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— Historical Implementation of RSM Practices:
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e RSM Implementation Survey
— Challenges & Lessons Learned



RSM Phase 1: GIS Database

Spatially convey the historic dredge and placement activities of
USACE O&M dredging projects

Utilize existing data — don’t reinvent the wheel

Dredging Information System Data (DIS)
— Project Name

— Disposal Type
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Dredging Information System (DIS)
WWwWw.nhavigationdatacenter.us
@DREDGE

Welcome to the US Army Corps of Engineers

Dredging Program

NOC Home
Data

+ GOVN'T PLANT

wreadsheet format for the current

ion and the status of all Corps

ised in the designated fiscal

n, district and the bid opening

S rmation on dates of anticipated

: octimated guantity to be dredged.
The repurt ccrntams several Tahs each cnntalnlng different sets of
information including a list of all work remaining to be awarded in the fiscal

Advertising Schedule year, a list of all proposed work (including work that has been awarded) in

(spreadsheet format) the fiscal year, and a list and chart of a 15 month window of hopper dredge
(updated on 10/06/2014) work. The Advertising Schedule Legend, available as a separate file,
Gurrent FY contains the code description for job status, class of work, suggested

Previous FY dredge type. material units, type of disposal, dollar range of contract and


http:www.navigationdatacenter.us

Dredged Sediment Management Type

beach nourishment
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- creation desc: bed beach nourishment . fined
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Modified from Childs 2015




DMM Categories for Tracking
Beneficial Use

e Childs 2015
* Intent: Disposal vs. Beneficial Use

- Open Water RSM
Littoral RSM

- Upland Disposal

B Open Water Disposal




Coastal Navigation Sediment Placement
1998-2014

Uy Nationwide Summary:
| 2,707,950,765 cy Total Volume
620,773,581 cy Unknown Volume
2,116 DIS Projects
1,184 NDC Projects
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Refining Unknown Volumes

QA/QC all 3,300 individual projects since
1998

Excellent DIS data = no unknowns
— SAC, LRB

District databases
— MVN, SPL, SPN, NWP, NAE

Interviews — discuss specific questions



Online GIS Display

@ USACE - Regional Sediment Management (1998 - Present) @ Map Full Extent william.robertson  og off

Search and Zoom to Features

Search by District Name or RSM ID
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Regional Sediment Management Implementation

Introduction

Goal: Understand the challenges & lessons

learned of District RSM implementation

e Nov— Dec 2015 — Regulations
e Topics: — Federal Standard
— Environmental — Planning & DMMPs
— Operations — Funding
_DIS challenges/budget
Incentives

— Stakeholders
— Federal authority

— Documentation



RSM
Implementation
Survey Results

Q2 In what part of the organization is your
position?

Answered: 39 Skipped: 0

Project
Management

Planning

uperaﬁuns -

Engineering

Other (please
specify)

0%  10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 30%

Q1 What District are you with?

Answered: 39 Skipped: 0

Baltimore

Buffalo I
Charleston .
Detroit I

Galveston
Honolulu
Jacksonville
Los Angeles
Mobile
Hew England
Hew Orleans
Hew York
Horfolk
Philadelphia
Portland
San Francisco
Savannah

Seattle

Wilmington

Other (please
specify)
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T0%

0%

90% 100%



@4 Overall, how satisfied or dissatisfied are
you with the present implementation RSM at
your district?

Answered: 38 Skipped: 1

Very Satisfied

Sormewlal
Satisfied

Heither
satisfied no...

Somewhat
dissatisfied

Very
dissatisfied

0%  10% 20% 30% 40% 0% G0% 70% 0%

90% 100%



What R&D do you need to better

implement RSM?

Fines: justify use of higher %, fate,
impacts

Nearshore placement: behavior, impacts,
BMPs, and benefits

dredging windows/innovation

Understand impacts to reefs, vegetation
and hard bottom.

Demonstration projects

Quanity benefits/funding

Sediment transport modeling
Monitoring/survey in sensitive areas

Habitat valuation
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Operations

Q19 What is your District's policy on the
RSM approach of reuse of sediments once
they are pumped into an upland disposal
area?

Answered: 24 Skipped: 15

Possible, but
not yet...

Impossible

B -

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 0% 60% 70% 80% 0% 100%

Other (please
specify)




Q10 What channel sediment characteristics
describe desirable sediment for an RSM
project?

Answered: 27 Skipped: 12

Silty sand

Contaminated
Sediments

Fine to
COUrse,..

Grawvel, rock
or shell...

Organic silt
and clay

Mud

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% S0% G0% 0% B0% 90% 100%



@13 Has your District placed navigation
sediment beneficially in open water? If so,
in what form?

Answered: 23 Skipped: 16

Hearshore berm

Mareh creation

Hole filling

Sidecasting

Hearshore
dizpo=zal area

Thin layer
placement

Other (please
specify)

0% G0% 70% a0% 0% 100%

Offshore capping, inland restoration/bank stabilization



Has your District leveraged RSM
program funds to implement the
construction of projects that
incorporate RSM approaches?

No, not for construction

Trying to but not yet/didn't
work

Yes

Monitoring, permitting,
research, design...
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100%

0%

60%

40%

20%

0%

Q23 How often are stakeholders and
agencies educated on RSM approaches?

Constanthy

Stakeholders

Somewhat Hot =0 often Hever
often

@24 How has your District leveraged RSM
program funds to collaborate with
stakeholders?

Answered: 18 Skipped: 21

100%
Stakeholder meetings/workshops
B0%
B0%
40%
20%
0%
Stakeholders Stakeholders Stakeholders Other (please
provided data become more provided funding specify)

cooperative




WRRDA 2014, Sec. 1030, Continuing Authority

WRRDA 2014, Sec. 1038, Reduction of Federal costs for hurricane and
storm damage reduction projects

WRDA 2007, Sec. 2037, Regional Sediment Management

WRDA 2000, Sec. 202, Watershed and river basin assessments

WRDA 1999, Sec. 217, Placement of Dredged Material on Beaches

WRDA 1996, Sec. 227(d), State and Regional Plans
|

WRDA 1996, Sec. 516, Sediment Management

WRDA 1996, Sec. 207, Selection of Dredged Material Disposal Methods

WRDA 1992, Sec. 204, Beneficial Uses of Dredged Material
WRDA 1986, Sec. 729, Watershed Planning

WRDA 1976, Sec. 148, Confined Disposal of Dredged Material
WRDA 1974, Sec. 22, Planning Assistance to States

I don't know

0% 10% 20% 30% 40%

Federal
Authority
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?
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70%
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h Q31 Has the federal standard impeded RSM
projects in your District?

10% 20% 30% 40% 0% 60% 70% 80% 80% 100%

0%

Yes
Ho

Q32 Do we need special legislation to help
overcome the federal standard to facilitate
RSM implementation?

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 20% 60% 70% 80% 80% 100%



404 Federal law prohibits dredging and filling if
less impactful alternative is available.

Beach compatible sediment is required to be
placed onshore.

State legislation limits the placement of fine
sediment.

State legislation prohibits disposal of
contaminated material on submerged lands.

State legislation prohibits nearshore or ocean

State law prohibits the pIacement of non- _
compatible material.

disposal. 80/20

Natignal ¢ jiornia Envrionmental

Qual

Ap

ilty

McAteer-Peetris Act; Porter-Cologne
Control Act; California Endangered Species Act

t (CE

ater

QA);

Qua

Louisiana Coastal Resources Program

lity

Implementation of CWA (401 permit) by State
Department of Health, Conservation District Use
Permit

El-i®07(2)(j), F.A.C., which provides ftr b@n

IiHation of not more than 5% for beach placement




Q41 Implementing RSM projects that save
the federal government money has this
effect on our District budget

Answered: 12 Skipped: 27

100%
B80%
60%
40%
N - -
0% R — |
Our budget is Our budget is Other (please
penalized (negative prioritized (positive specify)

effect) effect)



Q46 If not, would you like to document
projects’ RSM success?

Answered: 17 Skipped: 22

Yes

Already done -
|

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% G60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
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