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Introduction




Project Timeline

Community Community Community

Project Workshop #1 'l\l W Workshop #2 Workshop #3
0 [/ Kick-Off “Love the Bay Day!" Ll Refinement of Key Alternatives Review
-r= Community Kick-Off + Issues & Strategies Open House

Visioning Open House

Community © Community
| Pop-up . Pop-up

| Focus Group Meetings | Online Survey

COMMUNITY VISIONING & ADAPTATION
VULNERABILITY ASSESSMENT RESPONSES
City Council 2 City Council 2 City Council 2 City Council 202
Update 1 @ pdate 2 C@ pdate 3 Cﬁj Presentation
Vulnerability Community Vision Adaptation Final Sea Level Rise
Assessment and Document and Pathways and Draft Adaptation Plan
Adaptation Strategies Adaptation Alternatives Implementation Plan

& Evaluation




Engagement To Date

* Focus Group Meetings
Spring 2024

ik

¥,

* Shoreline Walking Tour
May 2024

o
§
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I
| ——
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AT TR

e Community Pop-ups
June 28, July 19,
and August 6, 2024

* Workshop 1
September 7, 2024

Pop-up Events

* Online Survey
September 7—-November 19
200 Respondents

* Workshop 2
January 25, 2025 - TODAY!

* Workshop 3
Tocome

p-up Events

Shoreline Walking Tour



What We’ve Heard

* Cityisreadyto move forward with SLR planning

* Importance of alignment with community character
* Interestininnovative floating approaches

* Vulnerability concerns — (infrastructure, Bridgeway)

 Near-term needs we cannot miss (e.g. flap gates at Gate 5;
subsidence and groundwater monitoring;)




Why We’re Here

A 7foot king tide plus strong wind from the
South pushing water into Richardson Bay
plus big run off from the Sacramento River=




Project Goals

 Develop shared understanding of the vulnerability in the City based
on the most up-to-date science; in line with regional guidance.

« Document potential community visions for shoreline adaptation that
balance the following:
 Maintain community character and connections along the
shoreline
* Enhance ecological opportunities
 Support long-term economic vitality for local businesses
* Promote arts and culture in the public realm

* Understand financial implications and tradeoffs of various
adaptation approaches
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Vulnerability Overview
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Summary of Vulnerable
City-wide Assets

City Assets

City Stormwater

City Sewer

Roads &
Transportation

Evacuation
Routes

Habitat

[
Community
Facilities & City

Properties
=
Land Use
TOTAL

COST OF
NO ACTION

O 2050
0.8’ SLR w/o Storm

8 Storm Drains
1,700 ft Storm Pipe

1300 ft Sewer Pipe

2,900 ft Road
4,700 ft Fixed Pier, 25,700 ft Floating Pier
0 Bus Routes
0Bus Stops

0 ft Evacuation route

Eelgrass: Reduction across most of Richardsa
Marshes: N¢
Be tentic

10 Residential buil. s
20 Commercial builc s
30 Industrial buildin:
10 Public/City-owned builc

26% of all land use area (25% present day)

52% of inundated area is Public/City-owned

$160-570M
55% INDIVIDUAL BUILDINGS
45% COLLECTIVE INFRASTRUCTURE

| 2050
0.8’ SLR w/ Storm OR 4.3’ SLR w/o Storm

50 Storm Drains
8,100 ft Storm Pipe

10,300 ft Sewer Pipe
23,900 ft Road

6,400 ft Fixed Pier, 26,300 ft Floating Pis
8 Bus Routes

6Bus Sto-
20 ftEvact o .
. ialinc iseil “abilii arGate 6Rd
nificar nonge
hes tnarr¢ g

30 Residential buildings
80 Commercial buildings
80 Industrial buildings
20 Public/City-owned buildings

31% of all land use area
45% of inundated area is Public/City-owned

$500-$1.8B
75% INDIVIDUAL BUILDINGS
25% COLLECTIVE INFRASTRUCTURE

2100
3.1’ SLR w/ Storm OR 6.6’ SLR w/o Storm

110 Storm Drains
16,700 ft Storm Pipe

3dAL
A9

24,400 ft Sewer Pipe

49,500 ft Road
8,000 t Fixed Pier, 26,300 ft Floating Pier
8 Bus Routes
6Bus Stops

5,000 ft Evacuation route

Eelgrass: Significant reduction
Marshes: Transition to lower mudfiat
Beaches: Potential erosion and narrowing

40 Residential buildings
110 Commercial buildings
110 Industrial buildings
30 Public/City-owned buildings

37% of all land use area
43% of inundated area is Public/City-owned

$1.2B-$4.2B
85% INDIVIDUAL BUILDINGS
15% COLLECTIVE INFRASTRUCTURE

S3AL

Materials available to review on the
City’s project website:

e Community Workshop 1 Boards
e Draft Vulnerability Summary

e Today’s Community Workshop 2
Materials



Understanding City-wide
Vulnerability in line with
Regional Guidance

THREE SEA LEVEL RISE SCENARIOS FOR THE PROJECT:

Inches | Feet 00
© -0s0 10 0.8 0 0.8
¢) 2050 10 0.8 3.5 4.3
2100 Intermediate 37 3.1 3.5 6.6
2100 High 79 6.6 0 6.6




S’oufh‘er’r\

_f Waterfronh,
J‘,.f' istrict” \ Ny -
" o Ferry Te;rminql\\&\
Bridgeway L5
P Promenade
Sausalito SLR Vulnerability Base Map Sea Level Rise Scenarios
{71 Sausalito City Boundary © W 38feet
.7 Sphere of Influence © mm 8 feet +100-yr Storm
© mm 3.1 feet +100-yr Storm

B Parks

Map Sources: California State Lands
Commission, City of Sausalito, County of Marin

12 Map Author: WRT, 2024
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o Ferry Terminal g
Bridgeway
. Promenade

City Owned and
Granted Parcels

Map Sources: California State Lands
Commission, City of Sausalito, County of Marin
Map Author: WRT, 2024

~ Marinship

Base Map

-

Sausalito City Boundary

.7 Sphere of Influence

= Parks

[ City Owned Property and
Granted Lands (CSLC)*

Sea Level Rise Scenarios

© W 38feet
© mm 38 feet+100-yr Storm
© mm 3.1 feet +100-yr Storm
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Summary of Vulnerable
City-wide Assets

1. City Stormwater

City Sewer

Roads & Transportation

Evacuation Routes

Habitat

Community Facilities & City Properties
Land Use

N o o s~ b
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Scenario 1:
[

2,900 feet of paths and roads are impacted
0 feet of evacuation routes are impacted

Evacuation Routes
Impacted Roads &

———

C-4 Primary
Evacuation Routes g,semap

Map Sources: Fire Safe Marin 1 Sausalito City Boundary
Map Author: WRT, 2024

- Sphere of Influence

mm Parks

Roads Impacted
per Scenario

Om Scenario 1
@ mm Scenario 2
© mm Scenario 3

Gate61/2

Sea Level Rise
Scenarios

© mm 8feet)
© mm .8 feet+ 100-yr Storm
£ mm 3.1feet+ 100-yr Storm
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Bridgeway
Promenade

I
| Bridgeway
*1 T along Dunphy Park
o i
1
|

Scenario 2:
[ )

23,900 feet of paths and roads are impacted
1,500 feet of evacuation routes are impacted

Evacuation Routes
Impacted Roads &

———

-0 Primary
Evacuation Routes g,semap

Map Sources: Fire Safe Marin 1 Sausalito City Boundary
Map Author: WRT, 2024

- Sphere of Influence

mm Parks

Roads Impacted
per Scenario

Om Scenario 1
@ mm Scenario 2
© mm Scenario 3

Bridgeway
near Hwy 101 Ramp

Sea Level Rise
Scenarios

© mm 8feet)
© mm .8 feet+ 100-yr Storm
£ mm 3.1feet+ 100-yr Storm
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Bridgeway
North of Galilee Harbor

_ Bridgeway gEeEm=

|
North of the Spinnaker

| 1
Scenario 3:

49,500 feet of paths and roads are impacted
5,000 feet of evacuation routes are impacted

Evacuation Routes
Impacted Roads & -
Evacuation Routes

-0 Primary
Map Sources:Fire Safe Marin

Base Map

[

1 Sausalito City Boundary
Map Author: WRT, 2024

==

r—1 Sphere of Influence

mm Parks

o —

Roads Impacted
per Scenario

Om Scenario 1
@ mm Scenario 2
© mm Scenario 3

Sea Level Rise
Scenarios

© mm 8feet)

© mm .8 feet+ 100-yr Storm
£ mm 3.1feet+ 100-yr Storm



Summary of Vulnerable

City-wide Assets

City Stormwater

i

City Sewer

Roads &
Transportation

-

Evacuation
Routes

&

Habitat

Community
Facilities & City
Properties

B

Land Use

TOTAL
COST OF
NO ACTION
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8 Storm Drains
1,700 ft Storm Pipe

1,300 ft Sewer Pipe

2,900 ft Road

4,700 ft Fixed Pier, 25,700 ft Floating Pier

0 Bus Routes
0 Bus Stops

O ft Evacuation route

50 Storm Drains
8,100 ft Storm Pipe

10,300 ft Sewer Pipe

23,900 ft Road
6,400 ft Fixed Pier, 26,300 ft Floating Pier
8 Bus Routes
6 Bus Stops

1,500 ft Evacuation route

Eelgrass: Reduction across most of Richardson Bay; Potential increase in suitability near Gate 6 Rd.
Marshes: No significant changes
Beaches: Potential erosion and narrowing

10 Residential buildings
20 Commercial buildings
30 Industrial buildings
10 Public/City-owned buildings

26% of all land use area (25% present day)
52% of inundated area is Public/City-owned

$160-570M
55% INDIVIDUAL BUILDINGS
45% COLLECTIVE INFRASTRUCTURE

30 Residential buildings
80 Commercial buildings
80 Industrial buildings
20 Public/City-owned buildings

31% of all land use ared
45% of inundated area is Public/City-owned

$500-$1.8B
75% INDIVIDUAL BUILDINGS
25% COLLECTIVE INFRASTRUCTURE

110 Storm Drains
16,700 ft Storm Pipe

ddAL

Ad

24,400 ft Sewer Pipe

49,500 ft Road
8,000 f1 Fixed Pier, 26,300 ft Floating Pier
8 Bus Routes
6 Bus Stops

5,000 ft Evacuation route

Eelgrass: Significant reduction
Marshes: Transition to lower mudfiat
Beaches: Potential erosion and narrowing

40 Residential buildings
110 Commercial buildings
110 Industrial buildings
30 Public/City-owned buildings

37% of all land use area
43% of inundated area is Public/City-owned

$1.2B-$4.2B
85% INDIVIDUAL BUILDINGS
15% COLLECTIVE INFRASTRUCTURE

S3dAL
v
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Desigh Height Guidance

TYPICAL BRIDGEWAY SECTION

DESIGN HEIGHT
(SLR + 3.5’ STORM SURGE + 2’ FREEBOARD)

(@) 3.' SLR (2100 INTERMEDIATE) +100-YR STORM

{+5.9 FT NAVDS&8)

MHHW Existing Sidewalk Elev. Design Height of
Scenario (NAVD) Freeboard (NAVD) Strategy
2050 (permanent) 5.9’ 0.8’ n/a 2 8.7’ 9.38’ n/a
2050 (temporary) 5.9 0.8 3.5 2’ 12.2° 9.38’ 2.8
2100 Intermediate 5.9’ 3.7 3.5 2 14.5° 9.38’ 5.1




03

Tools & Precedents




Adaptation Tools

* Refining strategies to align with T !"ﬁ
N Which strutegles are most compatible wi
Sausalito's character (based on eharacter of these areas? «ff
what we heard) :

* Following tools and precedents
correspond with adaptation
scenarios (collective, individual,
living with water) :

o A. Floating

o B. Raise Buildings and Infrastructure
o C. Hardening the Edge

o D. Reducing Impact

—




Adaptation Tools

Questions to ask:

* Who does what?

 Short term or long term?

* Land-use impacts

e Community impacts

* Ecological impacts

 Sausalito’s relationship to water

* Constructability/permitability/
fundability

; =ai
" Based on what you've learned...

l Which strategies are most compatible w

e
. ljl“r

character of these areas? 1
=

. L Mg et e s Bk B L &

o
. T i

SAUSALITO =

it TGy
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A. Live with water: scaling up floating

High standards for low

ECOLOGY & GREEN environmental impact,

high end insulation (EPC = 0)
Floating gardens
WATER and green roofs @
Twa sewerage systems for i
grey- and black water,
SLED I Pilot fermentation black water = [ Modern standard of living

in collaboration with Watemet ' = Jaint food purchasing
Shared mability concept : ~
with cars, electrical bikes and
electrical cargo-bikes,

ARGHITECTURE:

Freedom of design within shared am-
bitions and framewaorks

Jaint jetties and Het Ruim: aur
collective space

A closely knit community that worked
together in taskforces for aver 10 years to

realize this project by collactive project
development, design and maintenance.

Mo gas connection, smart-grid
construction, one connection ta the
main grid, experimental status RVO

Smart devices and ICT applications to
optimize yield and exchange
self-generated enargy

Sousalito Sea Level Rise Adaptation Plan | ONE Architecture & Urbanism



Local Example - Floating Homes

Waldo Harbour,
Sausalito, CA




25

Live with water - Amphibious

mhelland

Amphibious house,
Maasbommel

Amphibious House, Dura Vermeer & Factor Architects Maasbomme!

Floating pavilion,
Rotterdam, Netherlands




Live with water - Large Facilities

Global Centre,
Rotterdam

Global Centre on Adaptation Office, Rotterdam, MNetherlands




Live with water - Infrastructure

Schoonship, Amsterdam

Dutch Floating Bridge,
Le Grandstraat,
Bergen op Zoom,
Netherlands

27
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Live with water - Infrastructure

. Waterschap Rivierenland’s
Floating Solar Project,
INNOZOWA, Netherlands

Floating Farm,
Rotterdam
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Live with water - Infrastructure

RETI Center,
New York

Recycled Park,
Rotterdam,
Netherlands
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Live with water — Transportation

Floating Ferry Terminal,
| Terengganu, Malaysia

Battery Park Ferry Terminal,
New York
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B. Raise Buildings and Infrastructure (individual)

_ Raised homes,

. _ Hurricane Harvey
H m . aftermath,

Texas

t

Whithey Museum
Flood Protection,
New York




Local Examples — Dry Floodproofing (individual)

B

Lake Edith at Heath
Ceramics, Sausalito,
CA

32
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Raise Infrastructure (collective)

Foster City Levee
Trail, Foster City

Raised Road and Pier -
Brannan Street Wharf,
San Francisco
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C. Hardening the Edge (collective)

Berms, Foster City
System, California

S R e

ESCR seawall,
New York City




35

D. Reducing Impact (collective)

Retention Pond,
KD Landscape, Chicago



Reducing Impact - Living Breakwaters (collective)




Reducing Impact - Living Breakwaters (

ADJACENT SHELL HALO

Reef ridges were design at a maximum
1:10 slope and incorporate artificial tide
pools that retain water between tides,
introducing interstitial habitat
cagmmunities.

SHALLOW SLOPING INTERTIDAL
HABITAT

Reef ridges were design at a maximum 1:10
slope and incorporate artificial tide pools
that retain water between tides, introducing
interstitial habitat communities.

STEEP SUBTIDAL HABITAT

Vertical and steeply inclined surfaces are placed within
the subtidal zone and incorporate both bio- enhancing
concrete armor units and stone armor units. The unit
complexity, along with low sedimentation and light
levels create prime opportunities for the colonization
various aquatic organisms.

EMERGENT HABITAT AND LEE SIDE
Above MHW the breakwater side slops
and crest create opportunities for
perching birds as well as haul out areas
for harbor seals.

e

=

collective)

REEF STREETS CREATE COMPLEX
HABITAT

These rocky protrusions and the spaces
between are formed by a range of stone sizes
and bio- enhancing concrete units. Materials
are strategically placed to facilitate complex
structured habitat for fish and other aquatic
species, particularly juveniles.

OYSTER RESTORATION
OPPORTUNITY

The Living Breakwaters create many
opportunities for the restoration. Calmer
waters on the lee side along with
sustained water circulation within the
reef streets are prime conditions for the
setting and growth of oysters.




Individual vs Collective Actions

Do we want to plan for big moves?

Individual Action Collective Action

* The City leads with an integrated
adaptation strategy to transform the
coastline and the land use behind it
collectively.

* |ndividual asset owners will determine
how and when to invest in adaptation.

e Government will take a similar
approach but prioritize more publicly-

* Pooling resources and sharing benefits
valued assets.

e More cohesive and cost-efficient but

* Resultin agreater variety of adaptation . . -
g y P requires buy-in and coordination

levels over time, thus more challenging
to maintain urban cohesion.

2050 2050

Adaptation is a constant; property Focus on the adaptation of critical systems.
owners decide when and how Individuals need to buy-in and wait.

2100 2100

Adaptation is more challenging as The capacity is built in to increase

difference between assets increases levels of protection



04

Adaptation Approaches
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What is a community vision?

Where are you most concerned about

: ﬂoding oduy and in the future? riaceador

-

What do you like to do on
Te shoreline and where? adqapostit

' \-\M . v \

e\ o % MARIN CITY ‘ B T Soeass o

Watkofoant

IANITIYOHS YNOA 38140530

Ferry Termirtal

= & Bridgeway ™
— Promerade N ==

=

SAUSALITO B CRCHN il -

SHORELINE-ADA-PTA*(ON ERg www.sausali .g;‘,ﬂv}: Aernmeiil ho.-topic ‘sea-level-rise/shoreline-adaptation
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Visioning to understand tradeoffs

What can this visioning exercise help us understand
about the future?

Comparing benefits and impacts across multiple approaches

« Community Character: What feels authentic to Sausalito?
 Shoreline Connection: Views, access, water adjacent uses
 Ecological Opportunities: Habitat and nature-based solutions
 Economic Vitality: Innovation, land use impacts, business continuity
* Arts and Culture: Community infrastructure and tourism

* Cost-Benefit: Who pays? Who benefits?

* Permitability: Changes to current and future regulation

e Collective Action: Shared benefits and trade-offs



Adaptation Approaches

si n Height for
© Q . LRW Storm
—9.4 - | Aug'i — -
o
B
B
¢ Resilient Edge >

VISION AND EXPLORATION:
Where do you define the "resilient edge"?

What are the tradeoffs to managing water above and below the line?

42



Adaptation Approaches -4 Zones

New Town

Southern Waterfront & Promenade
Marinship - Gate 5 & Varda Landing
Floating Homes - Gate 6 & 6 1/2

»‘.’4



New Town

|- s
R
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New Town: Vulnerability (No Action)

~ HistoricDistrict

- Base Map Sea Level Rise Scenarios
{71 Sausalito City Boundary © = 8feet
.7 Sphere of Influence 2 .8 feet + 100-yr Storm

Parks 3.1 feet + 100-yr Storm

City Owned Property and
Granted Lands (CSLC)*

Dunphy Park

Turney St. Boat Ramp
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New Town

Existing Conditions

Bridgeway

Dunphy Park

The Joinery
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New Town (‘3__!_9

2

Shoreline as the Resilient Edge

Beach and Marsh
Creation at Dunphy

-—

_ ” Raised Property

Existing Bridgeway

Stormwatér
Detention / Park

Public Access

A A



New Town (‘3_2_!_9
Shoreline as the Resilient Edge

CONCEPT SECTION

Levee
Seawall

+2' FREEBOARD)

SLR
Lt e i+ Ed DESIGNHEIGHT
. (3.'SLR+3.5' STORM
e
s
I

Bridgeway Parking Building Stormwater Retention / Park  Bulkhead /
Existing Trail

48



New Town ("_3 5_:{"9

Bridgeway as the Resilient Edge

Beach and Marsh Creation
at Dunphy

e ot
Raised Property

Elevated Bridgeway

Resilient Raised Edge

Floating Public Access

49



New Town ("'3 '2“1"9
Bridgeway as the Resilient Edge

CONCEPT SECTION

Levee/Seawall

In City ROW

+2' FREEBOARD)

SLR
e3¢ s s 4 DESIGN HEIGHT
, (3.'SLR+3.5' STORM
P ,
s
1
1

8
2
|
—
Bridgeway Marsh Buildings on Open Water

Piers and Floats

50



New Town

Bridgeway

Closer Look

51



New Town

Bridgeway: Existing :

i A Y e

Building

52

MOY

Sidewalk Bridgeway Sidewalk  Parking
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New Town

Bridgeway: No Action

|
|
|
|
J L
|
|

Sidewalk

Building Bridgeway

Sidewalk

= - e |
E |
A \
d i
! L Ni= | ===
3 Key Map

SLR
PPN 4 DESIGN HEIGHT
(3.1 SLR + 3.5' STORM

s

.7 +2' FREEBOARD)

= 1=~ 3.1 SLR+100-yr Storm
0.8’ SLR +100-yr Storm
0.8'SLR

MOY

|
|
|
|
{
!
|

Parking



New Town

Bridgeway: Elevate Sidewalk |

=Tha Ao
e { . ‘.'{:1 - ]

e IJI;I.?
'\I‘_ S ______—-——'__'_
] Key Map

SLR
PPN 4 DESIGN HEIGHT
(3.1 SLR + 3.5' STORM

s

e +2' FREEBOARD)

Building Sidewalk Bridgeway

54

Sidewalk

3. SLR+100-yr Storm
0.8’ SLR +100-yr Storm



New Town

Bridgeway: Elevate Sidewalk +

Road

- 1;;
O ———
- Key Map

SLR
PPN 4 DESIGN HEIGHT
P (3.1 SLR + 3.5' STORM
,I
#

+2' FREEBOARD)

Building

55

1
1
1
1
1
1
'Y

T ITTC EA N SLR+IOO—yrSTorm
0.8’ SLR +100-yr Storm

Pumps

Sidewalk Bridgeway Sidewalk



New Town
Bridgeway: Elevate Sidewalk +
Road + Building

SLR
PPN 4 DESIGN HEIGHT
P (3.1 SLR + 3.5' STORM

I

I

I

I

I

I

| .’ +2' FREEBOARD)
| s
I

I

I

I

I

1
1
1
1
1
1
'Y

T ITTC EA N SLR+IOO—yrSTorm
0.8’ SLR +100-yr Storm

Building Sidewalk Bridgeway Sidewalk

56



Comparing Approaches

Living with Water Hardening the Edge

Community Character
Shoreline Connection
Ecological Opp.
Economic Vitality
Arts & Culture
Cost Benefit

Permitability

Collective Action



Southern Waterfront & Promenade




Southern Waterfront & Promenade

Base Map Sea Level Rise Scenarios

______ 1 Sausalito City Boundary o B 8feet
.1 Sphere of Influence .8 feet + 100-yr Storm
Parks 3.1 feet +100-yr Storm

City Owned Property and
Granted Lands (CSLC)*

7~ ‘ \ |
_Historic Disfric\T = B

59



Southern Waterfront & Promenade

Sausalito




Southern Waterfront & Promenade

Existing

Building Sidewalk Bridgeway Sidewalk

61

————————— e e < (3 SERE1 00k Sharm

0.8’ SLR +100-yr Storm

5.91" MHHW (NAVD88)



Southern Waterfront & Promenade

Mid-Century Approach:
Sidewalk and Low Seawall

m DESIGN HEIGHT

’ (0.8'SLR +3.5' STORM
+2' FREEBOARD)

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 0.8’ SLR +100-yr Storm

K _ S e o CoAvD8S)
| A

_ _MOY_

= -}
Building Sidewalk Bridgeway Sidewalk
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Southern Waterfront & Promenade

Elevate Promenade

Elevated Promenade
+ Seawall

m DESIGN HEIGHT

o (3.1’ SLR + 3.5’ STORM

2 +2' FREEBOARD)

R ot 3.' SLR +100-yr Storm
B - -~~~ --mmmmmmmmm e oo 0.8’ SLR +100-yr Storm

A 5.91" MHHW (NAVD88)

——— — —

Pumps

[[ Stormwater ]]

Building Sidewalk Bridgeway Sidewalk
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Southern Waterfront & Promenade

Elevate Promenade + Road + Buildings

Elevated Roadways + Buildings Elevated Promenade
+ Seawall

m DESIGN HEIGHT

o (3.1’ SLR + 3.5’ STORM

’ +2' FREEBOARD)

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 3.1’ SLR +100-yr Storm
--------------------------- 0.8’ SLR +100-yr Storm

Sra s 5.91' MHHW (NAVDS88)

[[ Stormwater ]]

Building Sidewalk Bridgeway Sidewalk
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Marinship - Gate 5 Rd & Varda Landing




Marinship - Gate 5 Rd & Varda Landing

Base Map Sea Level Rise Scenarios

"1 Sphere of Influence © mm 8 feet+100-yr Storm
| Parks 3.1 feet + 100-yr Storm

City Owned Property and
Granted Lands (CSLC)*

66



Marinship - Gate 5 Rd & Varda Landing

e wrrml |

Varda Landing
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Marinship - Gate 5 & Varda Landing
Shoreline as Resilient Edge

Resilient Raised Edge

- w»,
e \

7Raised'Existing
Offshore Breakwaters

Stormwater Detention




Marinship - Gate 5 & Varda Landing —
Gate 5 as Resilient Edge

New Beach

L4 T e Public Access

Raise Existing

Offshore Breakwaters == Existing Bridgeway

Stormwater Detention

*‘_ P, . A e L
PRNCTL O IoE S Adapted Buildings =7

S m
3 ), R o
.\_‘
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Marinship - Gate 5 & Varda Landing <3 2*{‘9
Bridgeway as Resilient Edge

Resilient Raised Edge

__
Raise Existing T I e P sy

Offshore Breakwaters f‘\.

Adapted Buildings on Floating

70



Floating Homes - Gate 6 & 6 1/2

(\«




Floating Hq_meg -_Gate 6 & 6 1/2

i N R R AN NS . TR = . N
" -~ BaseMap Sea Level Rise Scenarios
[71 Sausalito CityBoundary @) mm .8 feet

1 Sphere of Influence © mm 8 feet +100-yr Storm
B Parks © 3.1 feet +100-yr Storm

- ‘:_‘ w _-"-"'P.

City Owned Property and
Granted Lands (CSLC)*
T NN
)_‘}_\ o
[

Y
| A
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Floating Homes - Gate 6 & 6 1/2

Marin City

Gate 6 2 Road

Floating Homes




Floating Homes - Gate 6 & 6 1/2 o p——
Roadwayvs as Resilient Edge

- £ B e .

BT DR ST T TR

_ .-_',, gy 8
Stormwater Detention

_ Raise Existing
g Offshore Breakwaters

LLAL)

e N '.".'_‘b i
Raised Access and
Parking

74



Floating Homes - Gate 6 & 6 1/2 m— >
Bridgeway as Resilient Edge

S Bt

= 8

Raised Hwy 101

Raised Piers /
Floating Structures
SES

Raise Existing
Offshore Breakwaters
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Implementation:
Where do we go from here?

»‘.’*4




Where do we go from here?

There are many steps...

What have you already accomplished?

Heath - building waterproofing

Clipper Marina, Waldo Point - elevated parking lot

Bridgeway - long-term complete streets planning

Galilee Harbor - early adaptations

77



Local Example: Galilee Harbor

What makes a resilient community?




Local Example: Galilee Harbor

What makes a resilient community?

ADAPTIVE

INFRASTRUCTURE - 5 =

EXTENDED PILE CAPS  “mmtef ADAPTIV UIua[NGs ,;,
R R~ 2 o _ADAPTEXISTING

e

UILDINQS “ S

LIVING BREAKWATER
STUDIES - REDUCING
WINTER STORM WAVE

ADAPTIVE
INFRASTRUCTURE - g€
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Adaptation Pathways

GRADUAL IMPLEMENTATION

2020 2030 2040 2050 2060 2070 2080 2090 2100 2110 2120 2130 2140 2150

|
Y 1Projectl
87 IProjec’r 2 l
Project 3,
? ® %

Lead Time (Planning, I Implementation

V Planning Trigger ss«e Permitting, Construction) 1 Threshold

- - O S . . . . . . -
A

.k P e o - e - e omn e e .
(]

: ®

] \' A !

.I \o

.I h L]
| = — \ \"\_
| ! 0 10 \

I. 0 7, \

A e

-
-
-
-

-
o
-

~LOW SCENARIO

I—} Project in Place



Adaptation Pathways

BIG MOVES GRADUAL IMPLEMENTATION

2020 2030 2040 2050 2060 2070 2080 2080 2100 2no 2120 2130 2140 2150 2020 2030 2040 2050 2060 2070 2080 2090 2100 2110
' i v T | ' | i | ' | i | ) | ' | |
; I
aesa e

! 1
Project 1 ! i YV iProject1 | i
b : ,-_J-’-"dh\‘ o0 H:
i 1 c
v 'Project 2 ) Y  Project2

L

A =.tj'|N“~|*‘:” E

]
1
1
]
i
1
]
]
i
1
1
1
1
]
]
]
1
1

\NTERMEDIAT e
+-- S
LOW SCEMARIC
i Lead Time (Planning, I Implementation P . : Lead Time (Planning,
V Planning Trigger .. Permitting, Construction) 1 Threshold = Project n Place V Planning Trigger -« Permitting, Construction)

Considerations for implementation:

 Construction Impacts

 Consensus and community buy-in for collective actions
* Many small projects vs. one big project and when?
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Collective Approach Feasibility

Notes and initial takeaways on the ongoing cost benefit analysis:
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Cost-benefit exercise started to test feasibility

Looking at near-term planning (2050) — an integrated flood
protection does not provide a positive cost-benefit.

In the long-term, Individual and collective approaches are
expensive but give a positive benefit-cost ratio. Greater potential
for additional benefits in the collective solution.

A collectively-built integrated flood protection in Marinship
provides a lot more protected property ("benefit") than one would
in New Town
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Next Steps for this Study

Use your input today and combine it with our analysis to:

|dentify critical assets that need to be adapted in the
near term / short-term actions

|dentify areas where collective approaches may be
viable from a cost-benefit and community perspective

|dentify areas where there is potential for ecological
enhancements and nature-based solutions

Refine approaches that align with community character

Describe the planning processes and establish actions
to adapt to sea level rise
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Small Group Discussion
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Small Group Discussion
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