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REARCH 1

Revisions 1z

1. Entire sheet pile wall moved 8.5' closer to the canal thus
increasing the crown width 8.5° along the entire reach.
2. 8Btep elevation lowered from El. 2.0 to El. 1.5.

Submittals =

1. New canalside stability analyses taking into account the
above revisions and the correction to the soil shear strength
from E1. 8.8 to E1l. ~R2.8. '

2. New landside stabiliy analyses taking into account the
above revisions and including calculations at El. -20.5.

2. New sheet pile analyses taking into account the above
revisions and the submerged canalside s0il weight.



RERCH 1
5TR. 553+7@ TO STA, S66+84

OFFSET TO EL. 5.5 ON  OFFSET TO CROWN  EXISTING EXISTING  DIST. FROM TOE EXISTING
STA.  EXISTING BACKSLOPE  SHEET PILE  WIDTH  BACKSLOPE  LANDSIDE  TO GROUND PT.  LANDSIDE

{FT ) (FT) (FT) (H:V) TBE EL. (FT) GROUMD EL.

I54+08 219.5 218.5 9.9 1t -1.77 16.8 ~2.17
So6+88 219.6 £89.9 9.7 29:1 -2.37 18.8 -3.2?
554+ 21%.8 289.3 18.5 h1:1 -3.94 18.2 <3.24
J68+88 218.2 288.7 9.5 3.6:1 -3, 64 18.8 -4.84
S62+88 216.9 28A.9 8.9 41 -2.43 16.9 -3.319
964+88 221.4 287.8 13.6 361 -2.83 7.3 -2.83
556%(2;,?&) 219.3 8.8 1.5 38121 -8.43 18.0 -1.44
568+88 218.4 267.7 18.7 ol -3.32 18.8 -3.62
Cross-Section Geometry :  Crown El. 5.5 Crown Width Varies

Step El. 1.5 Step Width = 12.9°

Slope Stability Amalysis :

The following cross-sections were checked to determine the miniaum factor of safety :

Canalgide Failure - 562+08, 564480 and 566+88, The section at Sta. 564+88 governs.
xxx Minisum Factor of Safety = 1.32 at El. -36.5 s

Landside Failure - S54+88, 556+88, 568488 and 562+88. The section at Sta, 568+88 governs.
sex Ninisus Factor of Safety = 1,38 at E1. -28.5 xex

Sheet Pile Analysis @

The following cross-sections were checked to determine the required penetration, design bending moment
and saxisum deflection

Canalside Failure - 568+88, 564488 and S66+8D.
{andside Failure - 554488, 556488, 560+88 and S62+88.

Reguired Penetration : -12.4 (Landside Failure 3:1 Ratioy S-Case F.5. = §.37)
Design Bending Mowent : 11.9 Ft-K/Ft @ El, -2.9 (Landside Failure 3:1 Ratioj S-Case F.5. = 1.37)
Maxisum Deflection @ In.
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REACH 2

—— b . —

Revisions :

1. Entire sheet pile wall moved 8.5 closer to the canal thus
increasing the crown width 8.5 along the entire reach.

2. Step elevation lowered from El. 2.8 to El. 1.5.

3. Step width increased from 7.87 to 12.8°.

Submittals 1

1. New canalside stability analyses taking into account the
above revisions and the correction to the s0il shear strength
from El1. 8.8 to El. ~-Z2.8.

2. New landside stabiliy analyses taking into account the
above revisions and including caleulations at El. -28.5.

2. HNew sheet pile analyses takivng into account the above
revisions and the submerged canalside soil weight.



RERCH 2
STR. 568+88 1O STR. 589+08

OFFSET TO EL. 5.5 ON  OFFSET TO CROWN  EXISTING EXISTINS  DIST. FROM TOE EXISTING
STA.  EXISTING BACKSLOPE  SHEET PILE  WIDTH  BACKSLOPE  LANDSIDE TO GROUND PT.  LAWDSIDE

{FT) (FT) (FT) (H:V) TOEE. (FT) GROUND EL.

568408 218.4 287.7 18.7 35:1 -3.32 1e.8 -3.62
578489 228.5 207.6 12,9 42131 -1.81 16.0 -1.77
S72+86 219.1 287.4 1.7 6:1 ~1.88 10.5 -1.48
574488 213.8 287.3 11,5 Ltal -2.8 10.9 -2.18
576408 216.9 2.2 9.7 o1 -3.1 6.8 ~3.99
578+88 228.7 2.2 9.5 iz -2.79 18.8 2.9
S88+66 2e5.9 216.1 9.4 31:1 -2.97 18.8 -2.67
582+89 231.4 228.9 18.5 29:1 -1.97 1e.8 -2.37
584+88 235.6 225.8 9.8 2611 -2.46 18.8 -2.86
S86+88 242.1 230.7 11.4 2.9:1 -1.56 2.8 -1.9%
S88+80 245.8 235.4 16.4 25:1 ~2. 44 18.3 -2.64
Cross-Section Geosetry :  Crown El. 5.9 Crown Width Varies

Step El. 1.5 Step Width = 12,9

Slope Stability Amalysis @

The following cross-sections were checked to deteraine the minisum factor of safety

Canalside Failure - 578+88,
#xk Ninisum Factor of Safety = 1.35 at Ei. -34.8 2ok

Larndside Failure - 576+88, 578+88, 584+88 and 538488, The section at Sta. S76+88 yoverns.
ak% Minisuw Factor of Safety = 1.36 at El. ~34.8 #x

Sheet Pile fAnalysis :

The following cross—sections were checked to determine the required penetration, design bending mowent
and maxisum deflection :

Canalside Failure - 578+84.
Landside Failure - 576488, 578488, S84+88 and 548+88.

Required Peretration : -12.3 (Landside Failure 3:1 Ratio; S5-Lase F.5. = 1.39)
Design Bending Mosent : 12.8 Ft-K/Ft # El. -2.8 (Landside Failure 3:1 Ratioj S-Case F.S5. = 1.39)
Maxisum Deflection : In
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REACH 3

Revisions 1

1. Entire sheet pile wall moved 8.5' closer to the canal thus
increasing the crown width 8.5 along the entire vreach.

2. Step elevation lowered from El. 2.6 to El. 1.0.

3. Step width ivcreased from 9.8 to 12.4°.

4. Add 6" of fill from the levee toe to a distance 38" frowm
the levee toe in the vacant lot referenced.

Submittals @

1. New canalside stability analyses taking into account the
above revisions and the correction to the soil shear strength
from £El. 8.8 to El. -2.8.

2. New landside stabiliy analyses taking into account the
above revisions and including calculations at El. -18.% and
El. -20.5. .

2. New sheet pile analyses taking into account the above
revislons and the submerged canalside soil weight.

Note 3

Reach 3 landside stability analysis at El. -32.8 with the
active wedpe at x=110 and the passive wedge at x=148.5 does
yield a lower factor of safety than with the wedpes at x=111
and 144.5 respectively, as previously submitted. However, it
has since been discovered, that placing the active wedge at
x=103 and the passive wedge at »x=133.5 yields the laowest
factor of safety. Therefore these calculations are being
submitted in lieu of the requested location.



REACH 3
5TR. 89488 TO 5TA. 614488

OFFSET TOEL, 5.5 O OFFSET TO  CROWN  EXISTING  EXISTING DIST. FROM TOE EXISTING
STR.  EXISTING BACKSLOPE  SHEET PILE  WIDTH  BACKSLOPE  LANDSIDE TO GROUMD PT.  LANDSIDE

(FT) (FT)  CFT)  (HsV) TOEEL (FT)  GROND EL.

598+48 248.6 239.8 96 2511 -2 9.8 -2.64
592468 25,6 MR 1 27:t A 1.9 2.9
594+88 256.5 241.8 95 18:l  -LY® 16.5 -1.79
59488 258.5 8.3 12 241 -2l %9 -1.81
594+88 243.3 BL6 17 381 M 9.9 “3.41
608+80 246.9 5.9 18 i1 287 35 -3.77
662488 2444 ez 182 il -L97 82 -2.47
684400 (7. PL) 243.9 B3R5 14 B7:1 3% 10.8 -4.2
666+88 2418 2389 189 2711 2% 16.8 -3.5
688+49 243.2 229.3 139 32:1  -2.10 9.9 -3.20
616+88 242.4 ees.6 138 31:1  -L48 18.8 -2.28
612480 244.8 7.9 161 X611 A8 10.8 2.8
614+08 242.8 7.2 WA 3611 4D 11,5 ~2.49
Cross-Section Geometry :  Crown El. 5.5 Crown Width Vairies

Step £1, 1.5 Step Width = 12,9

Slope Stability Amalysis :

The following cross-sections were checked to determine the minisum factor of safety @
Canalside Failure - 612+08, #xk Ninisus Factor of Safety = 1,36 at El. -32.8

Landside Failure - 598488, 592488, 594+88, 535488, 688+88, cB4¢B2 and £86+88. The section
at Sta. 694+88 governs. ®#¢ Ninimum Factor of Safety = 1.38 at El. -28.5 %

Sheet Pile fnalysis @

The following cross-sections were checked to determine the required penetration, design bending soment
and maxisun deflection : Canalside Failure - £12+89,
Landside Failure - 594488.

Required Penetration : -12.8 {Landside Failure 3:1 Ratioj S-Case F.S5.£1.33)
Design Bending Moment : 11.6 Ft-K/Ft 8 El. -2.5 (Landside Failure 3:1 Ratiog S-Case F.8.=1.33)
Maxisum Deflection & In.
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REACH 4

Revisions 2

1. Entire sheet pile wall moved 9.5 closer to the canal

thus increasing the crown width 8.5 along the entire reach.
2. Crown elevation lowered from El. 7.8 to El. 6.5 thus
increasing the crown width an additional amount which depends
on the backslope at each station.

3. Step elevation lowered from 3.& to 3.5.

4, Step width increased from 9.8' to 12.8Y.

1
- &

Submittals :

1. New canalside stability analyses taking into account the
above revisions, the correction to the soil shear strength
from El. 8.8 to El. -2.8, and the piezometric headline of
El. -B.4 in the sand.

2. New landside stabiliy analyses taking into account the
above revisions. 4

3. New sheet pile analyses taking into account the above
revisions and the submerged canalside soil weight.

¥u

'!;"



REACH 4
STR. 614408 T0 STA. 625+68

OFFSET TOEL. 7.0 ON OFFSET 7O  CROMN  EXISTIMG  EXISTING  DIST. FROM TOE  EXISTING
STh.  EXISTING DACKSLOPE  SHEET PILE  WIDTH  BACKSLOPE  LANDSIDE  TO GROUMD PT.  LANDSIDE

(FT) {FT) (FT} (H:V) TOEEL {FT) GROUND EL.

614+68 236.6 2.2 11.2 3.611 .79 11.5 -2.49
616+98 233.9 226.3 9.8 3.9:1 4.5 10.0 ~1.65
618+88 234.2 225.8 18.8 41 -1.2% 16.8 ~3.85
628+80 234.3 225.8 18.9 d2:1 .62 8.8 -3.12
622+00 233.3 24,3 18.6 1l -2.68 16.2 -3.8
624127 232.1 223.5 10.2 33:1 -1.52 14.5 ~2.62
Cross-Section Geosetry :  Crown El. 6.5 Crown Width Varies

Step El. 3.5 Step Width = 12.8'

Slope Stability Amalysis :

The following cross-sections were checked to detersine the minisus factor of safety @

Canalside Failure - 614480 and 616408, The section at Sta. 614+8@ governs.
#% Ninisum Factor of Bafety = 1.38 at E). -23.5 =&

Landside Failure - 616408, 610+88, 628+8§, 622+00 and 624427. The section at Sta. 622+8@ governs,
e Minimum Factor of Safety = 1.37 at El. -£3.5

Sheet Pile Analysis :

The following cross-sections were checked to determine the requived penetration, design bending soment
and saxinin deflection :

Canalside Failure - 614488 and 616488,
Landside Failure - 616488, §14+80, 622+8@ and 624+27.

Required Penetration : -7.7 {Landside Failure Sta. 616+8@; S-Case F.8.=1.3)
Design Bending Moment ¢ 7.8 Ft-K/Ft 8 E). 8.2 (Landside Failure Sta. 6164885 S-Case F.S5.21.D)
Kaxisus Deflection @ In.
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REACH S

Revisgions 2

1. 8tep elevation lowered from 5.9 to 4.85.
2. Step width increased from 8.5 to 14.5.

Submittals :

-

1. Mew canalside stability analyses taking into account the
above revisions, the correction to the soil shear strength
from El1. 6.0 to El. -2.8, and the piezometric headline of
El. -2.4 in the sand.

2. HNew sheet pile analyses taking into account the above
revisions and the submerged canalside soil weight.



REACH §
STA. 625488 TO STR. 635+08

OFFBET TDEL. 7.5 0N OFFSET TO  CROMM  EXISTING ~ EXISTING DIST. FROW TOE EXISTING
STA.  EXISTING DACKSLOPE  SHEEYT PILE  WIDTH  GACKSLOPE  LAMDSIDE YD GROUND PT.  LANDSINE

LFT) (FT)  (FT) (H1V)'* T0E EL (FT)  GRODD L.

sares £29.9 2287 9.2 39:1 Am 13.6 -1.62
628400 ee7.3 219.4 7.9 33110 LR 13.7 -3.82
638+08 £24.4 215.9 85 4l - L7 14,4 -3
632408 219.9 B12.4 .3 W41t A3 13,5 -3.73
634408 (1. PL)) 2151 268.9 62 X711 453 17.4 -1.23
Croas-Section Geometry :  Crowm El. 2.5 Crown Uidth Varies

Step El. 4.5 Step Vidth = 14.9°

Slope Stability Amalysis :

The following cross-sections weve checked to determine the minisun factor of safety :

Canalside Failure - 627428, .
s¥x Ninises Factor of Safety » 1.38 at'EL. -14,5 s

Landside Failure - Mo additional landside failure analysis was dome,

Sheet Pile Amalysis 3

The following cross-sections were chacked to deteraine the vequired penetration, design bending mosent
and sazisus deflection 3

Camalside Failure - 627428,
Landgide Failure - 632408 and £34+00. e

‘Required Pemetration 1 -4.9 (Landside Failure Sta. 634408y S-Case F.5.=1.5)
Design Bending Moment : 5.0 Ft-K/Ft € El, 1.6 (Landside Failure Sta. 6344083 S-{ase F.S5.=1.3)
Haxinus Deflection 1 In. )

’fﬁ.
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REACH &

Ravisions :
None
Submittals 1@

1. MNew sheet pile analyses takihg into account the
canalside s0il weight.

i

submerged



REACH & -
§TR, 635+00 TO STA. 643+00

OFFSET TO £L. 9.5 ON OFFSET 0 TOTAL CROWM EXISTING  EXISTING  DIST. FROM TOE EXISTING
STA.  EXISTING DACKSLOPE SWEET PHLE  WINTH  DACXSLOPE  LAMDGIDE  TO GROUND EL.  LAMMSIDE

CFT) (FT)  (FT)  (WsV)  TOE B CFT)  GROUND EL.
626400 2843 213.1 13.2 3811 -4 1.0 164
33t 2066 217.9 187 3918~ 864 1.9 -1.54
Cross-Section Geortry 1 Crowm EL. 9.5 Crown Width on Land Bide of ¥all Varies

Crows Uidth on Canal Side of Nall = 2.9*

Slope Stadility Amalysis t

Mo additiomal stability amalysis was done.

Sheet Pile Analysis 3

Requived Pemetration : 4.0 (Governed by Seepage)
Design Dending Momest 3 1.1 Ft-K/Ft # EL. 5.6 (Landside Failure Sta. 6384313 S-Case F.8.51.5)
Narimm Deflection @

.
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REACH 7

Revisions

i. Sheet pile alignment changed.. (Maximum change in baseline
offset is 1.3")

Submittals @

None



o~

REACH 7

STR. 643+88 TU 5TR. 663+00

OFFSET TOEL. 12.8 O OFFSET TO OFFSET TO €L, 12.6 ON  TOTAL _ EXISTING
STR. EXISTING DACKSLOPE  SHEET PILE  EXISTING CAMALSLOPE CROWM WIDTH BACKSLOPE

(FT) (FT) (FFY = (FI) (Kev)
643408 235.9 224.8 .3 146 331d
645400 21.3 2.4 218.6 152 2111
47408 233.8 2e2.9 219.6 e arst
49400 235.1 222.3 229.1 150 4011
£51400 233.2 21,7 211 164  38td
(] 230.9 221.1 24,8 152 6611
£55408 2316 2e8.6 215.4 ®e L3t
c57e08 (5 P27 20,8 215.6 61 3511
£39+00 24,6 224.8 218.8 158 2911
661400 2.9 227.8 223.2 YRR TET!
663498 ( See Reach 8)
Cross-Section Geometry : Crows £1, 12.8 Crown Width on Land Side of Uall Varies

Slope Stability Amalysis @

No additiomal stability analysis was done.

Crows Vidth on Canal Side of Hall Varies

% Total Crows Vidth Includes Vidth on Canal Side of Skeet Pile Vall.



REACH 8

Revisions :

1. Sheet pile alignment changed.

2. Crown elevation lowered from El. 12.8 to El. 11.0.

3. Crown width behind the sheet pile wall changed from a
constant 8.8 to a varying width between the sheet pile wall
and El1. 11.8 on the existing backslope.

4. Btep elevation raised from El. 2.8 to El. 7.0.

5. Step width changed based on the above revisions.

Submittals 1

1. New canalside stability analyses taking into account the
above revisions and the piezowetric headline of El. -2.4 in
the sand.



REACH &
STA. 663408 TO STA. 678+08

OFFSET TOEL. 118 0N OFFSETT0 OFFSETTOTOP  TOTWL  STEP  EXISTING
§TA,  EXISTING BACKSLOPE  SHEET PILE  OF SLOPE CROWM WIDTH® WIDTH  BACKSLOPE
(FT) {FT) (FT) CFT) (FT)  (H:V)
563408 (3. PL) 244.6 230.8 228.6 16.6 43 2811
665+08 242.1 £30.9 228.8 14.1 5.6 2811
667¢08 2321 238.8 228.8 9.1 12.3 211
669487 232.5 2.0 2280 9.5 6.2 15.6:1

Cross-Section Geometry 3 Cvoww E1. 11.0 Crown ¥idth on Land Side of Wall Varies
Crown Midth on Canal Side of ¥all = 2.8
Step E1, 7.9 Step Width Varies

Slope Stability Amalysis 3

Canalside Failure - All cross-sections were checked. The sectign at Sta. G658 goverms.
% Rinisus Factor of Safety = 1.32 at El. -19.6 ==

Landside Failure - Mo additional lindside failure amalysis wis done.

% Total Crown Bidth Includes Width om Canal Side of Sheet Pile Wall.
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