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Figure 1. Soil Type Map of Project Area indicating several subsurface types (1970)

Figure 2. NRCS Soils Map with levee alignment almost all Sawmill silty clay loam

Figure 3.  Topographic Map from 1893, approximate future levee alignment shown in red. 
Note south end may have been constructed on old channel
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Figure 4.  Topographic Map from 1901, approximate future levee alignment in red, note 

Des Plaines River straightened

Figure 5.  Old topographic maps with McCook Levee; 1928 (Left), 1953 (Right) 
indicating presence of McCook Levee

Figure 6. Typical McCook Levee Cross Section Showing Sheetpile not cutting off Seepage 
(Sta. 1+00 to 41+00)

Figure 7. Analyzed cross section from 1980’s Feasibility Report (Sta. 11+25) with taller 
levee than what is proposed in this report

Figure 8. Landside stability at Sta. 22+50, Long Term (left) FS = 1.416 & EOC (right) 
FS = 2.620)

Figure 9: Measurement of existing sheetpile, most closely resembles JSP-2

Figure 10: SLOPE/W gap analysis result with acceptable FS = 1.789

Figure 11: Table B-2 from ETL 1110-2-575 showing max height of sheetpile allowed to be 
exposed to water

Figure 12: Photo of unacceptable erosion on riverside, about 11-½ ft of sheetpile exposed

Figure 13. Sta. 4+00 Seepage Diagram where seepage was observed indicates higher 
rate of seepage

Figure 14. Sta. 11+25 Seepage Diagram at repair location indicates lower rate of 
seepage

Figure 15. Sta. 23+00 Seepage Diagram indicates very low rate of seepage with clay 
foundation material

Figure 16. Sta. 42+00 Seepage Diagram indicates high rate of seepage due to sandy 
foundation material

Figure 17. Sta. 42+00 Seepage Diagram with Toe Drain to reduce exit gradient to 
acceptable level

Figure 18. Sta. 38+00 Seepage Diagram indicates high exit gradient which will also 
require toe drain

Figure 19. Sta. 42+00 Seepage Diagram with riverside cutoff to first layer of native clay 
does not meet exit gradient criteria

Figure 20. Sta. 42+00 Seepage Diagram with riverside cutoff to second layer of native 
clay and clay blanket on slope is effective in reducing exit gradient to acceptable 
levels

Figure 21. Existing end around Flooding Source south of Lawndale will be cut off with 
closure

Figure 22.  South end of levee near Sta. 0+00 that requires berm to tie to high ground

Figure 23.  North end tie-in topographic map indicating north end and 47th St are likely 
high ground
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Figure 24.  Railroad tie-ins south of 47th Street, yellow indicates possible extents of clay 

blanket/small berm

Figure 25.  Segmented Levee Tieback locations

Figure 26. Landside inundation methods for a levee

Figure 27. Summary of Fragility Curve south of 47th Street indicating PFP at top of levee 
and PNP at base of existing erosion

Figure 28. Summary of Fragility Curve north of 47th Street indicating PFP at top of levee 
and PNP at lowest elevation of leveed structures

Table 1.  NRCS soils identified in project area

Table 2.  Groundwater Elevations generally indicating levels similar to river

Table 3. Soil Parameters from 1980’s Feasibility Report

Table 4. N-Values and Unconfined Compressions for Zone 4 & 6, indicating original 
analysis undervalued their cohesions

Table 5. Soil Permeability Values

Table 6. Slope Stability Results (USACE, 1984) Show Failure to meet acceptable factors 
of safety for Sta. 23+00, location of organic levee soils

Table 7.  Summary of Seepage Calculations
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Figure 2

Table 1

Figure 3 Figure 4 Figure 5



AFTFigure 3.  Topographic Map from 1893, approximate future levee alignment shown in red. Note 
south end may have been constructed on old channel 

Figure 4.  Topographic Map from 1901, approximate future levee alignment in red, note Des 
Plaines River straightened 
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Table 2.  Groundwater Elevations generally indicating levels similar to river

Elevations given in feet MSL 1929 
**Added water during drilling for mud rotary and/or in-situ permeability test 
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Table 2

Figure 5 Figure 4



DRAFTFigure 6. Typical McCook Levee Cross Section Showing Sheetpile not cutting off Seepage 
(Sta. 1+00 to 41+00) 
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Table 3

Table 3. Soil Parameters from 1980’s Feasibility Report 

*revisited due to apparent low values compared to lab data 

Table 3
Table 4

Table 4. N-Values and Unconfined Compressions for Zone 4 & 6, indicating original 
analysis undervalued their cohesions

*from pocket penetrometer 
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Table 5. Soil Permeability Values

* Average of 1984 falling head tests 
+Assumed based on clay composition 
# Assumed based on coarser grains intermixed with less permeable clay/silts 
~ Assumed based on permeable joints 
^ Assumed based on more permeable than Zone 5 material with larger grained 
material
& To be verified in future studies 
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Table 6. Slope Stability Results (USACE, 1984) Show Failure to meet acceptable factors 
of safety for Sta. 23+00, location of organic levee soils 

*For the proposed plan 3A – segmented levee, the levee repair technically ends near Sta. 
21+00 where it ties back into high ground.  However, the cross section analyzed uses soil 
information based on Boring CBM-2-84 which is located at Sta. 20+88, just south of the 
proposed tieback.  Therefore, the analysis is still applicable for all cases
**Calculated with unedited cohesion values for Zone 4 and 6 
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Figure 7

Figure 7. Analyzed cross section from 1980’s Feasibility Report (Sta. 11+25) with taller 
levee than what is proposed in this report

Table 3
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Figure 8. Landside stability at Sta. 22+50, Long Term (left) FS = 1.416 & EOC (right) FS 
= 2.620)



DRAFFigure 9: Measurement of existing sheetpile, most closely resembles JSP-2 
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Figure 10

Figure 10: SLOPE/W gap analysis result with acceptable FS = 1.789
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Figure 11: Table B-2 from ETL 1110-2-575 showing max height of sheetpile allowed to be 
exposed to water 

Figure 12

Figure 12: Photo of unacceptable erosion on riverside, about 11-½ ft of sheetpile exposed
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AFTFigure 13. Sta. 4+00 Seepage Diagram where seepage was observed indicates higher rate 

of seepage 

Figure 14. Sta. 11+25 Seepage Diagram at repair location indicates lower rate of 
seepage



AFFigure 15. Sta. 23+00 Seepage Diagram indicates very low rate of seepage with clay 
foundation material

Figure 16. Sta. 42+00 Seepage Diagram indicates high rate of seepage due to sandy 
foundation material 
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Table 7.  Summary of Seepage Calculations
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Figure 17. Sta. 42+00 Seepage Diagram with Toe Drain to reduce exit gradient to 
acceptable level

Figure 18



AFTFigure 18. Sta. 38+00 Seepage Diagram indicates high exit gradient which will also 
require toe drain

Figure 19
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Figure 19. Sta. 42+00 Seepage Diagram with riverside cutoff to first layer of native clay 
does not meet exit gradient criteria

Figure 20. Sta. 42+00 Seepage Diagram with riverside cutoff to second layer of native 
clay and clay blanket on slope is effective in reducing exit gradient to acceptable levels

Figure 20
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Figure 26

Figure 26. Landside inundation methods for a levee 
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Figure 27 Figure 28

Figure 25
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DRAFTAttachment 1: Historic Soil Boring Logs 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
























































