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Burlingame’s shoreline is at risk from SLR,
particularly starting at 100-year/ 1% flood

Burlingame will need to decide what to protect
and to what level

Adaptation strategies recommended for
Burlingame include raising levees at low
points, managing creeks and sediment, and
maintaining seawalls

Next steps include evaluating the adaptation
strategies through a decision-making
framework
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£ Risks and Vulnerabilities

* Process description (reports used, scenarios
analyzed)

 Flow paths
» Map for existing base flood conditions
- Map for mid-level SLR
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Planning Documents:

« SeaChange San Mateo County Study

« The City of Burlingame General Plan

« Stanford — Study of Economic and Social Impacts
Flood Predictions: FEMA
Flood Predictions + Sea Level Rise:

e Our Coast Our Future (OCOF)

* Adapting to Rising Tides (ART)

‘Ground-Truthing’: Discussions with stakeholders and city
engineering and planning staff.
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A Causes of Flooding
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Source: NOAA
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Year (range) Sea-Level Rise (ft)

2050 (2035-2075) 1

2075 (2060-2125) 2

10 _______________________ ________ 2100 (2075-2150) 3
C N Z’ﬁ """" 2100 (2075-2200) 5

Sea-level rise (ft)
(O

2000 2025 2050 2075 2100 2125 2150

Year

Source: OPC (2018)
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Water Level (t navpss)

. . 1-year flood 10-year 100-year
Scenario Scenario/Source MHHW* flood flood
Present-Day AECOM (2016) 7 8 9 10
‘Medium’ SLR scenario applied
3.3feetof SLR b
- y by County of San Mateo et al. 10 11 12 13
2100
2018
‘High’ SLR scenario applied by
6.6 feet of SLR b
== y County of San Mateo et al. 13 15 16 17

2100

2018
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« Existing Base Flood (1% Annual Chance Flood) Maps
* ‘Medium’ SLR Scenario: 3.3 feet of SLR + 1% Annual Chance Flood
« ‘High’ SLR Scenario: 3.3 feet of SLR + 1% Annual Chance Flood

Approach

* No single source has all the information we need
« Used different tools to get:
* Flood pathways

*  Flood extents and depths — Compare to
vulnerable asset
locations

* Expected frequency of major floods |
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Western Burlingame Eastern Burlingame

* 1% annual chance flood (‘Base Flood’)
Is roughly same as MHHW + 3.5 feet

* 1% annual chance flood (‘Base _ _
» Overtopping at Bay shoreline, Hwy 101,

Flood’) is roughly same as MHHW P
+ 3.5 feet and spilling along creeks

» Overtopping along east shore of

« Overtopping at Bay shoreline, Hwy )
Burlingame Lagoon

101, and spilling along creeks
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12" sea-level rise
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5. Flood Pathways: Western Burlingame

1969 2019

36" sea-level rise
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4 5. Flood Pathways: Western Burlingame
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36" sea-level rise +
100 yr storm surge event
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4 5. Flood Pathways: Western Burlingame
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0”-24” of SLR

« Limited flooding
from levee
overtopping at
Bay shoreline

24" sea-level rise

24”-36” of SLR:
« Overtopping at Bay

shoreline
High tide backing up
” ' creeks
?gosy?as_lgrril stlusrzg event BankS Spllllng along
El Portal, Easton,
Mills Creeks

36+” of SLR:
« Add’l overtopping
over Highway 101
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%. Flood Pathways: Eastern Burlingame
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0”7-24” of SLR: Limited flooding from levee overtopping at Bay shoreline

12” sea-level rise ; 24" sea-level rise

Source: ART

36”7 to 72” -+ Overtopping along east shore of Burlingame Lagoon
of SLR: * Flooding from San Mateo enters Eastern Burlingame
« Potential overtopplng at Hwy 101 and Caltrain

36" sea- Ievel rise +
100 yr storm surge event




" 5% Depth of Flooding:
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* 1% Annual Chance Flood expected to flood:
 Hwy 101 and adjacent neighborhoods, west of Broadway
» Areas adjacent to Burlingame Lagoon
* 1% Annual Chance Flood + 3.3’ SLR expected to expand flood area to
portion of Caltrain tracks

« Bay shoreline and Creek levees are the most likely pathway for flood waters

* Results suggest significant flooding could occur at less than 100-year (1% annual
chance) flood event
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. Vision

* An inclusive, transparent process for the selection
of SLR adaptation strategies which solicits and
Includes feedback from all stakeholders
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Adaptation Strategies would: - Provide continued access to

businesses for employees and patrons

[ iy

* Protect people and buildings
from flooding

 Provide recreational
opportunities in the project area

N - Educate stakeholders about
- how to prepare and react in
the event of a flood
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~ g
Protect:
//,,‘— "‘h—\\\ /o Hard protection \\
* Soft protection/living shorelines \
Accommodate:

« Protect agricultural barriers for \
flood protection |

f/, + Siting and design standards

f/ * Retrofit existing structures

Hybrid:

* Accommodate over short-term,
relocate over long-term

* Stormwater ma nagement

* Update land use designations and

AN / zohing ordinances 4
\ y / * Redevelopment restrictions |
N _,,"'/ = Permit conditions /-‘f
B f__" Retreat: //

* Limit new development in
hazardous areas and areas adjacent
to wetlands, ESHA, other habitats

\- Removal of vulnerable development f' y
* Promote preservation and ,//
conservation of open space /
CCC SLR
Guidance S~ ——

INTERVENTION OPTIONS

ACCOMMODATE T

future sea level + extreme tide/storm
existing sea level

PROTECT | ENGINEERED _

future sea level + extreme tide/storm
existing sea level

PROTECT | NATURAL T

future sea level + extreme tide/storm
existing sea level

RETREAT B

future sea level + extreme tide/storm
existing sea level

SAN FRANCISCO SEA LEVEL RISE ACTION PLAN
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| Accommodate Protect - Engineered
111 Anza Blvd., Burlingame
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Embankment: An earthen bank built to provide
flood protection

Floodwall: A concrete or vinyl wall erected to
provide flood protection

Horizontal Levee: A levee built at a gradual
slope to provide habitat and recreation benefits in
addition to flood protection

Mean Higher High Water (MHHW): A tidal datum
that is the average of the higher of the two high
water heights of each tidal day
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Goal

Develop an implementable sea-level rise adaptation
plan for City of Burlingame shoreline and residents

Objectives

Assess baseline flood risk that includes future sea-level
rise projections

Develop reasonable & feasible sea level rise
adaptations appropriate to Burlingame’s setting

Evaluate range of adaptation measures to inform the
selection of recommended measures

Integrate recommended measures into phased
adaptation plan to guide implementation




Vulnerability Study

existing flood maps
future SLR flood maps

ground-truthing of known trouble spots with City anad
stakeholders

regional and ongoing studies

sources of flooding

pathways of spreading

total extents

total depths

frequency

types of infrastructure that would be impacted



Look at Burlingame as series of reaches

For each reach, hone in on key sources of
flooding

Consider community/stakeholder inputs
— Qutreach meetings

— Incorporate previous planning efforts
(OLUs and Countywide study

Consider ways to use hybrid green/grey
methods

Consider ways to tie into neighboring
efforts: Foster City, SFO, San Mateo

Find Opportunities to
Address Flooding

Develop and Present
Approaches



&. Towards A Flood Management Plan
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Increasing sea-level rise

Oft 1ft 2ft Sf! 4ft

5ft
| I I | | |
) ¢ 1 T
| | I
Existing levees ' '
T | I
| | I
| I I
v | | I
'] '] I
Address levee low spots, parcel flood-proofing I
| I
| I
4 | |
| |
Upgrade pump stations, community-scale levee upgrades
I
I
\ 4 |
Storm surge barrier, re-alignment?
————— Threshold v Decision Lead Time Effective




% Raise Levees
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RIVERSIDE

Regulatory
constraints for wet

side fill T,

LEVEE SECTION

f LANDSIDE

ORIGINAL GROUND

SURFACE —\

PIONTINIR

a. Riverside levee enlargement

RIVERSIDE

EXISTING
LEVEE SECTION

i SURFACE W
PN NN

1:3 maximum slope for
maintenance

LANDSIDE
ORIGINAL GROUND

b. Straddle levee enlargement

RIVERSIDE

~—~EXISTING
LEVEE SECTION

May impinge on
existing structures

c—r

ORIGINAL BROUND

ﬂ
Sl

¢. Landside levee enlargement

Source: USACE (2000)
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TOP OF FINISHED

BFE EL. 11' (PRESENT DAY)

VINYL WALL EL. +12'L

MHHW EL. +6.4'

Vinyl Sheet Pile

Floodwall
(Max. 3 feet above grade)

(E) RIVER

(E) GRADE, TYP.  \ariES

TOP OF BERM EL. +9, TYP.

EMBANKMENT SLOPE

ELEVATION BEYOND BOW EL. -10°

THIS LOCATION
UNKNOWN

TOP OF FINISHED*

BFE+3' SLR EL. 14' (FUTURE) WALL EL. +15'
BFE EL. 11" (PRESENT DAY)

TOP OF BERM

*{ 10, TYP.

(E) ROAD
EMBANKMENT SLOPE
VARIES

MHHW EL. +6.4' EL. +9,

Steel Sheet Pile

Floodwall
(6+ feet above grade)

(E) RIVER
EMBANKMENT

(E) GRADE,
TYP.

\ ELEVATION

SLOPE VARIES

BOW EL. -10
\_ BEYOND THIS
LOCATION
UNKNOWN
0 2 FT,

(E) ROAD
EMBANKMENT —
SLOPE VARIES

~— EMBEDMENT DEPTH, 20" MIN.



% Ide Gates and Active Barriers
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Palo Alto Flood Basin

© SAN FRANCISCO BAY

Venice, Italy
Project MOSES: How it will work

independently, allowing
- barrier to deal with =
- rough seas | :

‘seabed until high ?F.“'
tides and storms |
are forecast =

BARRIERS

into each
hollow gate to

raise barrier ‘Adriatic’



Operational Landscape Units for
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v Shoreline Adaptation
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Source:
SFEI & SPUR (2019)
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Legend
CONDITIONS SUITABLE FOR™:

Nearshore reefs

Submerged aquatic vegetation (eelgrass)
Beach along natural shoreline

S5 Beach along fortified shoreline

B Tidal marsh

| Polder management

- Ecotone levee

I Migration space preparation (unprotected)
Migration space preparation (protected)

EXISTING FEATURES
s (regk

B Mudflat
Bl Tidal marsh
B Development

/
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Conceptual Approaches Reviewed and Refined
For each reach, conceptual alternatives screened

Considered

— Flood Management

— Economics

— Environmental Impact
— Governance Issues

— General Plan Policies



Elevation (feet NAVDSS)

San FranCiSCO Bay === Shoreline_reaches [ 501-6 [J 13.01-14
— Streams [1601-7 [ 1401-15

—— Streets CJ701-8 [EE 15.01-16

Reach 1 @ 0.24-1 C1801-9 16.01-17
Bl 1.01-2 [1901-10 [ 17.01-18
Bl 201-3 3 10.01-11 [ 18.01-19
@ 3.01-4 3 11.01-12 WM 19.01-20
3 4.01-5 3 12.01-13

1,000 2,000

Reach 2
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14
<— Millbrae Marriott Bay
13 Concrete flood wall tanding
— unknown height Hotel
12
11
10
10yr flood
9 Y

king tide

(o]

Elevation (feet)
\‘

0 500 1000 1500 2000 2500 3000 3500
Distance (feet)



- Reachl

()

» Coordinate with County and City of
Millbrae to perform study of combined
runoff and high tide design flood
elevation along El Portal Creek

» Coordinate with City of Millbrae on
appropriate adaptation measures along
El Portal Creek/Canal

» Coordinate with City of Millbrae on
placing tide gate and pump station at
Hwy 1 and Bayshore crossings

San Francisco Bay

Ground Surface Elevation (feet NAVD88)

* Raise low-lying portions of the levee

& Bay Trail to 13’ NAVD88
* Where space allows, reduce slope
and vegetate Bay side of levee

— Streams ] 6.01-7
— Streets [ 701-8 [ 15.01-16
B 024-1 [1801-9 W 16.01-17

1 14.01-15

B 101-2 CJ901-10 @ 17.01-18
B 201-3 [] 10.01-11 [l 18.01-19
B 301-4 [ 11.01-12 W 1901-20
B 401-5 3 12.01-13 D Pump Stn
1 501-6 [ 13.01-14

500

Maintain-enhance concrete flood
wall in areas where room for levee
raising is currently limited

Consider placing seepage-cutoff
along old Bayshore Rd
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4 . Reach 1 Strategies — Criteria Screening
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Raise Shoreline Address Flooding on El Portal
- Canal Se_epage
LIRSS ) Raise to 11 ft Raise to 13 ft Install tide aate Raise canal gzrrsliroilao;g
NAVDSS NAVDSS 9 levees y

Flood Hazard -Removes most of -Removes mostof . ..o o el
Reach 1 from 100- Reach 1 from 100- 9 limi
. . upstream of n _ imit
-Atriskt0100-  -Atriskto100- . . upstreamof - inundation of
year flood with 1t year flood with 3t~ "2’ Hwy 101 low-laying
SLR (c. 2035- SLR (c. 2075- . areas with
Flood Mgmt 2075) 2150) INcreases SLR
Engineering competence for
erosion, geotechnical, and High High Med High Med
seismic
Parcel-to-reach scalability High Med High Med High
ﬁs:ptlve capacity to sea-level Med High Low Med High
Potential to reduce the risk of High High Med High Low
asset damages
Protection for econ. vulnerable
groups working or living in the Med High Med Med Low
Economic project area
Protection for public
infrastructure in the project area High High Med Med Med
(e.g. wastewater mains)
Cost $$$ $8$$ $$3$ $$$ $$$
E;);faf’t)rategy protect existing Yes Yes No Yes Yes
ST Does sirategy create new
habitat? No No No No No
Does this prov@e benefits Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
beyond the project area?
SOVEIENCE Ease of implementation usin
- P " . 9 Med Med Low Med High
existing authorities or policies?
vAv:fgr]f?gﬁf prOteCIS views to the Med Med Low Low No Effect
General Plan Considerations REEEETEE CERlEgRs g High High No Effect Low No Effect

and bikina
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Elevation (feet)

L

\ ’ YEARS
e

1969-2019

13

12

11

10

Mills
Creek

Reach 2

Benihana

Concrete flood wall
— unknown height

Easton
Creek

Holiday Inn

10yr flood

king tide “

1500

2000
Distance (feet)

2500



Reach 2

san Francisco Bay Ground Surface Elevation (feet NAVD88)

Maintain-enhance concrete flood
wall in areas where room for levee
raising is currently limited

— Streams [ 6.01-7 [ 14.01-15
— Streets [J7.01-8 [ 15.01-16
B 024-1 [J1801-9 [ 16.01-17
1.01-2 [CJ901-10 [ 17.01-18
: : 201-3 10.01 - 11 18.01-19
* Raise low-lying - = —
<€<——  portions of the 0 3.01-4 [ 11.01-12 Bl 19.01-20
levee/Bay Trail B3 401-5 £33 1201-13 [ pump Stn

» Where space allows, 3 5.01-6 [ 13.01-14
reduce slope and
< vegetate Bay side of
levee

Consider installing tide gate
& pump station at Mills,
Easton Creek crossings

Consider actions upstream on Easton and Mills
Creeks that would increase sediment delivery to the
Bay to support Bay front mudflats

» Assess potential for creating beach fronting levee

study of combln o B
watershed runoff and Bay
flooding .)’

L
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4 . Reach 2 Strategies — Criteria Screening

Address Flooding on :
: . . Environmental
Raise Shoreline Mills and Easton
reek Approaches

1969-2019

Implications of Strategy Raise Bay Beach Ig:g‘r;l)(ve
Raise to 12 ft Raise to 14 ft Install tide canal froztin Sediment
NAVDSS NAVDSS gates 9 .
levees levee Delivery
Flood Hazard L
-Limit
-Removes mostof ~ -Removes mostof  flooding o Potential
Reach 2 from 100-  Reach 2 from 100-  upstream of ~Limit to limit
year floodplain year floodplain Hwy 101 Hgg?rg‘gm wave Limited
-Atrisk to 100-year  -Atrisk to 100-year -Less of Hwy (LD @ impact
flood with 1 ft SLR  flood with 3 ft SLR  effective as 101 shoreline
Flood Management (c. 2035-2075) (c. 2075-2150) SLR levee
increases
Engineering competence for erosion, geotechnical, . . .
and seismic High High Med High Low Low
Parcel-to-reach scalability High Med High Med High Med
Adaptive capacity to sea-level rise Med High Low Med Med Med
Potential to reduce the risk of asset damages High High Med High Low No Effect
Protection for econ. vulnerable groups working or i
living in the project area Med High Med Med Low No Effect
- Protection for public infrastructure in the project area . .
Economic (e.g. wastewater mains) High High Med Med Low No Effect
Cost
$$$ $$$$ $$$$ $$$$ $$$$ $$$
Does strategy protect existing habitat? Yes Yes No Yes No Yes
Environmental :
Does strategy create new habitat? No No No No Yes No
Does this provide benefits beyond the project area?
Yes Yes Yes Yes No No
EUTIEE Ease of implementation using existing authorities or
policies? Med Med Low Med Low Med
Aesthetics: protects views to the waterfront Med Med Low Low High No Effect
S EERE S E eI Recreation: encourages walking and biking High High No Effect Low High  No Effect

Impacts to water recreation and ferry service Low Low No Effect  No Effect Low Low




Elevation (feet)

. Reach 3

J
1969-2019

16

15
14
13
12
11
w

10
10yrflood

king tide

o ©

l.',""-"'"_-_-_)

. 3

‘___’——-~~___"--—---_————
5 > - T
N/ e 3
. o :

e

0 1000 2000 3000 4000 5000 6000 7000 8000 9000 10000
Distance (feet)



Reach 3

San Francisco Bay

» Explore feasibility for reducing wave energy on the shoreline through
construction of bay beaches with beneficial reuse of local dredge sediment

Ground Surface Elevation (feet NAVD88)

— Streams [] 6.01-7 [ 14.01-15
— Streets [ 701-8 [ 15.01-16
B 024-1 [1801-9 [ 16.01-17
101-2 C3J901-10 @ 17.01-18
B 201-3 [ 10.01-11 [ 1801-19
B 301-4 [ 11.01-12 @l 19.01-20

= 401-5 [ 12.01-13
1 501-6 [ 13.01-14

* Raise low-lying portions of the
levee/Bay Trall

Consider more in-depth assessment
of waste-water treatment plant

Continue to track SLC
development of 450 Airport Blvd
parcel
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4 . Reach 3 Strategies — Criteria Screening

1969-2019
Raise Anza Lagoon Shoreline Environmental Approaches _
implicati Rp— Consider more in-depth
mplications of Strategy ) )
REED DL REER i Bay Beach fronting levee ? ssttassmf nIt OftwaSte'lv'vlgter
NAVDSS NAVDS8 y 9 FERHTMETE [T {5
Flood Hazard
-Removes most of -Removes most of Flood protection studies
Reach 3 from 100- Reach 3 from 100- should take place to explore
year floodplain year floodplain Potential to limit wave runup ways of providing add’l
-At risk to 100-year -At risk to 100-year on shoreline levee protectlpn for WWTP. This
flood with 1 ft SLR (c. flood with 3 ft SLR should include wastewater
Flood Management 2035-2075) (c. 2075-2150) mains
Engineering competence for erosion, . .
geotechnical, and seismic High High Low -
Parcel-to-reach scalability High Med High -
Adaptive capacity to sea-level rise Med High Med -
Potential to reduce the risk of asset . .
damages High High Low Yes
Protection for econ. vulnerable
groups working or living in the Med High Low -
E . project area
conomc Protection for public infrastructure in
the project area (e.g. wastewater High High Low Yes
mains)
Cost
$$ $$$ $5$$ $
Does strate rotect existin
habitat? e ¢ Yes Yes No =
Environmental . -
Does strategy create new habitat? No No Yes
Does this provide benefits beyond
the project area? Yes Yes No Yes
Governance - - -
Ease of implementation using
existing authorities or policies? Med Med Low -
Aesthetics: protects views to the .
waterfont Med Med High -
: : Recreation: encourages walking and . . .
General Plan Considerations biking High High High =
Impacts to water recreation and ferry
Low Low Low --

service




Elevation (feet)
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. Reach 4

0O

Ground Surface Elevation (feet NAVD88)

San Francisco Bay — Streams [0 6.01-7 [ 14.01-15
— Streets [ 7.01-8 [ 15.01-16
B 024-1 [1801-9 16.01 - 17
B 101-2 (CJ9.01-10 [ 17.01-18
201-3 [CJ10.01-11 I 1801-19
B 301-4 [ 11.01-12 A 19.01-20
= 401-5 [ 12.01-13

Raise levee and path and tie = 5.01-6 [0 13.01-14
Consider actions upstream into path along the shoreline
that could increase sediment BYEEL Bl N 2 Assess feasibility of tide gate /
delivery to the Burlingame active barrier for creek mouth \
Lagoon "

Raise low-lying portions of levee
and path

Consider protecting Hwy 101 with shoreline
enhancements to capture sediment and decrease slope,
such as horizontal levee construction and marsh
vegetation enhancement with cordgrass
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Improve Sanchez

Implications of Strate Living Shoreline :
- = Raise to 11 ft NAVDS8 Raise to 13 ft Enhancements on gr?_ek Srdliment
NAVD88 west shore of elivery
Burlingame Lagoon
=iz -Removes most of -Removes most of . . Limited potential
Reach 4 from 100-  Reach 4 from 100-  Potential to limit to limit wave
year floodplain year floodplain WEE Wy @ runup on
} ) shoreline levee horeline |
-Atrisk to 100-year  -Atrisk to 100-year protecting Hwy SEIEINES (EUSE
flood with 1 ft SLR  flood with 3ft SLR 101 protecting Hwy
Flood Management (c. 2035-2075) (c. 2075-2150) 101
Engineering competence for erosion, . .
geotechnical, and seismic High High Med Low
Parcel-to-reach scalability High Med High Med
Adaptive capacity to sea-level rise Med High High Med
Potential to reduce the risk of asset . .
damages High High Low/Med No Effect
Protection for econ. vulnerable groups .
_ working or living in the project area Med High Low No Effect
SCONOMIE Protection for public infrastructure in the
project area (e.g. wastewater mains) High High Low No Effect
Cost
$$3$ $$$$ $$3$ $$3$

Does strategy protect existing habitat? Yes Yes Yes Yes
Environmental :
Does strategy create new habitat? No No Yes No

Does this provide benefits beyond the

project area? Yes Yes Yes No
CelEllSE Ease of implementation using existing
authorities or policies? Med Med Med Med
Aesthetics: protects views to the .
- Med Med High No Effect
. ' Recreation: encourages walking and . . .
General Plan Considerations biking g 9 High High High No Effect
Impacts to water recreation and fer
P i No Effect No Effect No Effect Low

service
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14

13

12

11

10

I,( Airport Blvd )I
Anza-Fisherman's
Park
10yr flood
king tide
0 500 1000 1500 2000 2500

Distance (feet)

3000



Reach 5

San Francisco Bay

Ground Surface Elevation (feet NAVD88)

— Streams [ 6.01-7 [ 14.01-15
— Streets [ 7.01-8 [ 15.01-16

of a long-term strategy

Consider raising shoreline levee as part

B 024-1 []801-9 [ 16.01-17
B 101-2 CJ901-10 I 17.01-18

_AIRPORT

BN 201-3 1 10.01-11 I8 18.01-19
B 301-4 [ 11.01-12 [ 19.01-20
B3 401-5 3 12.01-13
3 5.01-6 [ 13.01-14

| integrating perimeter levees with open

Coordinate with Facebook on the extent
and elevations of site grading and

space

* Coordinate with County Parks and City of San /
Mateo on tying Bay Trail improvements together _,..-"
with shoreline fronting Airport Dr ‘,.e""
» Consider extending Coyote Point beach =™
._,._.;:Z/‘"
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Consider Creating Bay Beach that

Implications of Strategy

Raise to 12 ft NAVD88 Raise to 14 ft NAVD88 ties into western edge of Coyote
Point Beach
Flood Hazard -Removes most of
Reach 5 from 100- -Removes most of Reach 5 ] o
year floodplain from 100-year floodplain Potential to limit wave runup on
] ] ] shoreline levee protecting Hwy
-At rlsk.to 100-year -At risk to 100-year flood with 3 101 and Airport Drive
flood with 1 ft SLR (c.  ft SLR (c. 2075-2150)
Flood Management 2035-2075)
Engineering competence for erosion, . .
geotechnical, and seismic High High Med
Parcel-to-reach scalability High Med Med
Adaptive capacity to sea-level rise Med High Med
Potential to reduce the risk of asset High High No Effect
damages
Protection for econ. vulnerable groups )
working or living in the project area Med High No Effect
S Protection for public infrastructure in the ] ]
project area (e.g. wastewater mains) High High No Effect
Cost
$$3$ $$$$ $$

: Does strategy protect existing habitat? Yes Yes Yes
Environmental Does strategy create new habitat? No No Yes

Does this provide benefits beyond the

project area? Yes Yes No
Col i Ease of implementation using existing
authorities or policies? Med Med Low
Aesthetics: protects views to the waterfront Med Med High
el FEr e sl s Recreation: encourages walking and biking High High High
Impacts to water recreation and ferry
Low Low Low

service
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Raising the shoreline in Reaches 1 and 2 (from Millorae boundary to Broadway Ave)

would have substantial benefits

In the short-term, raising the shoreline will likely require a combination of raising or

building new levees and improving existing flood walls

aesthetic and recreational impacts of raising the shoreline can be mitigated by

integrating the Bay Trail on the improved shoreline.

Raising the shoreline should be combined with a similar effort raising low-lying

portions of the banks of El Portal, Mills, and Easton Creeks

Just offshore along parts of Reaches 2, 3, and 5, there are opportunities to create or
enhance Bay habitats (e.g. ‘living shorelines’). Where feasible, they should be

combined with an improved flood barrier system along the shoreline.
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Reach Specific Questions

For each reach, do you see any other opportunities or
challenges in the study area as well that have not been
identified?

Are there any evaluation criteria answers that you'd like
more information on? Do they provide a full enough
picture of the adaptation strategies?

General Adaptation Questions

What coordination with Burlingame’s neighbors is needed
for the City’s adaptation strategy?

Which next steps do you see as priorities?

What additional information would you like to see to
adequately evaluate these strategies?
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General Adaptation Questions

What coordination with Burlingame’s neighbors is needed
for the City’s adaptation strategy? What water levels are
you planning to?

Which next steps do you see as priorities?

What additional information would you like to see to
adequately evaluate and endorse these strategies?
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* Incorporate stakeholder feedback on conceptual measures

» Develop a “Next Steps” memo to highlight knowledge gaps to
get to implementation

Increasing sea-level rise

Oft 11t 2ft 3 4ft  5ft

| ] ] ] ] ]
T

T
| |
1
!
I
1

[ Existing levees ]
I

Vv I |

[Address levee low spots, parcel flood-proofing ]

\ 4 |

[ Upgrade pump stations, community-scale levee upgrades

—— - )

Vv [

[ Storm surge barrier, re-alignment?

= == = == Threshold v Decision [: Lead Time E Effective
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Next Steps include recommendations for:
— Cost-Benefit Study
— Feasibility Study
— Fluvial-Bay Interaction Study
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Thank you



