city c o nusaregardingbroad ety dataand n d
operations monitoring

g. City performance monitoring and evaluation requirements and implementation

Secondary sources (including the United N,
public documents) are used to monitor this é@scriptive construct. Functional strength is
categorized into three tiers based on city service delivery to citizens.

a. Frequency of executive transitions

b. Nature of leadership political beliefs regardingpublic investments and governmental
organization

c. Use of resilience language in mayoral/manager political campaigning

4. Political d. Insulation of bureaucratic function from politics
CODd't'O”S and e. Public engagement activities with the private sector
policy context f. Public engagement ativities with the civil sector

Stable and unstable values are the only measures used for this construct, and these are
determined based on qualitative assessmen
descriptor for any change in the above indicators.

a. Standard of living and development (national and/or regional)
b. Largest city-provided social services ($ and staff count)
c. Civilsector size (particular to shocks and stressors)
5. Socialconditions d. Existence of community engagement functiongnd location in city organization
e. Evolution of stressors during 100RC
f. Vulnerable populations type (income, race, gender) and risk

A proxy (World Bank developmental indicators) are used for social conditions.

a. City annual GDP per capita or economic output measure

b. Procedures for taking debt or debt capacity

c. Sources and recent magnitude ($) /proportions (%) of revenue by source for city
government

d. Authority over budget allocations

e. Budget allocation process (frequency and duration)

6. Fir_1r_;1ncia| f. Nontraditional budget allocation processes (including participatory budgeting,
condltlpns and performance-based budgeting)
operations g. Existence, use, and nature of procurement procedures

Both the strengt hcodiiona(revenue gntidebt tapadity) @arditha g
transparency of those systems are trackedit he f or mer categori zed
and Tstrongi financial positions and the
are based on the city adnmistrative budget reports and, as applicable, national budgets if
these are centralized.
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Domain and
construct Final Indicators

a. Qualitative centrality of city to region, province/state, nation.
b. City#Hs relationship to 1 upmadondntefatienalt i t
development agencies).

c. CityHs relationship to T downnichpalgisi ent
applicable).
7. Governance d. CityHs relationship to neighboring cit
conditions e. City#Hs rel at i gentidsie.utitied, watershedsy | appi n

The status of relations between the city and its state and national governments is
qualitatively assessed from weak to strong based on key information interviews and
document reviews of constitutional divisions of authority. A special note is tracked for the
level of national centralization of city governments, as well.

Partners Pathway

Research questions:

A To what extent did partners learn about city resilience by working with member cities as a
result of 100RC engagement? D@latform partners engage with multiple cities based upon the
parameters of their L0ORC offering? Doplatform partners engage with a diverse

representation of cities in the 100RC network?

A Are they deploying more frequent and/or different (including innovative) resilience tools and
services to cities now than before partnering with 100RC? Has the nature of their engagement
with cities changed as a result of engagements with 100RC cities? If so, how? Are they

deploying resilience tools toboth member and nonmember cities?

A Did working with 100RC spur partners to innovate around resilience and find ways to address
unmet resilience needs? Did they make any modifications to their existing tools and services
based on their work with member cities? Did they create new tools and services, and are they
deploying these tools and services in member cities and beyond? Did working with 100RC
enable new partnerships among partners themselves to develop new tools to meet unmet

resilience needs? To whaextent are identified solutions scalable and replicable?

A Are resilience strategies (and its discrete deliverables) a useful tool in articulating needs and
opportunities to potential solution providers and solution developers? What, if anything, needs
to be changed or added to the 100RC strategy activities and protocols to better articulate

these needs?
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A~ How have partners respondedto the value proposition of the platform? How useful and

relevant were platform resources to the member city stakeholders (from partner perspective)?

TABLEA.3

Partners Pathway Constructs and Indicators

Constructs

Indicators

1.100RC partnership

2. Market for resilience
products and services

3. Internal business

a.Perceptions of 100RC partnership process
b.Number of 100RC city engagements
c.Perceptions of city engagements

These are qualitativeindicators of the partner perceptions, and quantified measures of
frequency and depth of city engagements.

a. Level of citiesH# demands for partner
b. Evolution of the range, qualityand pricing of partner offerings

¢. Quality and quantity of partner-city engagement

d. Barriers to the city/demand side

e. Barriers to the provider side

These are descriptive indicators of the frequency and revenues of partner products for
cities, butalso including barriers and enablers to that marketplace

a. Resilience work expansion outside of 100RC

b. Changes in stated partner mission, vision or marketing approach

c. Strategic reprioritization or reallocation of business development investments
d. Processes for institutionalizing strategic shifts

operations o o o
These are qualitative, normative indicators of the changes within the partner
operations as depicted in public documents (such as corporate reports) and internal
staff informants.
ChampionsPathway

Research questions:

A To what extent dothe CROs mayors, andother city leaders change thinking and increased

awareness toward a more resilient state in the 100RC cities, and why? Have CROs been

more/less successful changing thinking among city leadership? City stakeholders? Residents?

How has this change in thinking led® enhanced capacity and practice in the implementation of

the resilience strategy?

A Have leaders in member cities gained recognition as champions and spokespeople for

resilience? What are the main drivers in garnering this recognition?

102

APPENDIX



A To what extent are dtizens and politicians voting for/running on a platform of resilience? To
what extent are they talking about holistic resilience in major speechesq u ¢ tata of the
CityJ? talk

A Have city champions in 100RC cities become ambassadors of resilience beyd member cities?

A To what extent did the network support knowledge sharing, learning and capacity building
among CROs and their teams? To what extent did the network support collaboration and

replication of successful resilience building activities?

A To what extent was 100RC successful in scaling a holistic definition of resilience across diverse

cities? Through a city#Hs industries and peopl e?

A To what extent has 100RC helped shape whaan urban resilience practitioner is?

TABLEA.4
Champions Pathway Constructs and Indicators

Constructs Indicators

a. Size, strength and structure of network
b. Usefulness of network participation outweighing costs
1. Sustainability of the city resilience ¢ The quantity and sources of 100RC CRO networlnformation flow

network (100RC network) These are quantitative indicators of the frequency of interactions between
CROs in the 100RC network, as then mapped and tracked via network
analysis.

a. Replication and transfer of knowledge(diffusion and contagion) beyond
network

2. Resilience professionalization b Adaption of 100RC actions or transfer of 100RC knowledge beyond

(champions) network
These are frequency indicators of the networks beyond the 100RC
communications, and CROsH |inking

a. Explicit resilience measures in public announcement by city
b. Support of resilience efforts in nor100RC venues
_ -~ ) c. Credibility, authority ,and political space
3.Champion qualities and practices d. Leadership and initiative

These are entirely qualitative indicators collected through professional who

work daily with the T championi CRO
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100RC Model

Research questions:

A To whatextent did 100RC influence the field of urban resilience and theories of change around

improving it?

A Does the 100RC model, as expressed in its theory of change, stay relevant and useful over
time? What are we learning about the use of intermediaries andhistitutional models, as a cost

effective way for the Foundation to get greater reach across cities and partner pathways?

A Is there a strong rationale for the use of a competition to catalyze urban resilience? How does

this rationale compare with city selection strategies in other resilience-building programs?

A Whatlessonsemergeforh e Rockefell er Foundation on building

network planning and activity?
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Notes

1 Letter to The Rockefeller Foundation staff from the executive team, care of N. Coleman, Re: Approval of the 100
Resilient Cities Centennial Chall engei May 3, 2013 [sic].

FromThe Rockefeller Foundation#fs 2013 Board update document s.
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