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MEMORANDUM FORI President, Mississippi River Commission, 
ATTN. CEMRC-BD-TS 

SUBJECT: Phasing in of new I-wall design criteria into NOD's 
de.i9n/construction program 

Enclosed are minutes of the meeting held at the New Orleans 
District on 6 Jan 88 to discus. the subject. Approval of 
the enclosed minutes is recommended. 

FOR TllB COMMANDERI 

Enols FREDERIC M. CHATRY 
Chief, Engineering Division 
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y MIHtrfBS 01' MBftIBG 

SU8J2C'1'1 Minut.s of Meet1nV held OD , January 19.. at the Nev Oz:leana 
Dlstrict with repre •• ntatlve. of LNVD to discu •• ph.sing-in of nev I-.al~ 
de.1gn crlteria into NODts de.ign/construction prograa 

1. A meeting vaa beld on JaDuary I, 1988 at the Hew Oxlean. Di.trict 
between repre.entatlves ira. the Hew Orleans Di8trict an4 LMVD. A li.t 
of the attend... i. attached. . 

2. Tbe meating v.a begtID by Mr. Cbauy who welcomed everyone an4 stated 
that the purpose of the ••• ting vaato discu •• ROD's plan. tor phaaing ln 
ne. 4.sign criteria for levee. and floodvalls. Se stated that all chang.a 
carry 80me disruption to the ongoing program. However, it vaa our intention 
to implement the.e change. in such a vay that would m1ntmiae dlaz:uption to 
ODgoing work. . 

3. Mr. Bayley then expre8sed how he velcomed thi. opportunity to meet and 
dlscus. eveZ'l'0ne·. concerna. U. aireed with HI:. Chat%')' '. cO&III'lenta and 
expressed hl. intereat in gaining lnformatlon that would clear up que.tions 
concerning the subject at hand. 

4. The .. eting was then turnect over to Mr. Judl.ln who proceeded wlth & 
presentatlon wbicb discussed the pre.ent program and ROD'S plan tor 
phasing in the nev d8.ign criteria into the de81gft/construction prograa. 
Be banded out a table (copy attached) whicb aummarLsa4 information relatlve 
to thls subject and lncluded a recommendation concerning implementatlon of 
the new de.ign criteria. His presentation began vith the Lake Pontchartrain 
Surricane Pxotect1oD project, ln particular the Outfall Canals. A brief 
description was given of desigA proble •• a •• ociated with the caDAls and 
the conaiderations for protection that were being reviewed. Information 
va. a180 pre.ented concerning local intere.ta de.igft and construction 
activltl •• that vere in progre.s. It vas atated that, at present, our 
prel1a1nary de.ign_ vere finding that the recommended protection would 
probably involve fronting protection (control valva atructure.) for 
Orleans and London Avenue Canal. and paralleling floodwall. along the 
17th Street Canal. Mr. JUdlin proceeded with a .imilar diacussion for tbe 
St. Charles Pariab Levee - Borth of Airline Highway and the Jefferson 
Pariah Lakefront Levee. 

5. LKVD repre.entatives agreed with NOD recomaen4ations but di4 have 
acme co.aent.. It va. stated that the Jefferaon .arish Lakefront Levee 
was pre.ently being z:av!evect and aeveral co.aent. woulcS be mad. conaerning 
the levee ae.1gn. A brief al.au •• loa then followed concerning the recurve4 
floodvall alternative. Local inter. at hay. atated ~eir oPpo8ition to thla 
alternative because of the barrier it provide. along the laxefront. ~he 
potential for saving8 .s a reault of applying the new design arlteria i. 
a180 low. Followlng the •• comment. v •• a brlef discua.ioD concerning 
the St. Charl •• - JefferaoD Pari.h Return Lev... It .a. atated that the 
OM would not be looked at agaiD for the De" criteria. 



" •• MINUTES OF MEETING 

6. Discussion proceeded fo~ each remaining project a. shown on the 
attached table. NOD atated that floodwall alternatives would be 
reviewed a8 deemed nece.sary during the P&S atage to determine if 
change in the selected alternative shown in a OM would be needed. 
change were determined necessary, a supplement to the OM would be 
Mr. Bayley atated that it was important to document such changes 

a 
If a 

prepared. 

by a supplement to the original design document 80 that the record would 
be properly documented for future reference. 

7. NO'other questions o~ comments were made concerning NOD's 
recommendations. It was agreed to adjourn this portion ot the 
meeting until the afternoon. At that time a discussion on freeboard 
was scheduled. 

8. During the afternoon session, some discussion followed concerning 
technical considerations related to loading conditione used fo~ 
cantilevered I-wall designs and adequate factors of safety. This 
discussion was not continued because it was related to specific 
technical problems which could be more appropriately addressed at a 
future meeting_ 

9. Concerning freeboard, a question was raised as to why 3 feet was 
provided for the St. Charles-Jefferson Parish Return Levee and only 
2 feet in other area. and for other projects. It wae stated that 
design considerations (potential for loss of tree. presently serving 
a8 wave breakera) and a regulation which allowed for higher freeboard 
in heavily populated areas were the main justification used in deciding 
to use 3 feet of freeboard. Mr. Chatry stated that LMVD should comment on 
the matter of freeboard in reviewing the various GDM'., and NOD would 
responel. 
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ATTENDANCE RECORD 

SPONSORING ORGANIZATION LOCATION 
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PURPOSE Implementation of New Criteria on Design of Cantilever 
Sheet Piling Walls 

PARTICIPANT REGlaTER '* 
NAME ORGANIZATION TELEPHONE NUMBER 

2760 

r::: ,. ... • \.fI!Ii _ 

AI - ED- FJ> 

LII(Y FORII .as-R 
replaces LMN 906) 
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* "you wi.h to be fu,nished a cop, of the ."endance record. 
pl •••• 'ndica'. 80 n.x' '0 you, nam •. 



PROPOSED PLAN FOR PHASING-IN 
NEW 1- WALL DESIGN CRITERIA 

INTO NOD's DESIGN/CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM 

PROJECT liTEM 

LAKE PONTCHARTRAIIi. LA. 
All) VICINITY 

ORI.£ANS AVE. OUTFALL CANAL 

17TH STREET OUTFAll CANAl 

LONDON AVE. OUTFALL CANAL 

ST. CHARLES PARISH LEVEE 
NORTH Of AIRLINE HWY. 

"EFFERSON PARISH LAKEF'ROHT LtVEE 

NEW ORLEANS TO VENICE. LA. 
REACH "A" 

WEST RIVER LEVEE 
HURRICANE PROTECTION 

IIISSISSIPPI RIVER LEVEES 
WESTWEGO 

"ACKSON - THALIA PHASE II 

GRETNA - PHASE I 

GRETNA - PHASE II 

AVONDALE 

ATCHAFALAYA BASIN 
W 124 

STATUS 

GDM SCHED fIlAR 88 ("UN 881, 

GDM SCHED MAY 88 (lUG 881* 

GOY SCHED AUG 88 (SEP 881* 

GDM SCHED "UN 88 (lUG 881* 

GDM SUB DEC 87 

GOY SUB DEC 87 

GOY APPROVED 

DESIGN REPORT APPROVED 

DESIGN REPORT APPROVED 

DESIGN REPORT APPROVED 

DES. REPT. BEING PREPARED (NOME), 

DES. REPT. BEING PREPARED (NONE)* 

DESIGN REPORT SCHED. "AN 88 (lIONEl' 

II£ST BAI« HURRICANE PROTECTION lOV. SUPPL. SCHED. NOV 88 (NOtEl. 

SCHEDULED 
AWARD DATE 

OCT 89 

"AN 90 

"UN 90 

"AN 89 

MAY 88 

APR 88 
1ST CONT.-IILL ul/a 

FEB 88 

INDEFINITE 
R/W PROILE ... 

SEP 88 

"UL 88 

APR 89 

.!UN 89 

"AN 89 

N/A 

LOCAL INTEREST 
ACTIVITY 

Pes TO CURRENT CRITERIA 
REIOLI/IND COIllENTS 

PHASE I ROBEftT E. La TO L. PONT. '.11'11 COIoI'.J 
PHASE II ROlEin' E. LEt TO "" .... STA. '110'11 COIiII'.1 

FEASIBILITY REPORT COIIPLETE 
REPORt DID NOT SATISfY OUR OLD CRIT!ltIA 

COORDINATING WITH OUR .... 

NONE 

NONE 

MONE 

MONE 

NoNE 

NotE 

NONE 

NONE 

NONE 

NONE 

LOCALS TO DESIGN 
AND BUILD fLOODWALL 

WISS. RIYER TO HARVEY PIN". ST~ 

, I •• ESTIMATED SLIPPAGE IF tEW DESIGN IS I~LEMENTED 

RECOMMENDATION 
AS TO NEW CRITERIA 

RECOMMEND ADOPTION 
HIGH POTENTIAL FOR SAVINGS 

RECOIlllEtl) ADOPTION' 
HIGH POTENTIAL fOR SAVI 

RECOIIIIEtI) ADOPTION 
HIGH POTENTIAL fOR SAVINGS 

RECOMMEND INVESTIGATION 
POTENTIAL FOIt SAYINGS UNlCNDWN 

DO NOT ADOPT 
LOW POTENTIAL FOR SAVINGS 

RECOMMEND 
REVIEW IN Pas PHASE 

SHORT SECTION AT PORT SULPHUR 

RECOMM[fC) 
REVIEW IN pas PHASE 

IHHT REACHES IN SUBSEQUENT CONTRACTS 

RECOIlllEtl) 
REVIEW IN pas PHASE 

SHORT REACHES 

RECOMMEND 
REVIEW IN pas PHASE 

IIIOD f'T ITERPSICHORE TO THALIA! 

RECOMMEND 
REVIEW IN pas PHASE 

SHORT REACHES 

RECOMMEND ADOPTION 
POTENTIAL FOR SAYINCI UllllllDWII 

RECOIlllEtl) ADOPTION 
POTENTIAL fOR SAYINGS IINK110MI 

NEW CRITERIA USED 

fURNISH NEW 
CRITERIA TO LOCALS 

.. 
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CEMRC-EJ)-TS (CELMN-ED-DD/26 Jan .138) 1st End Hr. Johnson/jm/5935 
SUBJECT: Phasing in of new I-wa1l desIgn criteria into NOD's 
design/construction program 

DA t Mississippi River Commission, CE, Vicksburg t MS 39180-0080 
22 FEB '88 -

FOR: Commander, New Orleans District, ATTN: CELMN-ED-DD 

1. The airutes of the meeting held on 6 Jan 88 to discuss the subject design 
criteria are approved subject to the following comments which are furnished 
for record purposes. 

a. Para 5. Mirutes. It was agreed that on the Jefferson Parish Lakefront 
Levee (GDM 17), that the tie-in I-wall sheetpile penetrations would be 
reanalyzed using the new criteria. 

b. Table Attached to airutes. In addition to Item W-124, CELMN-ED 
indicated that Item E-I05 in the Atchafalaya Basin was being designed based on 
the new criteria. 

c. Revision of the mirutes to reflect the above comments is not 
necessary. 

2. Additional guidance concerning design water elevations and allowable wall 
deflection is furnished. 

a. 'Water Elevations (Loading Cases). The following additional loading 
case should be added to guidance furnished in para 3 of CEMRC-ED-GS 
memorandum, 23 Dec 87, subject: Sheet Pile Wall Design Criteria, under the 
Q Case heading: 

F.S.=1.00 with water to still water 
elevation plus 2.0 feet for hurricane 
protection levees. 

b. Deflections. After discussions among CELMV and CELMN Engineering 
Divisions staff members on 14 Jan 88, it was determined that CELMN presently 
evaluates deflections on a case by case basis considering all design 
parameters instead of complying with an arbitrary 3 inch maximum deflection 
criteria. With this understanding it was concluded that the current CELMN 
practice concerning wall deflections is in compliance with guidance furnished 
in paragraph 4 of CEMRC-ED-GS memorandum, 23 Dec 87, subject: Sheet Pile Wall 
Design Criteria. 

FOR THE PRESIDENT OF THE COMM[SSION: 

3 Encls 
nc 


