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Harbor 
Dam 
L&D 

Great Lakes and Ohio River Division 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
One Division – Two Systems *  Diametrically different systems *  Accusations of bias from stakeholdersFlood Walls & Levees95 - local flood protection projects573 Total Miles of Levees     - 253 Miles Questionable or Non-Certifiable9 Miles of I-Wall Levees Flood Damages Prevented (1984-2009) = $34.5 BMention Bluestone and DoverLRD is responsible for 37.8% of the DSAC I and II dams in the Nation.9 DSAC I Projects (Urgent & Compelling) (including Zoar Levee)33 DSAC II Projects (Urgent) (including 4 appurtenant structures)46 DSAC III Projects (High Priority – Conditional unsafe)76 DSAC IV (Priority—Marginally safe) – NON-ACTIONABLE
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Navigation 

 Year round navigation 
 

 56 active navigation 
projects, 88 chambers, 
average age is 58 yrs 

       

 2688 miles of channel 
 

 3 shallow draft harbors 
 

 Operate & maintain 10 
TVA locks 
 

 $103B commodities 

 10-12 month variable season 
 

 3 active navigation projects 
with 4 operating chambers, 
average age is 71 yrs. 
 

 734 miles of channels 
 

 66 deep draft harbors 
 

 80 shallow draft harbors 
 

 150 miles of breakwaters 
 

 International commerce 
 

 $10.7B commodities 

 

Ohio River System 
 

Great Lakes System        

Features 
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Ohio River Shallow Draft Harbors:LRH PortsmouthLRH Big Sandy RiverLRH Elk RiverGreat Lakes operating chambers and average ageSoo Locks – McArthur - 1943Soo Locs – Poe Lock  - 1968Chicago Lock   - 1938Blackrock Lock  - 1913 (Rehab of gates and operating system 1984-86) 
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Ohio River Dredging 
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Ohio River Basin Dredging 
 

 74 locks and 
dams  
 

 78 USACE multi-
purpose 
reservoirs 

 
 31 TVA multi-

purpose 
reservoirs 
 

 97 local flood 
protection 
projects  
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Dredging 
Activities 

(LRH) 

Dredging 
Activities 

(LRL) 

Dredging 
Activities 

(LRH) 

Dredging 
Activities 

(LRP) 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Each District and Division office in the Ohio Valley has a water management function making decisions every day for the benefit of people, the economy, and the environment.  History – Former Federal Ohio River Basin Commission, current developing collaboration/coalition of the willingThe system we manage in the Ohio River Basin is a system in our view.  However, stakeholders typically view these projects in isolation and the support for improvements/management is therefore typically project-focused.Points to be made on this slide:Various competing interestsNavigation Industry (IWUB, RIETF, Waterway Council) is narrowly focused and the only powerhouse stakeholder group in the ORBSilver JacketsMississippi River CommissionUse State meetings to identify lessons learned/regional priorities. Use Ohio River Basin Comprehensive study as a springboardLead from behind.
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FY2013 FY2012 FY2011 FY2010 FY2009
Ohio River Actual Cubic Yards Dredged (CY) 1,526,358 2,053,268 1,562,845 1,665,272 1,751,507
Ohio River Funding $9,357,335 $9,293,148 $8,587,770 $9,030,844 $9,642,437
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Ohio River System Dredging 
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FY14 State of MI Funded Dredging 
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
This shows the projects that will be dredged in FY14.Purple represents projects funded by State of MI.  State of MI allocated emergency funds to dredge MI harbors due to the record low water levels.  They gave the Corps funds for 7 projects.  Five were awarded last year, 2 will be awarded in FY14.  Yellow dots show dredging to be done this year using Hurricane Sandy funds.  Will show you more on that on next slide.Green dots show harbors that are funded in FY14 Appropriation. Note  that many harbors are not funded to their full need due to highly constrained budgets. There are 18 projects funded in FY14 plus 12 additional projects for a total of 30.Red dots show harbors that are in need of dredging but do not have dredging funds in FY14.  
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Great Lakes Dredging 
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• Initiatives to optimize 
dredging efficiencies: 
 Investigating the use of sediment 

traps 

 Working with states on dredging 
windows flexibility 

 Optimizing acquisition strategies 

 Partnering with local sponsors to 
find beneficial use opportunities 

 Reduce sediment load to harbors – 
making use of 516 program 
developing land best management 
practices models 

 Maximizing the efficiencies of 
regional dredging provisions – 
applying dredging dollars to highest 
needs in the year of execution 
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to 20M CY by 2018

Backlog Growth Under Constrained Dredging Funding 2013-2018

Assume FY13-FY17 Ann. Dredging Equal
to FY14PB Level of 3.1M CY

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Economic analysis demonstrates that GL dredging has a very high return on investmentConsistently low funding for GL dredging has increased backlog significantly; groundings increasing and harbors have been closing annually Working on improving dredging efficiencies
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Current Dredged Material Management Conditions 
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ANNUAL DREDGING 
REQUIREMENT (CY) 

DREDGED MATERIAL MANAGEMENT STATUS 
Critical – Dredged Material Management issues could 
severely restrict channel availability within 2 years 
Pressing – Dredged Material Management issues could 
severely restrict channel availability within 10 years. 
No pressing issues within next 10 years; continue to  
work on long range planning such as DMMPs. 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Duluth – Erie Pier has 2 years capacity left.  We are in year 2 of a 3 year pilot study for placement of dredged material into an open embayment.  Calumet – less than 2 years capacity remaining in the CDF.  DMMP near completion.  Looking at potential new CDF locations.  Currently stockpiling coarse material from CDF for beneficial reuse, which will extend the CDF life.Toledo – only 1 year capacity available in CDF.  All material currently is placed open lake.  Receives 401 Water Quality certificate from OEPA annually to allow open lake placement.  Pressure on OEPA from environmental groups could reduce or eliminate ability to place material into open lake. Cleveland – less than 2 years remaining capacity in CDF.  Currently conducting testing to determine if at least some of the material is suitable for open lake placement.  
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Bar Chart - Percentage of Harbors employing each method of dredged material placement: 45% of GLNS harbors utilize near shore placement, 28% utilize CDFs, 25% of harbors use open water placement, and 16% of harbors employ upland placement.Pie Chart - On the Great Lakes, by volume, 50% of dredged material is placed in confined disposal facilities, 30% is placed in open water, 19% is used for beach nourishment, and 1% is placed in upland sites. Data are based on actual dredging volumes and placement methods from 1998-2008
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FY2013 FY2012 FY2011 FY2010 FY2009
Great Lakes Actual Cubic Yards Dredged (CY) 2,400,000 1,900,000 2,700,000 3,140,000 5,300,000
Great Lakes Funding $31,000,000 $26,600,000 $32,800,000 $38,100,000 $60,900,000
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Potential for three 
years placement of 
suitable dredged 
material 
 
Pilot to demonstrate 
and monitor 
placement, 
dispersion, plant 
growth, etc. 
 
Basis for pursuing 
similar sites of 
interest w/in the 
harbor 

Duluth-Superior  Hbr 21st  Ave. Pilot Project 
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Duluth-Superior CDF is near capacity.  Working with the States and port authority to develop placement locations within the harbor that provide placement sites and also environmental benefits.  Great win-win opportunities.  Began 21st  Ave in 2013.  Will continue with placement into the embayment in 2014 and 15. 
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Green Bay – Cat Islands 
Funded by GLRI and E&W 
Provide for 2.35M cy of disposal capacity 
Provide significant reduction in M/D costs  
Restores over 1400 acres of habitat 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Cat Island – a win-win project that gives the Corps disposal capacity, reduction in dredging costs and tipping fees, and restores barrier islands which provides env benefit.  Open cell format for material suitable for open lake placement.GLRI and Energy and Water funds used for construction; Completed in Nov 2013.  First GLRI construction project funded.
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West Cell 

Central Cell 

East Cell 24” Culvert 

84” Culvert 

Off-loading Facility 

Federal Channel 
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Completed project.  Will begin placing material in Cat Island facility this summer.
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Proposed Program Strategy 

 Look at various replacement options 
► Do Nothing - gates continue to deteriorate.  Over $43B losses in 

20 yrs 
► Replacements per Technical Recommendations - average 

annual cost is $31.6 million.  Completed in 2023 
►  20 yr replacement program - up to $25 million/yr 
► Replacements in Construction  (Major Rehab) – shifts from O&M 

to Construction.  Cost shared 50-50 w/Inland Waterways Trust 
Fund 

 Move toward optimal and affordable plan Contact: 

William R. Chapman III, P.E. 

Chief, Operations Division 

Great Lakes and Ohio River Division 

 (513) 684-3057 

Questions 
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