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INTRODUCTION

During the public review of the staff report on Commission Mitigation
Practices (March 1987), some testimony was received alleging that the
individual and cumulative impacts of administratively authorized projects
classified as "minor repairs and improvements™ might be significantly
affecting Bay resources. In an effort to understand how these minor fills are
impacting the Bay, the Commission initiated a study of the most common
category of minor fill projects administratively authorized~--the installation
of structures to protect shoreline property from tidal erosion. 1In
particular, the Commission asked the staff to determine: (1} the number of
projects and the amount of fill administratively authorized for shoreline
erosion control; (2) how such fills may be impacting Bay resources; (3)
whether approved projects adeguately protect shoreline property from erosion;
(4) whether alternative erosion control measures exist that would better
protect shoreline property and minimize the amount of Bay £ill and adverse
impacts on Bay resources: {5) whether mitigation for proposed erosion control
fill projects should be reguired; and (6) whether the Commission should change
its procedures and practices concerning mitigation for administratively
authorized f£fill for minor repairs and improvements.

This report addresses the concerns the Commission instructed the staff
to analyze., The first chapter reviews the Commission's authority to authorize

fill for shoreline erosion control, describes the environmental analysis



typically given to such projects, and discusses local, state, and federal
.government practices in reviewing and authorizing erosion control structures.

Chapter II describes the forces which act to erode shorelines and
discusses natural defenses to these erosive forces.

Chapter III reviews erosion control structures and measures that are
commonly employed to halt or slow shoreline erosion, their relative costs and
effectiveness, their environmental impact, and the factors that typically lead
to failure of protective structures. This chapter focuses on those structures
and measures that have been used, or have the potential for use, in San
Francisco Bay.

Chagter IV discusses the methods used to evaluate the individual and
cumulative impacts of administratively authorized projects for protecting
shoreline property from tidal erosion in San Francisco Bay. This chapter also
calculates the approximate amount of Bay shoreline, surface area, and volume
that have been affected by administratively authorized shoreline erbsion
control projects during the ten year study period,

In Chapter V, shoreline uses protected by erosion control efforts are
described, including the public benefits derived from their protection.

Chapter VI evaluates the Bay resource impacts of administratively
authorized shoreline ercsion control projects over the past ten years. This
chapter summarizes field observations of the environmental impact and
effectiveness of these projects, describes alternative protective strategies
that hold promise for use in San Francisco Bay, and discusses scme of the
practical considerations of requiring more extensive Commission and staff
review of such projects. This chapter gpecifically addresses whether

mitigation should be required to offset the impacts of such fills.
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