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Project Goal ﬁ
Y —

Collaboratively evaluate BCDC'’s fill policies in light
of sea level rise and develop guidance for the
Commission, staff and project proponents to
promote shoreline resilience
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Step 1: Project Scope

TeC h n | Cal Steering Committee is formed and shares

perspectives with staff.

Workshop

Step 2: Policy Analysis
Investigate the problem - BCDC's Bay fill
laws and policies may hinder shoreline
adaptation strategies. Explore the range Steering Committee:
I nteg rate of issues identified by Steering Review the "Opportunities and
Committee members. Constraints" and work with staff

tec h n |C al Outcome: Identify the "Opportunities and o sl wospriy
expertise into
case studies

Constraints” in the McAteer-Petris Act and|
the Bay Plan.

Step 3: Case Studies
Develop hypothetical adaptation project
Steering Committee: proposals to investigate policy issues
W e o identified in Step 2. Analyze case studies
policy goals. with existing policies.

Outcome: Refine problems with current
interpretations and statutory conflicts.

Step 4: Solution Analysis

Develop best practices with
existing policies
Explore policy alternatives and

Steering Committee:

| @ep  Providles input on guidance

their impacts document.

Outcome: Develop a guidance
document

Case Studies

+ Case studies reflect a diversity of shoreline

settings and natural resource/development assets
at risk.

* Workshop participants evaluated adaptation
actions that protect existing assets to mid-century
and that are adaptable to end of century:

— Applicability given landscape conditions
— Timing and adaptability
— Tradeoffs”

5/21/15



0.5

1 Mi

CONCEPTUAL LAND USES

. Tidal marsh

E Muted tidal marsh

|| Open space/landfills etc.

I Heavy industrial

. Light industrial/commercial
D Residential (near baylands)

i Railroad
== |Viajor road

== Major creek

D Historic contaminated landfill

sesessss 1ftSLR+ MHHW (NOAA)

seeeses 3ftSIR+ MHHW (NOAA)

CONCEPTUAL LANDSCAPE SETTING

CHARACTERISTICS

Geomorphic setting Wide alluvial valley
Bay SSC Low

Wave energy Medium
Nearshore sediment Dispersive
transport

Proximity to deep water High

Mudflat width Narrow

Shoreline composition

Marsh (brackish)

Shoreline evolution

Eroding

Species consideration

Ridgeway rails

Marsh width

Wide

Watershed sed yield

High




CASE STUDY 2

1 Mi

CONCEPTUAL LAND USES

. Tidal marsh

D Shoreline parks/golf courses etc.

D Marinas

. Heavy industrial

ports, airports)

. Light industrial/commercial
D Residential (near baylands)
A Low income housing areas
. Wastewater treatment facility

i Railroad
== Major road

== Major creek

vesssees 1ftSLR+MHHW (NOAA)
essessecs 3ft SLR + MHHW (NOAA)

CONCEPTUAL LANDSCAPE SETTING

CHARACTERISTICS

Geomorphic setting

Alluvial fan, long plain

Bay SSC

Low

Wave energy

High

Nearshore sediment
transport

Depositional cove

Proximity to deep water Low
Mudflat width Wide
Shoreline composition Riprap
Shoreline evolution Eroding
Species consideration SMHM
Marsh width Narrow
Watershed sed yield Low




. Tidal marsh

ﬁwg Beach

nu Railroad
== Major road
== Major creek

D Historic landfill

CONCEPTUAL LAND USES
D Shoreline parks/golf courses etc.

. Light industrial/commercial
D Residential (near baylands)

‘ Stormwater detention basins

eeeeee 1ftSLR+MHHW (NOAA)
eeecece 3ftSIR+ MHHW (NOAA)

CONCEPTUAL LANDSCAPE SETTING

CHARACTERISTICS

Geomorphic setting Short plain
Bay SSC Medium
Wave energy High/Medium
Nearshore sediment Dispersive
transport

Proximity to deep water | Medium
Mudflat width Medium

Shoreline composition

Levees, beaches

Shoreline evolution

?

Species consideration

Ridgway’s rails

Marsh width

None [Wide marsh nearby]

Watershed sed yield

T T e wwwwwweuuwUuUwueUoeoUeeoOeeee

High

CASE STUDY 3
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CASE ST

2

CONCEPTUAL LAND USES

. Tidal marsh

H Shoreline parks/golf courses etc.

ﬁH@ Beach

. Light industrial/commercial
. Heavy industrial (ports, airports)

D Residential (near baylands)

i Railroad
=== Major road

=== Major creek

A Low income housing areas

cesesees 1ftSLR+ MHHW (NOAA)
cecesse 3ftSLR+ MHHW (NOAA)

CONCEPTUAL LANDSCAPE SETTING

CHARACTERISTICS

Geomorphic setting Alluvial fan/long plain
Bay SSC Low

Wave energy High

Nearshore sediment Dispersive

transport

Proximity to deep water | Medium

Mudflat width Low

Shoreline composition

Levees, beaches

Shoreline evolution

?

Species consideration

Ridgway’s rails

Marsh width

Narrow

Watershed sed yield

High
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i CONCEPTUAL LAND USES

- |7 Tidal marsh

D Shoreline parks/golf courses etc.
. Light industrial/commercial

D Residential (near baylands)

i , mm Major road
== Major creek
== Bay Trail

[ Wastewater treatment plant

- ’ Ferry terminal

° |l e0oo0o0 oo H.I”m_n_w+_<_II/>\AZO>>V

‘e % v 3 ft SLR + MHHW (NOAA)

CONCEPTUAL LANDSCAPE SETTING
CHARACTERISTICS

Geomorphic setting Small valleys/headlands
Bay SSC High
Wave energy High/Medium
* | Nearshore sediment Depositional
transport

Proximity to deep water Low

Mudflat width Medium

Shoreline composition Marsh, shoreline protec-
tion structures, trails/
roads

Shoreline evolution ?

Species consideration Ridgway’s rails

Marsh width Medium

Watershed sed yield High
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Next steps ﬁ
Y —

» Refine adaptation action “cheat sheet”

+ |dentify adaptation actions that raise policy
issues

» Solicit feedback on selection of case studies
during July 24t Steering Committee Meeting
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