
Coastal Elevations and Sea Level Rise Advisory Committee

Minutes of the 6th Meeting: Thursday, October 16th, 2008, 9:00 am. Crowne Plaza Hotel, Arlington, VA. 

Committee Members: 

Present: Margaret Davidson (Chair), Mark Crowell, Andrew Garcia, Mark Monmonier, Sam Pearsall, Gwynne Schultz, Rebecca Beavers (Conference call), Julie Hunkins (Conference Call), Greg Rudolph (Conference Call). 

Absent: Mark Mauriello, William Nechamen, Tony Pratt, Carl Hershner.

Quorum Present: Yes

Other’s Present:

Designated Federal Officer (DFO): Jack Fitzgerald

Others: Jim Titus, Rob Thieler, Eric Anderson, Don Cahoon, Dean Gesh, Alan Cohn, Rona Birnbaum, Jill Brown, Mr/Ms Feller, Steve Gill, Khanna Johnston, S. Jeffress Williams (Conference Call), Chuck Herrick, Barbara Hall, Scott Morlando.

Proceedings:

The meeting was called to order at 9:15 am by Margaret Davidson, Chair.

Jack Fitzgerald opened the meeting by thanking everyone in attendance and stating that there had been no public requests or comments. H referenced the Agenda (Appendix A) and said that the first topic of the meeting would be a discussion of the Climate Change Science Program (CCSP) Synthesis and Assessment Product (SAP) 4.1, referred to in this document as SAP 4.1.

SAP 4.1 Chapter 1 Comments

Rona Birnbaum began the discussion of SAP 4.1 by providing a quick update on the status of the document, saying that except for final copy editing, the report was essentially complete and would be submitted to CCSP next week Tuesday [10/21/08]. Anticipating two to three weeks for the formal agency clearing project, Rona Birnbaum felt that the report would be released around late November.

Margaret Davidson also welcomed all participants and addressed the meeting’s agenda. She began by asking for questions and comments from the committee on chapter 1 from SAP 4.1. 

Gwynne Schultz provided the first comment on SAP 4.1 Chapter 1, questioning the value of LIDAR to policy makers because of its volatile refresh rate and general complexity. Gwynne felt it would be beneficial to add a description of LIDAR in layman’s terms to the SAP report. Margaret Davidson agreed with this comment and felt that presenting a LIDAR refresh rate of five years in the report would be an important recommendation.

Gwynne Shultz then expressed a desire to see a more robust discussion in SAP 4.1 of how much of the proposed impact of sea level rise could actually be attributed to sea level rise and not other coastal processes (e.g. subsistence). 

Mark Crowell expressed an issue with chapter 6 and the reference it makes to coastal area populations. While he acknowledged that there was a disclaimer to the figure given for population in coastal counties, he wanted that disclaimer to be presented more prominently in the document. He also felt that references to coastal populations in the Great Lakes regions should not be included.

Mark Monomier also questioned the statistic on US coastal populations, saying it was too high because 3% of individuals in the US live within the 100 year flood plain. Margaret Davidson agreed that the definition of coastal areas was an issue in the report. Steve Gill explained that references to coastal populations were made to provide context to the reader. 

Rebecca Beavers said that she would like to see redundant elements of the report removed with the whole document receiving a further round of editorial revisions. Sam Pearsall agreed, though Dean Gesh asked for specific areas of redundancy. Rebecca Beavers said she would email her comments to Jack Fitzgerald. 

Andrew Garcia commented that he felt Chapter 1 was very well done. Mark Monmonier agreed, though he felt that the redundancy was not  a major issue since it may be helpful in emphasizing key areas of the reports. 

Margaret Davidson asked the committee if they had any more comments on SAP 4.1 Chapter 1. Sam Pearsall stated that his comments had not been included in the draft. Rona Birnbaum assured Sam Pearsall that his comments would be included. Sam Pearsall added that he had minor editorial recommendations on the Executive Summary of SAP 4.1 in hard copy with hand written notes. He offered to distribute them to the authors.

Discussion of Draft Coastal Elevations and Sea Level Rise Advisory Committee: Summary of Committee Deliberations
Margaret Davidson then moved the committee’s discussion to editing and reviewing the Draft Coastal Elevations and Seal Level Rise Advisory Committee: Summary of Committee Deliberations referred to in this document as the Committee Report. 

Jack Fitzgerald emphasized that the final Committee Report incorporates committee input from past meetings and that it exclusively includes materials contained in previous minutes and comments, though the most current draft did not include Andrew Garcia’s comments.

Margaret Davidson began the discussion by addressing Andrew Garcia’s comments (appearing on page 11 of the Committee Report), explaining that the green bullet (representing Andrew Garcia’s comments in Track Changes) will replace the second bullet in the “Recommendations for the Future” section. 

Jack Fitzgerald stated that the bullet above Andrew Garcia’s comments would require clarification, since readers may not know what “all certifications” is referring too. 

Margaret Davidson expressed the need for editorial synchronization of the document. She wanted to make sure that the bullets on pages 9 and 11 matched and that all formatting was the same (e.g. all bullets consistently start with either a noun or a verb). 

Mark Monmonier said that he thought the Committee Report reads well and has an excellent structure. He then referenced Page 9, Section 5.2, bullet 1, saying that the word “true” should be deleted, since he felt that it was a loaded term. Mark Monmonier also felt that the document should contain large scale maps, despite uncertainties in data. He suggested placing the maps in the Appendix, and idea approved of by Margaret Davidson.

Gwynne Shultz raised a concern with page 6, saying that she disagreed with the way the report emphasized the uncertainty of its data. She felt that this report should be the standard authoritative source for policy makers concerned about SLR and it should not be written in a way that subjects it to doubt. Margaret Davidson felt that data uncertainty was one of the major challenges of the report and that while the data is excellent for an illustrative purpose, it may be insufficient for supporting local level decision making. Margaret Davidson felt this should be identified as a dynamic tension in the report and asked the committee for a way to resolve this tension.

Jack Ftizgerald emphasized that the committee has a mandate to identify relevant information for policy makers.  He felt the Committee Report could include additional information for decision makers not included in the SAP report.

Sam Pearsall felt that the Committee Report should acknowledge that, despite data uncertainties, maps of SLR would be helpful for policy makers. He also felt the Committee Report should acknowledge that the SAP report is operating at the low range of SLR projections and recommend that future SAP reports address the full range of uncertainty of impacts of SLR in its analysis. 

Margaret Davidson said that a sentence in section 4.3 attempted to address this point, though she asked Sam Pearsall to develop language on this topic to be included in the Committee Report. 

Rob Thieler suggested that there be a consideration of the upper bound of SLR, citing a recent study looking at the upper boundary of SLR in terms of the physics of glacial melt. After this comment, Sam Pearsall further emphasized his desire to recommend that future SAP reports consider all potential impacts of SLR in their analysis.  

Jim Titus commented on the possible impacts of SLR, saying that the analysis is dependent on a certain time horizon, as some of the highest scenarios of SLR may occur in the distant future and thus not be relevant to the report.

Mark Monmonier emphasized that the reader must be reminded about the chaotic processes that affect SLR and result in enormous amounts of uncertainty. Sam Pearsall agreed that chaotic processes make SLR so complex to model that scientist cannot generate anything more accurate than a range of potential SLR scenarios. A brief discussion of the definition of chaotic processes occurred between Mark Monmonier, Sam Pearsall, and Margaret Davidson. 

Dean Gesh said Section 4.3 discussed “tolerance for uncertainty,” which focused on uncertainty in elevation. He felt this phrase must also address other types of uncertainty. Margaret Davidson mentioned further sources of uncertainty including glacial melt and socio-political uncertainty. 

Sam Pearsall felt that the Committee Report should recommend an investment in data collection and analysis at the federal level. He also expressed a concern about the sociological aspects of uncertainty, believing that coastal planners and land owners will “discount” the high range of uncertainty in their decision making, thus resulting in far riskier investments than intended by the planner or land owner. 

Gwynne Shultz expressed the need to determine which decisions decision makers need to make that were highly sensitive to SLR uncertainty. Margaret Davidson felt that answering this question relied on understanding both the nature of infrastructure and the time horizon for its construction.

(Julie Hunkins steps out of conference call).

Gwynne Shultz continued by saying that there should be a specific recommendation of time horizons for SLR to help policy makers in planning or rebuilding infrastructure.

Mark Crowell then addressed page 10 of the Committee Report, where he recommended the inclusion of large scale maps. He asked the committee if scales of 1:100,000 are useful for policy makers at the community level or if the scale of the map should be larger. Mark Crowell also wanted to make sure that the language of the report accurately reflected the size of the map. 

Sam Pearsall said that the maps should be congruent with USGS 1:24,000 maps. 

Mark Monmonier felt that the maps could be reduced graphically and published at a scale of 1:50,000. He also suggested overlaying maps with Google maps software. Mark Monmonier also noted that any uncertainty in scale and application can be reduced by the use of caveats in the written report.

Margaret Davidson said that she was under the impression that local officials would want maps at the 1:10,000 scale. 

Andrew Garcia moved the discussion to the topic of the recommendations in the Committee Report. He referenced language that he had submitted on the use of cost effectiveness calculations by the US Army Corps of Engineer that were no longer in the document. Margaret Davidson said there would be an opportunity later in the meeting to add this language. 

Sam Pearsall addressed Andrew Garcia’s comments, saying that they were more a statement of fact than a recommendation, thus justifying moving these comments to the body of the document. This was followed by a discussion of permits 13, 401, and 404 that govern bulkhead and other bank stabilization construction. 

Margaret Davidson recommended that the fourth bullet down in the recommendations be deleted and replaced with the following: “The US Army Corps of Engineers should evaluate changes in nationwide permit 13 bank stabilization and consider offering incentives for softshore protection and to provide alternatives and/or restrictions to the placement of bulkheads and other hard structures, especially for coastal zones and other estuaries.” 

Margaret Davidson then addressed Jack Fitzgerald’s comment about clarifying “all certifications” in the bullet proceeding this comment, asking which certifications this statement refers too. Sam Pearsall said it refers to certification 401, which will be included in the committee report. 

Gwynne Shultz directed the committee’s attention to pg. 11 of the report, where she advocated for a recommendation that would ensure that there is adequate land for wetland migration. The committee then discussed whether or not this idea was already included in the language of the report. Gwynne Shultz clarified her comment to emphasize the societal value of the strategic acquisition and conservation of land for wetland migration. 

Chuck Herrick suggested that the third bullet in the recommendations could be adjusted to contain Gwynne Shultz’s comment. Margaret Davidson constructed language to include in this bullet. 

Margaret Davidson suggested taking a 15 minute break. 

______________________________________________________________________________BREAK (10:15 - 10:30 am) 

______________________________________________________________________________

After the break, Sam Pearsall advocated for the insertion of a bullet in the recommendations, stating that there be a comprehensive review and reevaluation of all federal laws and practices governing infrastructure responses to emergencies and disasters, and that the report should discourage reconstruction of hard structures in the rising sea. The committee added that all infrastructure, including roads, water, and sewage, must be included in this recommendation. 

Margaret Davidson felt that Sam Pearsall’s suggestion was already contained in the language of the recommendations though she supported the idea of calling for the development of integrative management strategies with a five year review for new infrastructure construction.

Sam Pearsall then presented two recommendations for the Committee Report. His first was to add language stating that the next version of the SAP report should be less focused on “where, when, and how to protect or abandon and infrastructure” and instead focus on the difference between constructive and destructive ways in retreating from rising seas. He wanted this to be a focus of the report because he fears that many individuals will simply abandon infrastructure in the coastal plain. Sam Pearsall felt the report should recommend that the next SAP report address the full range of possibilities in retreating from SLR and that the federal government develops a strategy to retreat from SLR. The committee discussed this idea and the languages already included in the text at length. 

Jack Fitzgerald emphasized that the SAP 4.1 is more of a scientific analysis and not a policy analysis. He felt that information on abandonment of infrastructure should be presented in the Committee Report. 

Mark Monmonier responded to Sam Pearsall’s comment by saying that as a preamble to recommending a comprehensive federal policy, there should be a statement in the report calling for the recognition of areas of potential concern that require action at the federal and local level. 

Margaret Davidson then asked Sam Pearsall to develop language on this topic to be included in the Committee Report. She said that the report should also feature language recommending that FEMA map modernization delineate areas with high risk of erosion and SLR. She suggested adding the following to the Committee Report: “Future mapping efforts, such as the FEMA map modernization program, should be directed to include designation of areas more likely subject to increased inundation, erosion, and sea level rise.” Margaret Davidson then asked Mark Crowell to work on language to express this idea. 

Rebecca Beavers said there needs to be consistency when referring to government throughout the document, specifically referencing three sections in the Committee Report. Rebecca Beavers also commented on the recommendations section, advocating the insertion of language calling for SLR data to be “managed for maximum public access,” as worded by Sam Pearsall. Rebecca Beavers also raised concerns about changing jurisdiction as park and seashore boundaries migrate due to SLR. She advocated for language that recommends a reexamination of legislatively established jurisdiction and management of coastal areas. 

Mark Crowell presented language on updating FEMA maps for hazards associated with SLR, which was provided to Chuck Herrick for inclusion in the Committee Report. 

Gwynne Shultz felt the Committee Report should recommend that there be an assessment of local level government’s capacity to process LIDAR data and that technical assistance should be provided to governments lacking the ability to utilize this data. 

Rebecca Beavers then addressed a concern on the report’s organization, saying that the recommendation for future research on page 9 of the report should be moved to the recommendations section at the end of the report. The committee agreed. 

Andrew Garcia felt that bullet three under the “Recommendations for the Future” section should not specifically include a reference to the US Army Corps of Engineers, a revision agreed on by Margaret Davidson.

Sam Pearsall felt the committee should recommend that future analyses of SLR utilize “punctuated equilibrium models” that model adaptations by ecosystems to changing conditions in addition to more common linear “bath tub models.” The committee agreed with this recommendation, and Chuck Herrick formulated language to express this in the report.

Jim Titus spoke of two permits relevant to infrastructure construction and Sam Pearsall’s concern about the abandonment of property in the coastal plain due to SLR. Permit 3 authorizes maintenance and replacement of any structure that has already received a building permit. Permit 45 provides the ability to reconstruct any building damaged under extreme events if the project originally received a building permit. 

Margaret Davidson suggested that building permits 3, 13, 31, 45 should be referenced in the Committee Report as “all nationwide permits.” 

Margaret asked if there any more pre-lunch comments and informed the committee that all comments would be projected on a screen to be edited by committee consensus. 

______________________________________________________________________________

BREAK FOR LUNCH (12:15-1:15 pm)

______________________________________________________________________________

The second half of the meeting was dedicated to making revisions as a committee to the Committee Report. A projection of the Committee Report in Microsoft word was edited by consensus by all present committee members. Evidence of this process is the completed Committee Report.

Upon completion of the edits, Jack Fitzgerald thanked all participants for their work and diligence on completing the Committee Report.  

The meeting adjourned at 3:25 pm. 

Appendix A

AGENDA*

Sixth Meeting of the Coastal Elevations and Sea Level Rise Advisory Committee
October 16, 2008

Crowne Plaza Washington National Airport Hotel

1480 Crystal Drive

Arlington, VA 22202

9:00 

Opening
Jack Fitzgerald, Designated Federal Official

· Meeting Objectives

9:15

Discussion of Revised SAP 4.1 Material
Chairman

10:15

Break

10:30

Begin Discussion of CESLAC Final Report
Chairman

12:00

Lunch Break

1:00

Resume Discussion of CESLAC Final Report

1:15

Public Statements (None at present)

1:30

Resume Discussion of CESLAC Final Report

3:00

Break

3:15

Resume Discussion of CESLAC Final Report

4:30

Summary and Procedural Matters
Chairman

5:00

Adjourn

*Except for the opening time and the designated time for statements by the members of the public, all other times may be adjusted to fit the needs of the Committee. In particular, the meeting may be closed before 5:00 PM if the Committee’s business has been completed.
