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Presentation Overview

* Regional Sediment Management
 Indiana Shoreline

« Constraints and Opportunities
 Management Objectives

* Technical Analysis

* Long-Term Planning Alternatives
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Regional Sediment Management

» Planning concept and action plans

« Effective management — stakeholder
participation, natural sediment movement
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Constraints and Opportunities

« Natural Bluff / Beach Cycle
« Shoreline Development Impacts
 Man-Made Structures and Harbors

 Significant Volumes of Sediment
Available
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Management Objectives

 Reduce Shoreline Erosion

« Restoration Focus on Beach Nourishment
» Regional Approach, Not Local

* Long-Term Plan Formulation
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Shoreline Erosion

DESCRIPTION: ¢ thick sand cover

* minimal exposure of the

-

- AR underlying cohesive material

* slowest downcutting
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Technical Analysis
Shoreline Evolution
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Technical Analysis
Shoreline Evolution
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Technical Analysis

Water Level and Surge Analysis
Wave Climate
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Technical Analysis
Regional Sediment Transport
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Technical Analysis
Sediment Budget
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Long-Term Planning Alternatives

Beach Nourishment
134,000 Cubic Yards Per Year Or
670,000 Cubic Yards Every 5 Years
From Michigan City By-Pass Plant
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Long-Term Planning Alternatives

Dredging-
74,000 Cubic Yards Per Year Or
370,000 Cubic Yards Every 5 Years Via
Sediment By-Passed Plant at NIPSCO-Baily

to Ogden Dunes
Conceptual By-Pass Plant

Beach Nourishment-
74,000 Cubic Yards Per Year Or
370,000 Cubic Yards Every 5 Years
: Via By-Pass Plant
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Long-term Planning Alternatives

Submerged Mobile Stone Berm
Located Near -10’ Contour
6500 Lineal Feet

Proposed Beach Nourishment
100,000 Cubic Yards/ Year

Crest of Fill Slope
+12' Contour

Toe of Fill Slope (10:1)

(2’ Contours derived
from 2008 LIDAR Data) \

Existing Steel Sheet Piling
and Stone Revetment

Crescent Dune

Existing Topography
(2"Contours derived
from 2004 LIDAR Data)
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Elevation (ft)

ong-Term Planning Alternatives

Proposed Fill

Crest of Slope
(+12)

Distance Offshore (ft)
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Summary, Conclusions,
Recommendations

e 20 Year Planning Timeframe

« Cost Advantages Comparing with Current
Practices

« Working Towards a Sustainable Shoreline
* Natural Look
« Habitat Restoration Opportunities
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