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Disclaimer 
This document has been prepared by Ebbwater Consulting Inc. for the exclusive use and benefit of the 
Comox Valley Regional District. It has been developed in accordance with generally accepted engineering 
practices and with full understanding of applicable natural hazard and mapping guidelines in the province 
of British Columbia.  

The contents may be used and relied upon by the officers and employees of the Comox Valley Regional 
District. However, Ebbwater Consulting Inc. denies any liability to other parties who access and use this 
report. 

Copyright 
All material presented in this report is provided under a Creative Commons License CC BY-NC-SA 4.0, with 
the exception of any content supplied by third parties. This license allows users to copy and redistribute 
the material in any medium or format, under the following terms:  

• Provide appropriate credit by citing this report (see below). 
• Do not use the material for commercial purposes. 
• If you remix, transform, or build upon the material, you must distribute your contributions under 

the same licence. 
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Introduction 

The Comox Valley Regional District (CVRD) coastline is cherished by residents for its natural beauty. 
However, the shoreline environments that are responsible for thriving tourism and other economic, social, 
and cultural benefits are also affected by coastal storms. The flood damages that have been experienced 
in the past, will increase with time as storms become more intense and the sea levels rise. To respond to 
these events, the CVRD has recognized the need to adapt to the increasing potential for coastal flood 
hazard and has initiated a multi-phase Coastal Flood Adaptation Strategy (CFAS).  

With support from the Community Emergency Preparedness Fund (CEPF), this Phase 2 project built upon 
Phase 1 work in which coastal and riverine flood hazards were modelled and mapped. The goal of the 
Phase 2 project was to develop a decision process to support the selection, prioritization, and 
implementation of coastal flood adaptation options within the CVRD. The project required targeted 
engagement activities and a risk assessment, for which the CVRD retained Ebbwater Consulting Inc. 
(Ebbwater). Ebbwater partnered with SHIFT Collaborative (Shift) to lead the design and delivery of 
engagement sessions. An important by-product of this project is the capacity-building at CVRD and with 
its partners, to better enable understanding of the complex nature of flood mitigation and climate 
adaptation. 

Project Approach 

The project consisted of three components. The engagement activities and risk assessment were iterative 
and supported the project’s decision process and tools. The decision process was designed to address the 
project’s three objectives (identify values, develop options, and assess options) (Figure 1). Each project 
component is summarized in the next sections. 

 

Figure 1: Interaction of the three project components. 

Engagement Activities 
A participatory approach is part of building a basis for future decisions that are more likely to be supported 
by stakeholders, partner organizations, and the public, which will be key to the effectiveness of the CFAS 
overall. We engaged with a wide variety of stakeholders, decision-makers, and partners to better 
understand local values related to coastal flood hazard. These values were then used to inform the types 
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of options and the criteria considered to understand trade-offs between them. Engagement occurred in 
three rounds.   

The engagement activities were intended to develop and test information and materials. The completion 
of the engagement component in Phase 2 will support a range of future activities to promote awareness 
and risk-based decision-making by individuals, agencies, and organizations in the region. 

Risk Assessment 
This component of the project built on the flood hazard 
modelling outputs from the CFAS Phase 1. From those 
outputs, we defined three coastal flood hazard extents, 
which we associated with three planning range 
timelines. The “short-term” planning scenario is a coastal 
storm flood that is considered likely to occur in any given 
year, combined with 0 m of sea level rise (SLR). It is a 
relatively small flood. The “mid-term” scenario is a flood 
that is considered unlikely to occur in any given year, 
combined with 0.5 m of SLR. It is a relatively large flood. 
The “long- term” scenario is also an unlikely flood, but it 
is relatively larger as it considers 1.0 m of SLR. 

To assess a broad range of elements exposed to the hazards, we considered a holistic set of indicators: 
affected people, mortality, economy, environment, culture, and critical infrastructure. While the risk 
assessment was primarily driven by quantitative data, it also considered qualitative information, gathered 
through the engagement activities, about what else could be impacted by coastal flood in affected areas. 

Decision Process 
A key outcome for this project was a process and tool to 
enable good decisions for coastal flood adaptation. This 
component required fleshing out possible adaptation 
options, informed by stakeholder and partner values and 
insight, and then examining the benefits, costs, and relative 
trade-offs each option brings to the community.  

The process included an iteration to consider and evaluate, 
at a high-level, a series of coastal flood adaptation strategies. 
Simplified visuals of what some of the strategies look like are 
provided in Figure 2. Each strategy aims to reduce risk (by 
reducing hazard, exposure, and vulnerability, also shown in 
Figure 2). The five strategies considered were “Protect“ 
(both structural and green versions), “Accommodate”, “Retreat”, “Avoid”, and “Resilience-Building” 
(abbreviated as PARAR). 

Risk in the context of this project 

Risk describes the intersection between 
natural hazards (i.e., phenomena that can 
cause harm), exposure (i.e., elements such as 
people, infrastructure, and environment that 
are in the way), and vulnerability (i.e., the 
susceptibility of those elements impacted). A 
risk assessment is a process to analyze 
information that provides a rigorous, logical, 
and defensible basis on which to make 
informed investment and planning decisions.  

Figure 2: Variety of coastal flood adaptation 
strategies considered to reduce risk and increase 
resilience. 
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We developed an evaluation framework to help the project team consider a wide set of criteria and 
performance measures in relation to options. The framework was separated into the evaluation of options 
based on their effect at reducing risk during a flood, and the effect of the option itself (i.e., how the option 
performs the rest of the time). The effects of the option during a flood considered questions such as “how 
many fewer people and properties will stay dry?”, and “how will emergency response be affected?”. For 
the effects of the option itself, criteria included consideration of both positive and negative externalities, 
asking questions such as “what effects does the option have on ecological health?”, “does the option 
damage or improve recreational opportunities?”, and “what are the costs and regulatory requirements?”.  

Spatial Scales 
The project area covered the CVRD electoral areas. The project looked at the project area as a whole, as 
well as four focus areas: Saratoga Beach, Comox Road, Goose Spit, and Union Bay. The latter were defined 
to provide a more practical, place-based, understanding of how adaptation options could be developed 
and implemented. The project area and focus areas are shown in Figure 3.  

In the later engagement sessions, the Saratoga Beach area was used as an illustrative example to test the 
decision process. For this focus area, we developed four adaptation pathways (narratives based on a 
combination of adaptation strategies) for participants to consider and discuss. Note that the choice of 
Saratoga Beach as a focus area did not necessarily indicate its level of priority for planning purposes. 

Limitations 
As with any study of this type, many uncertainties result from an effort to represent complex realities. 
Simplifications of the hazard layers produced in Phase 1 were necessary to complete the risk assessment. 
There were also data gaps associated with the consequence indicator data. The risk maps are not 
intended to inform property-level design decisions, but rather to be used as a high-level screening and 
prioritization tool. 

The decision process that was adopted was designed to be used for scanning purposes, and to be easily 
repeatable by the CVRD in future. The process allows for preferred options (or low-hanging fruit) to be 
more easily identified. It also allows for least preferred options to be eliminated. However, we caution 
that the decision process that was developed does not provide ‘an answer’. As demonstrated through 
its development, the provision of a single solution does not in itself make a lot of sense. Rather, in the 
local context, the process can be used to inform subsequent deliberation over different options, to 
ultimately identify combinations that could best address the range of impacts, values, and preferences 
present in that location. This should be applied to defined areas and with broad public, stakeholder, and 
partner involvement, to develop strategies for the region. 

Consequence and Risk Results 

The following sections summarize the quantitative consequences for each indicator. Results are provided 
for the project area as a whole. The report contains additional results including qualitative consequences, 
for the Saratoga Beach focus area. In reading the information it is important to understand that the broad 
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results are based on an aggregation of data. Any one single coastal flood hazard event would not likely 
affect the entire project area. In this sense, the consequence results may be conservatively high.  

Affected People 
The estimated number of affected people within the project area ranges from 1,253 to 
2,115 (up to approximately 10% of the project area population). Large proportions of the 
total number of people potentially affected are exposed to the short- and mid-term 
scenarios (59% and 85%, respectively).  

Figure 3 shows consequences for the affected people indicator. The map shows results for the project 
area, and for the focus areas (including Saratoga Beach). The map shows “hot spots” for consequences, 
where areas of larger concentration appear as darker shades of red. For example, the Saratoga Beach and 
Little River areas stand out in this map because these areas have the largest number of people within a 
hazard area. Risk maps for the other consequence indicator data, which show different patterns, are 
provided within the report materials.  

 

Figure 3: Map showing affected people indicator data in the CVRD project area for the three planning range scenarios. Large-
size printable PDF maps are provided with the report. 
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Mortality Indicator 
Based on the method used, the consequences for people related to missing or mortality 
cases is negligible (<0.3 for the long-term scenario). 

 
 

Economy Indicator 
The number of parcels exposed to coastal flood in the project area ranges from 
approximately 1400 to 1800. Based on assessed building values, the total amount 
exposed ranges from approximately $450M to $540M for the short- and long-term 
scenarios, respectively (all figures in Canadian dollars). Most of the affected building 

value (between 83% and 94%) is exposed to the short- and mid-term scenarios.  

Environment Indicator 
Based on the data analyzed, there are 23 potential contamination source locations that 
are exposed to the long-term scenario. However, this number is highly underestimated, 
as other important local sources such as septic systems were not included in the analysis. 
In terms of sensitive ecosystems, the total land exposed ranges from approximately 

397 ha to 558 ha.  

Culture Indicator 
The total number of exposed cultural sites ranges from 54 to 64 for the project area. 
These are primarily Indigenous archaeological sites, but also include other archaeology 
and heritage sites, as well as community buildings. The length of recreational trails 
exposed is approximately 1 km. 

Critical Infrastructure Indicator 
One electrical power system and two transmission structures are exposed to the short-
term scenario. Two water distribution systems are exposed to the mid- and long-term 
scenarios. Up to 19 telecommunication facilities are exposed to the long-term scenario. 
The length of the roads exposed to the flood scenarios ranges from approximately 15 km 

to 26 km (including Highway 19A). 

Regional Risk Matrices 
Risk scores for each consequence indicator were calculated by first assigning likelihood scores to the three 
flood scenarios, and consequence scores to the relevant quantitative data for each indicator. Risk scoring 
results for the project area are shown in the six matrices in Figure 4. The results are distinguished by way 
of flood hazard icons of different sizes; the larger icon represents the mid- and long-term scenarios (larger 
magnitude flood events) and the smaller icon represents the short-term scenario (small flood).  

Note that, based on the scoring classifications used for all indicators, the resultant risk scores for the mid- 
and long-term scenarios were equivalent. This means that the differences between these scenarios is 
small or negligible. This result is significant, as it suggests that the changes in SLR between the mid- and 
long-term (i.e., 0.5 m to 1 m) are likely to have a relatively small effect on flood risk.  
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Figure 4: Risk matrices for the project area. 

The following are two key findings derived from the matrices for the project area: 

• The risk from the short-term scenario (i.e., likely flood event with no SLR – small flood) is 
generally higher than the risk for the mid- and long-term scenarios (i.e., unlikely flood event 
with SLR – larger floods). This suggests that adapting to the short-term scenario should be 
prioritized. 

• Under all planning scenarios, the risk for the affected people, environment, and culture 
indicators is generally higher than the risk for the mortality, economy, and critical infrastructure 
indicators.  

The results provide a basis for prioritizing local scale coastal flood adaptation activities. The type of risk 
results presented above could also be developed for other focus areas to inform future phases of this 
work. 
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Moving Through the Decision Process 

Drawing from the risk assessment results and the engagement activities, the project team produced 
information and tools that can be used to inform decision-making on coastal flood adaptation in the CVRD. 
A values-based decision tool was developed that can be used to make decision-making more transparent. 
The following sections summarize what we heard, developed—and ultimately learned—from the process. 

What We Heard 
When we asked participants what they valued in the region, nature was commonly mentioned (along with 
recreation, aesthetics, fresh air, and peacefulness). Interestingly, and as alluded-to in the environment 
indicator consequences in the previous 
section, nature was also understood as a key 
part of what would make a resilient region. 
Answers to the latter question are shown in 
Figure 5. Through a number of related 
discussions, key themes emerged as follows to 
define characteristics of a resilient region: 

• Collaboration and relationships 
(trust, partnerships, working 
together, whole community, formal 
and informal networks, common 
goals). 

• Flexibility and creativity (responsive, bouncing back, open to change, movement). 
• Diversity (types of knowledge, cultural diversity, ecological / landform diversity, accessibility). 
• Community involvement (local governments reaching out, many perspectives, positions, 

opinions). 
• Nature and stewardship (conservation, natural assets, shoreline, vegetation). 
• Capacity and resources (infrastructure, expertise, people, self-sufficiency). 
• Being informed and prepared (education, communication, sharing information, build 

understanding, emergency management, proactive). 

What We Developed 
A key outcome for this project was a process and tools to enable good decisions for coastal flood 
adaptation. Building on what we heard, we assembled a range of criteria that were based primarily on 
values. The criteria were like the consequence indicators presented earlier; however, they considered 
more factors to encompass broader considerations. 

Two versions of the criteria were developed. The simplified criteria (shown in Table 1) are primarily for 
use in engaging with stakeholders and the public. They could also be used as a screening tool to conduct 
similar analyses presented in the report for other priority areas. The simplified criteria were derived from 
a set of more detailed criteria, which would be used for detailed planning and ‘final’ decisions.   

Figure 5: Participant responses: What makes for a resilient region? 
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The simplified criteria were used to evaluate a baseline “do nothing” approach, and four adaptation 
pathways. Each pathway was comprised of a different combination of the adaptation strategies (i.e., 
PARAR) that were described earlier. The evaluation results, which describe how the pathway performs 
relative to the status quo, are shown in Table 1. The results were meant to be indicative only, to highlight 
relative differences and trade-offs between pathways.   

Table 1: High-level evaluation of the adaptation pathways completed by the projected team, with the performance scales. 

Pathway Number and 
Strategies Emphasized Do Nothing 

1: Protect 
(Nature-

Based and 
Structural)  

2: Avoid, 
Retreat, 

Resilience  

3: Accom-
modate, 

Resilience  

4: 
Resilience, 

Retreat 

Effect of the Pathway During a Flood 

Human Health and Safety Worse Slightly better Better Slightly better Far better 

Residential Properties Worse Slightly better Far better Slightly better Far better 

Culture Worse Slightly better Slightly worse Far better Far better 

Infrastructure Slightly worse Far better Far better Far better Better 

Economy $$ Neutral -$ Neutral -$$ 

Effect of the Pathway Itself 

Community involvement Much worse Neutral Far better Far better Far better 

Environment Worse Slightly worse Far better Slightly better Far better 

Recreation Worse Slightly worse Slightly better Slightly better Far better 

Implementation cost Neutral $$$ $$ $$ Neutral 

Maintenance cost No Change $$ -$$$ Neutral -$$$ 

Implementation No Change Challenging Slightly 
challenging 

Slightly 
challenging 

Very 
challenging 

 

Performance Scale (relative to status quo) 
Much Worse, 

$$$, Very 
Challenging 

Worse / $$ / 
Challenging 

Slightly Worse 
/ $ / Slightly 
Challenging 

Neutral / No 
Change 

Slightly 
Better / -$ Better / -$$ Far Better / -

$$$ 

 
The evaluation comparison highlights relative benefits and drawbacks between the pathways. For 
example, Pathway 1 (which primarily relies on “protect” adaptation strategies) entails a very high 
implementation cost, but during a flood its effects are largely better than the status quo. Pathway 4 (which 
relies primarily on “resilience-building” strategies) largely performs better or far better on most criteria, 
compared to the status quo; however, its implementation is very challenging due to deep systemic and 
cultural changes required for its implementation. 

The decision tool is valuable to help communities more clearly consider some of the key trade-offs 
associated with choosing one option over another. For example, participants asked “who benefits and 
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who pays?” People who are not affected by flood generally do not want to pay additional taxes to solve 
the problem. At the same time, lower-income households cannot necessarily afford to take individual 
actions at the property level. The tool does not resolve these questions, but helps to make them visible 
so that they can be considered as part of the decision being made.  

What We Learned 
With consideration of the various tensions, constraints, strengths, and challenges identified throughout 
engagement Round 1 and Round 2, participants developed ideas for how to approach flood risk and 
resilience in an area like Saratoga Beach. Again, the objective of this exercise was not to decide on options 
for this area, but rather to use a specific example to “ground-truth” the values-based criteria, the overall 
process, and the different adaptation strategies within a particular set of conditions, providing insight on 
how to approach issues. The suggestions that emerged among participant groups included: 

• Take a coordinated approach that combines elements of all strategies. Groups agreed that the 
best way to address coastal flood risk is to combine strategy elements in nuanced and creative 
ways.  

• Build social resilience by investing in education, communication, and dialogue. A key message 
across groups was the need to build understanding and capacity among those affected and those 
responsible for implementation (which includes a wide range of actors including property owners, 
residents, business owners, local government staff and elected officials, government agencies, 
service organizations, etc.). 

• Start with small steps now, build into bigger ones over time. Change is hard, especially when the 
way forward includes a lot of uncertainty and complexity. To ease this process, participants 
suggested laying out options in an understandable sequence that builds from smaller more 
obvious steps into making the bigger decisions.  

• Community-building strengthens all approaches. When considering the diversity of perspectives 
and complexity of the issues, it made sense that community-building would enable better 
decisions that could serve a greater diversity of needs.  

• Prioritize nature-based solutions. These solutions create multiple benefits and may help to buffer 
and respond to a range of possible futures. Building on existing knowledge and innovation in the 
region already, Green ShoresTM approaches, and stewardship of upper watersheds could 
contribute to enhanced resilience for both ecosystems and human settlements.  

• Prepare for tough decisions and trade-offs. There is a large range of perspectives and 
preferences, as well as combinations of costs and benefits, in decision making. This requires 
leadership, including from the community itself. The limitation of resources and funding forces us 
to choose between possible options. With any pathway that is chosen, aiming for “resilient 
enough” (as opposed to perfectly resilient) can help to decide where to draw the line. 

• Include an equity lens. Equity concerns were highlighted in our sessions and warrants consistent 
consideration throughout planning, decision-making, and implementation. For example, we 
should ensure that information and resources to support individual floodproofing actions are 
accessible for those with lower incomes, or for service organizations that are in the flood hazard 
area, and not only to wealthier residents.  

• Keep the short- and the long-term in view. Participants observed that there is a careful balance 
to ensure enough is done in the short-term, while not losing sight of a range of possible futures. 
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An easy example is to use available planning and regulatory tools to take practical steps that are 
already possible – like embedding a climate lens into the Regional Growth Strategy.  

• Keep options open, stay flexible. Since we don’t know what the future holds, it is wise to proceed 
in ways that continue to keep a range of options available to us, rather than painting ourselves 
into a corner. For example, while engineered “hard” infrastructure can be appropriate in some 
instances, it can lock us into a path that can create greater risk over time (e.g., as more 
development occurs behind a dike) and where resources cannot be redirected if we need to 
change course.  

• Seek synergies by including actions at both the individual and collective level. A key tension that 
emerged was the pull between individual and collective benefit and responsibility. It is important 
that this not be seen as solely the purvey of government, but that responsibility and agency is 
extended more broadly. 

At the conclusion of the final engagement session, we circled back to acknowledge some of the current 
patterns at play in the region, both strengths and challenges. From here, participants articulated some of 
the desired patterns they would want to create as they build regional coastal flood resilience, and ideas 
for principles and practices that could help to get them there.  

Participants were asked, “what is one thing that stands out to you from your experience [from the 
engagement session]?” The intention was to find out what felt important to participants after going 
through this process together. The answers revealed key themes that included: 

• Thinking Systemically (watershed-scale, interconnections, time scales, redundancy, staying 
adaptive). 

• Values of Community, Nature, and Equity (key drivers / values). 
• Complexity (many details and variables make it challenging). 
• Importance of Collective Action (foundational, and challenging; local leadership and 

participation needed). 
• Commonalities (we have more in common than expected). 

These ideas could inform development of a framework for collaborative action and governance of flood 
resilience in the region. 

Recommendations 

The Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction (Sendai Framework) is the United Nations “global 
blueprint” that provides governments with guidance on how to mitigate hazards such as from coastal 
floods. A major tenet of the framework is a risk-based approach, where hazard (including hazard 
likelihood), exposure, and vulnerability all play a role.  

Expanding on the Sendai Framework, this study integrated an appreciative lens and focused more directly 
on resilience-building, in addition to risk reduction. For the purposes of grouping our recommendations, 
we have adapted the Sendai Framework Priorities slightly, to include these qualities. Key themes are 
bulleted under each Priority below (detailed recommendations are presented in tables in the report). 
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Priority 1: Understand Disaster Risk, Complexity, and Resilience 
• Support Interested Parties to Apply Flood Risk Information to Individual and Collective 

Decisions: There is a good deal of technical information now available to support understanding 
of coastal flood risk in the region, and some of this has now been translated in ways that 
supported the engagement process in Phase 2. This work needs to continue, to develop materials 
that can support a broader range of education and engagement to a wider range of audiences.  
Building on this engagement, diverse groups should be involved in planning and decision-making 
at a local level. Participants in Phase 2 emphasized the importance of this type of process, to 
create space for the difficult conversations that are needed. Introducing the concept of risk 
tolerance will be critical. 

• Integrate the Public into the Process: The CVRD has been leading on important formative steps 
to ensure that broader public engagement is well informed and designed. These include the 
development of flood hazard maps, a risk assessment, and decision-support materials and tools, 
all customized for the region. Next steps in the process should include a range of opportunities to 
share and engage with the public, building awareness and involvement in the development of 
appropriate adaptation strategies. 

• Promote the Collection of More Comprehensive and Relevant Data: The CVRD could coordinate 
data collection with partners in the region to address data gaps related to exposure and 
vulnerability. Hydroclimate monitoring and post-flood event measurements should be expanded 
to obtain more accurate and representative data across the region. Exposure data sets should aim 
to improve understanding on contamination sources, transport, and impacts to receptors such as 
fish and human health; seasonal population distribution, including tourism; and indirect and 
intangible impacts such as lack of access to services and psychosocial stress. 

Priority 2: Strengthen Disaster Risk Governance 
• Develop a Collaborative Framework to Implement Flood Resilience: To take the next steps 

towards developing and implementing place-based and region-wide strategies to build coastal 
flood resilience will require having necessary partners and stakeholders involved and committed 
to the process. Every one of the focus areas identified in Phase 2 includes multiple jurisdictions, 
decision-makers, actors, and affected parties. Establishing a collaborative framework for this work 
will enable the right people to be informed and involved as work progresses. It would ensure that 
commitment is made at organizational levels so that the work will continue if and when 
individuals leave those positions. And as a result, it would assist in building the shared 
understanding, investment, trust, experience, and relationships necessary to make harder 
decisions over time.   

• Continue to Develop and Apply Decision-Support Tools and Processes: As the CFAS project 
transitions into strategy and implementation phases, specific attention will be needed to continue 
developing and implementing materials, tools, and processes that support a broad cross-section 
of individuals and organizations to participate meaningfully. The research and decision-tool 
developed under this project lay the foundation for future work. 

Priority 3: Invest in Disaster Risk Reduction and Resilience-Building Measures 
• Avoid Making the Problem Worse: A starting place is to simply take steps to minimize or eliminate 

new or growing contributors to risk that are within local control or authority. For example, utilizing 
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policies and bylaws to prevent new or further development or high risk uses in flood hazard areas, 
and educating interested parties about risk and options to manage it.  

• Place Community and Nature at the Centre of Decision-Making: Community-building and nature-
based solutions align strongly with values of stakeholders in the region, and provide benefits far 
beyond flood management. In addition, these solutions perform well across a range of possible 
futures, adding to both social and ecological resilience. Community-building was specifically 
recognized as a foundational strategy that strengthens the effectiveness of other options and 
enables more creative and difficult decisions and solutions to potentially be realized. 

• Sequence Adaptation Actions Over Time: One aspect of managing the complexity of what will be 
needed to address coastal flood risk is to look at needs and options over time, identifying where 
to start and at what point future options will need to be considered and initiated. This approach 
should also be supported by an understanding of the risk tolerance within a community or focus 
area.  

• Advance Actions at Individual and Collective Levels: An important tension that repeatedly arose 
as we explored options, was the dynamic relationship between individual and collective needs 
and actions. Different perspectives can inform and shape options in ways that best draw on both, 
while thoughtfully considering necessary trade-offs. 

Priority 4: Enhance Preparedness, Response, and Recovery to Build Resilience 
• Enable Options Through Proactive Recovery Planning: Project participants noted that strategies 

such as “accommodate” could be an effective option. However, careful consideration and thought 
are required to be able to implement such strategies effectively. Flood (and other hazard) events, 
provide a “window of opportunity” to implement the strategy. Some buildings can be retrofitted 
to be more flood resilient, and Flood Construction Levels can be implemented for new builds to 
raise the height of damageable components of structures. More space should also be given to 
nature. The established flood recovery plan should clearly define the actions that will reshape 
local areas following a hazard event. This type of proactive thinking can be applied to other 
adaptation strategies, so that resilience is built into the flood recovery process.  

Next Steps for the CVRD to Progress the CFAS 
Building on the recommendation themes discussed in the previous sections, the CVRD should prioritize 
the following actions in the near-term (1-2 years) to progress the CFAS (more details are in the report): 

• Expand public communications and engagement. 
• Establish a collaborative framework for flood resilience in the region. 
• Initiate the decision process for the Comox Road focus area. 
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