
   
TOLEDO HARBOR SEDIMENT MANAGEMENT AND USE SOLUTIONS  

INITIAL PUBLIC FORUM 
 
Purpose 
A Toledo Harbor sediment management forum was held on Thursday, June 16, 2011 from 1:00 
p.m. - 5:00 p.m. at the Toledo Maritime Center, 1701 Front Street in Toledo’s Marina District.  
Toledo Harbor Dredging Task Force (Task Force) members  shared background information 
and conveyed current challenges associated with sediment management in the Toledo Harbor 
from both economic and environmental perspectives.  The forum was jointly hosted by the Great 
Lakes Commission, Ohio Lake Erie Commission (OLEC), and Toledo-Lucas County Port 
Authority (TLCPA).  
 
Forum attendees had the opportunity to share their ideas for beneficial use of sediment for 
consideration, and potential incorporation into a sediment management strategy for the Toledo 
Harbor that is being developed by the Task Force. Ideas solicited from stakeholders comprise 
four major categories of alternatives including: in-water, nearshore, upland, and product 
manufacture. 
 
The initial public forum provided stakeholders an explanation of the planning process and 
provided an opportunity for the Task Force members to get ideas and input regarding priorities 
from stakeholders.  The input received from stakeholders will guide the Task Force through the 
decision making process in prioritizing and evaluating technical alternatives for inclusion in a 
comprehensive Sediment Management and Use Plan for the Toledo Harbor.  
 
The major objectives of the first public forum were to: 
 

• identify all sediment management and approaches considered to date; 

• identify stakeholder issues and priorities; 

• solicit ideas on alternatives to assist the Task Force in establishing  objective 
criteria that will be used to formulate alternatives that reflect stakeholder issues 
and priorities; and 

• solicit and compile information from the public and agencies concerning potential 
data gaps.  

Notification 
TLCPA and OLEC invited stakeholders to attend the initial public forum via e-mail and by 
phone.  Invitations were targeted to previous process participants and known interested 
stakeholders.  Provided in Attachment A is the invitation sent to Task Force Members, non-
governmental agencies, interested parties, and the media.  Additionally, the local newspaper, 
the Toledo Blade, published a preview article describing this forum, which is attached as 
Attachment B.  
 
Participation 
A diverse group of stakeholders participated in the initial public forum. Stakeholders included 69 
participants, self-identified as either unaffiliated citizens, or representatives affiliated with 
environmental and community organizations, research and academic institutions, the fishing 
industry, government agencies, commissions or local boards, and industry representatives. A 
complete list of participants is provided by Attachment C.   
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Activities 
The initial public forum was open to the public and included a two-hour introduction of the goals 
of this project and a summary of alternatives identified to date, followed by an hour-and-a-half 
long break-out session, and a brief wrap-up of the day’s activities.  A copy of the agenda for the 
initial public forum is provided in Attachment D.  A copy of the presentation made by Task Force 
members during the forum is provided in Attachment E. 
 
49 stakeholders participated in a break-out session to discuss the following major categories of 
sediment management options: in-water, nearshore, upland, and products. Table 1 lists the type 
of alternative and the number of stakeholders who participated in each group.  Forum 
organizers assigned participants to the sediment management option participants identified as 
their first choice when they signed in at the public forum.    
 

TOLEDO HARBOR SEDIMENT MANAGEMENT  
AND USE SOLUTIONS INITIAL PUBLIC FORUM 

 
TABLE 1 

 
SEDIMENT MANANGEMENT CATEGORY, TYPE, AND NUMBER OF  

PARTICIPANTS FOR BREAK OUT SESSION GROUPS   
 

Alternative 
Category Alternative Break Out Session Table Number of 

Participants 
Submerged Aquatic Habitat Restoration Unit  5 
Emergent Habitat Restoration Unit 7 In-Water 

Confined Disposal Facility 7 
Wetland Restoration 7 Near-Shore Shoreline Protection 6 
Brownfields, Landfill Caps, and Mine 
Reclamation 6 

Agricultural Improvements 5 Upland 

Inland Monofill   0 

Products 
Manufactured Soil, Asphalt, Concrete, and 
Construction Materials, Structural Fill, and 
Other 

6 

 
Each break out group was coordinated by the project team with a table moderator and note 
taker. Both positions were filled by Task Force members or professional staff who received 
training prior to the session.  The moderators facilitated group discussions and solicited ideas 
from participants that identified specific alternatives and locations that fit under the general 
alternative category.  A project area map was provided to each table and allowed the moderator 
and note taker to verify the general location of spatially grounded alternatives proposed by 
participants.  The moderator marked on the project map any specific locations proposed for 
specific alternatives.  The note takers documented the ideas communicated by the participants 
during the break out session. 
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After the table contributed all of their sediment management and use ideas, each table 
facilitated a group discussion on the following criteria relative to each break out group’s specific 
sediment management option:  
 

1. Human Benefits (e.g. recreation, flood protection, aesthetics, economic 
development) 

2. Ecological Benefits (e.g. improved hydrologic functions, habitat enhancements, 
improved water quality) 

3. Economic Benefits (e.g. revenue generating activity, job creation, cost savings) 

4. Feasibility (e.g. technical, logistical, institutional, constructability) 

5. Implementation Costs (e.g. dredging, transportation, maintenance, monitoring) 

6. Environmental Impacts (e.g. location, construction, post-construction) 

Stakeholders provided significant information exchange regarding ideas and locations for 
sediment management and use options, as well as the importance of certain technical criteria 
associated with specific options. The following sections provide a summary of the discussion 
held by stakeholders at each break out group. 
 
Results of Stakeholder Discussion Held during Break Out Session 
 
Submerged Aquatic Habitat Restoration Unit  
Ideas and locations for submerged aquatic habitat restoration units identified by stakeholders 
are provided by Table 2.  Stakeholder ideas include creating or restoring habitat for fish 
spawning, creating other nearshore and offshore habitat, and constructing the option at 
locations to effect a change in the hydrology (e.g. create and control currents).  Approximate 
locations proposed by stakeholders for construction of submerged aquatic habitat restoration 
units are illustrated on Figure 1.     
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TOLEDO HARBOR SEDIMENT MANAGEMENT  
AND USE SOLUTIONS INITIAL PUBLIC FORUM 

 
TABLE 2 

 
SUBMERGED AQUATIC HABITAT RESTORATION UNIT:  

STAKEHOLDER IDENTIFICATION OF IDEAS AND LOCATIONS 
 

IDEA/CONCEPT LOCATION  
Multi-cell, multi-chamber, multi-tier   
Structure to create/control currents   
Create new fish spawning habitat or 
restore/replicate/enhance existing fish 
spawning habitat 

Locations where there is periodic current to 
clean surface 

Submerged Confined Aquatic Disposal (CAD) North of Maumee Bay State Park off of 
Woodtick Peninsula and Little Cedar Point   

Create near-shore/off-shore habitat    
Create a submerged/semi-upland HRU Predominately submerged location 
River shoreline HRU Create a new metropark 
Shallow water/bay area HRU Near causeway/fishing pier 
Note: Table only provides specific locations for submerged aquatic habitat restoration units identified by 

stakeholders. 
 
Stakeholders identified and discussed the specific technical criteria they believe are important to 
the Task Force’s technical evaluation of the option.  Table 3 provides the technical criteria 
identified by stakeholders for the Task Force to consider as part of the submerged aquatic 
habitat restoration unit option technical evaluation.  The technical criteria identified by 
stakeholders include ecological benefits through the elimination of open lake disposal,  
improved habitat and ecological functions, economic benefits through construction and fish 
habitat creation, and increased recreation activities (e.g. increased spawning habitat will 
positively affect fishing industry), potential short-term environmental impacts during 
construction, and threats to navigational safety.  
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TOLEDO HARBOR SEDIMENT MANAGEMENT  
AND USE SOLUTIONS INITIAL PUBLIC FORUM 

 
TABLE 3 

 
SUBMERGED AQUATIC HABITAT RESTORATION UNIT: STAKEHOLDER IDENTIFICATION OF 

IMPORTANT TECHNICAL CRITERIA FOR ALTERNATIVE EVALUATION 
 

CATEGORY 
TECHNICAL CRITERIA 

(“x” indicates technical criteria identified 
as important to evaluate alternative) 

STAKEHOLDER COMMENTS 

x Improved Hydrologic Functions Will be changed, but unknown if improvement will be shown 
x Habitat Enhancements Current changes are important for fish habitats 
x Improved Water Quality   
 Diversification of Harbor   

Ecological 
Benefits 

 Habitat Restoration   
x Technical   
x Logistical   
x Institutional   
x Constructability   
 Depth of Water   

Feasibility 

 Research Advancements   
x Recreation Increase fish population for fishing and hunting (waterfowl); birding 
 Flood protection  
x Aesthetics Could improve if combined with emergent HRU 
x Economic Development increased recreational activity 
x Navigational Safety potential water hazard 
 Tourism   

Human Benefits 

 Site Safety   
x Revenue Generating Activity Could increase from additional recreational activity 
x Job Creation Construction of  habitats; indirectly through increased recreational activity 
x Cost Savings long-term potential; only handling once eliminates open lake disposal 
 Recreation  
 Tourism  
 Boating  

Economic 
Benefits 

 Land Value Improvement  
x Location Loss of existing habitat (mayflies) 
x Construction Short-term impacts 
x Post-Construction  
 Spawning Area  
x Invasive Species  

Environmental 
Impacts 

x Mobilization of Contaminants i.e. mercury methylation  
 Dredging  
 Transportation  
 Maintenance  
 Monitoring  
 Ownership  
x Design/Research/Studying  
x Public Relations/Marketing  

x Programmatic Modification/ 
Legislative Need time to modify 

 Material Handling  

Implementation 
Costs 

 Characterization  
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Emergent Habitat Restoration Unit 
A summary of ideas and locations for emergent habitat restoration units identified by 
stakeholders during the break out session is provided by Table 4.  Ideas presented by 
stakeholders include constructing an emergent habitat restoration unit near the Toledo Harbor 
Lighthouse, Grassy Island, and in channel shallows, as well as creating short-term floating 
islands.  Approximate locations proposed by stakeholders for construction of emergent habitat 
restoration units are illustrated on Figure 2.     
 

TOLEDO HARBOR SEDIMENT MANAGEMENT  
AND USE SOLUTIONS INITIAL PUBLIC FORUM 

 
TABLE 4 

 
EMERGENT HABITAT RESTORATION UNIT:  

STAKEHOLDER IDENTIFICATION OF IDEAS AND LOCATIONS 
 

IDEA/CONCEPT LOCATION 

Emergent habitat restoration unit construction 

Locations identified include: 
- 500 feet from Toledo Harbor Lighthouse 

(area having a water depth of 
approximately 22 feet 

- Woodtick Peninsula 
Enhancement of wildlife area Island 18  (Grassy Island) 
Sidecast channel HRUs (islands) shaped for 
fish habitat Channel shallows 

Floating islands (short-term)   
Note: Table only provides specific locations for emergent habitat restoration units identified by 

stakeholders. 
 
Stakeholders identified and discussed the specific technical criteria they believe merit the 
consideration of the Task Force during the technical evaluation of the emergent habitat 
restoration unit option.  Table 5 provides the technical criteria identified by stakeholders for this 
option, which include ecological benefits through the elimination of open lake disposal, improved 
habitat and ecological functions, economic benefits through construction and fish habitat 
creation, and increased economic benefits through tourism.   
 
   
 

HULL & ASSOCIATES, INC. 6 SEPTEMBER 2011 
TOLEDO, OHIO  TPA044.100.0009 



   
TOLEDO HARBOR SEDIMENT MANAGEMENT  
AND USE SOLUTIONS INITIAL PUBLIC FORUM 

 
TABLE 5 

 
EMERGENT HABITAT RESTORATION UNIT: STAKEHOLDER IDENTIFICATION OF 

IMPORTANT TECHNICAL CRITERIA FOR EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVE  
 

CATEGORY 
TECHNICAL CRITERIA 

(“x” indicates technical criteria identified 
as important to evaluate alternative) 

STAKEHOLDER COMMENTS 

x Improved Hydrologic Functions Redirect or direct flow of bay 
x Habitat Enhancements Bird sanctuary; Island 18 needs work for wildlife areas 
x Improved Water Quality Not open lake dumping 
x Diversification of Harbor Island shaping for fish habitats 

Ecological 
Benefits 

  Habitat Restoration   
x Technical   
x Logistical Go with what we have now, short-term and long-term 
x Institutional ex. Spawning timeline/window 
x Constructability   
x Depth of Water Creates more capacity 

Feasibility 

x Research Advancements Geotube and innovative technology 
x Recreation Woodtick Peninsula  
x Flood protection Woodtick Peninsula  
x Aesthetics   

  Economic Development Specifically designed spawning grounds; upwards of ten percent of income in 
Lucas county is from boating and fishing 

x Navigational Safety Safe harbor 
x Tourism   

Human Benefits 

  Site Safety   
x Revenue Generating Activity Increased economic benefits (tourism etc.) 
x Job Creation Seasonal 

x Cost Savings Toledo lighthouse society has 50 very active members and over 500 members; 
volunteers 

x Recreation   
x Tourism   
x Boating Light House (existing) 

Economic 
Benefits 

  Land Value Improvement   
x Location Material on barges; Nearby bottom placement vs. on land 
x Construction   
  Post-Construction   
x Spawning Area Reduction (minimization) 
  Invasive Species   

Environmental 
Impacts 

  Mobilization of Contaminants   
x Dredging   
x Transportation   
x Maintenance   
x Monitoring   
x Ownership ex. Corp, Harbor, State 
  Design/Research/Studying   
  Public Relations/Marketing   

  Programmatic Modification/ 
Legislative   

  Material Handling   

Implementation 
Costs 

  Characterization   
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Confined Disposal Facility 
A summary of the ideas and locations for a confined disposal facility sediment management 
option presented by stakeholders is provided by Table 6. Figure 3 illustrates each specific 
potential location identified by stakeholders that include the creation of a new confined disposal 
facility or the expansion of an existing confined disposal facility.   
 

TOLEDO HARBOR SEDIMENT MANAGEMENT  
AND USE SOLUTIONS INITIAL PUBLIC FORUM 

 
TABLE 6 

 
CONFINED DISPOSAL FACILITY:  

STAKEHOLDER IDENTIFICATION OF IDEAS AND LOCATIONS 
 

IDEA/CONCEPT LOCATION 
Construct to minimize dike erosion from wave 
action on shoreline to prevent need to 
reconstruct dike 

Adjacent to the channel as an extension of 
Grassy Island (Island 18)  

Create wetlands adjacent to Grassy Island 
(Island 18) Portion of Grassy Island (Island 18) 

Installation of culverts in Causeway so water 
can pass trough it Causeway near Grassy Island 

Construct barrier hummocks or a small barrier 
island shaped like a small cigar to prevent 
wave action and allow the re-establishment of  
1200 acres of wetlands 

North Maumee Bay (Nature Conservancy 
Marsh Restoration Area in Michigan) 

Vertical and horizontal expansion of existing 
confined disposal facilities 

Locations identified include: 
- Grassy Island (Island 18) 
- Confined Disposal Facility 3 
- Bayshore Power Plant  

Note: Table only provides specific locations for a confined disposal facility option identified by 
stakeholders. 

 
Stakeholders identified and discussed the specific technical criteria they believe merit the 
consideration of the Task Force during the technical evaluation of the confined disposal facility 
option.  Table 7 provides the technical criteria identified by stakeholders for this option, which 
include habitat creation, job creation, potential for environmental impacts from dewatering, and 
economic benefits as a result of construction activities and tourism opportunities.   
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TOLEDO HARBOR SEDIMENT MANAGEMENT  
AND USE SOLUTIONS INITIAL PUBLIC FORUM 

 

TABLE 7 
 

CONFINED DISPOSAL FACILITY: STAKEHOLDER IDENTIFICATION OF IMPORTANT TECHNICAL CRITERIA 
FOR ALTERNATIVE EVALUATION 

 

CATEGORY 
TECHNICAL CRITERIA 

(“x” indicates technical criteria identified 
as important to evaluate alternative) 

STAKEHOLDER COMMENTS 

  Improved Hydrologic Functions   

x Habitat Enhancements Long term: rock structures, possible hunting, no more islands, hummocks, 
bird habitats, snakes, nesting, vegetation regrowth 

x Improved Water Quality Protection of shoreline erosion; prevent sediment loading into lake 

  Diversification of Harbor   

Ecological 
Benefits 

  Habitat Restoration   

x Technical No more loss of bottom lands; goal is limiting number of CDFs 

x Logistical   

x Institutional Environmental impact statement may be required 

x Constructability Full cost accounting/life of project cost 

  Depth of Water   

Feasibility 

  Research Advancements   

x Recreation Nature trails through CDF; biking trails etc. 

  Flood protection Wave protection 

x Aesthetics May not have to raise seawall 

x Economic Development Boating traffic; once dredging is complete can host events; possible boom 
for small business, companies convert material from CDF 

  Navigational Safety Safe harbor is a big issue 

  Tourism   

Human Benefits 

  Site Safety   

x Revenue Generating Activity Boating; recreation/eco-tourism, related retail 

x Job Creation Jobs related to construction and economic spin-off 

x Cost Savings Relative cost to other solutions is unknown 

  Recreation   

  Tourism   

  Boating   

Economic 
Benefits 

  Land Value Improvement   

x Location  

x Construction   

x Post-Construction Operational impact from decant water; post-closure may pose pH issues 

  Spawning Area   

  Invasive Species   

Environmental 
Impacts 

  Mobilization of Contaminants   

x Dredging Reduce dredging cost via other methods (i.e. passive collective systems) 

x Transportation Maybe tow to site; closer to the channel, the better; could pump into CDF 

x Maintenance   

x Monitoring Discharge water quality; TMDL, Regulatory 
Ownership 

  Design/Research/Studying   

  Public Relations/Marketing   

  Programmatic Modification   

  Material Handling   

Implementation 
Costs 

  Characterization   
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Wetland Restoration 
A summary of the ideas and locations for wetland restoration proposed by stakeholders is 
provided by Table 8.  Figure 4 illustrates specific potential locations identified by stakeholders 
for wetland restoration options.   
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TABLE 8 

 
WETLAND RESTORATION:  

STAKEHOLDER IDENTIFICATION OF IDEAS AND LOCATIONS 
 

IDEA/CONCEPT LOCATION 
Create/ restore wetlands Locations including: 

- Maumee Bay State Park 
- Cedar Point National Wildlife Refuge 

Maumee Bay State Park 
- North Maumee Bay 
- Private landowners and industry  
- property located adjacent to Maumee 

Bay/Lake Erie, Maumee River 
- Maumee River islands located upstream 

of shipping channel 
- Maumee Bay islands in North Maumee 

Bay 
- Woodtick Peninsula in Michigan  
- Private duck clubs in the Western Lake 

Erie Basin 
Expand existing dikes Cullen Park 
Near streams and outfalls Maumee Bay 
Near areas of quarry reclamation Northwest Ohio 
Wetland mitigation projects Northwest Ohio 
In conjunction with floodplain berms to control 
flooding Upstream in watershed such as Findlay, Ohio 

Note: Table only provides specific locations wetland restoration options identified by stakeholders. 
 
Stakeholders identified and discussed the specific technical criteria they believe merit the 
consideration of the Task Force during the technical evaluation of wetland restoration options.  
Table 9 provides the technical criteria identified by stakeholders for this option, which include 
habitat creation, job creation, potential for environmental impacts during construction from 
dewatering, and economic benefits as a result of construction activities and tourism 
opportunities.   
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TABLE 9 

 
WETLAND RESTORATION: STAKEHOLDER IDENTIFICATION OF IMPORTANT 

TECHNICAL CRITERIA FOR ALTERNATIVE EVALUATION 
 

CATEGORY 
TECHNICAL CRITERIA 

(“x” indicates technical criteria identified 
as important to evaluate alternative) 

STAKEHOLDER COMMENTS 

x Improved Hydrologic Functions Water exchange between wetlands and lake 
x Habitat Enhancements Fish and other wildlife 
x Improved Water Quality All types will help 
  Diversification of Harbor   

Ecological 
Benefits 

  Habitat Restoration   
x Technical   
x Logistical   
  Institutional   
x Constructability Fine sediments - solid amendments 
  Depth of Water   

Feasibility 

  Research Advancements   
x Recreation Birding, hunting, fishing 
x Flood protection Floodplain berm construction 
x Aesthetics Water quality 
x Economic Development Eco-tourism 
x Navigational Safety Keeping channel open 
  Tourism   

Human Benefits 

  Site Safety   

x Revenue Generating 
Activity Eco-tourism 

x Job Creation Construction and eco-tourism 
x Cost Savings Reduce dredging sometime down the road 
  Recreation   
  Tourism   
  Boating   

Economic 
Benefits 

  Land Value Improvement   
x Location Could take bottom lake bottom lands from 
x Construction Slight runoff 
  Post-Construction   
  Spawning Area   
  Invasive Species   

Environmental 
Impacts 

  Mobilization of Contaminants   
  Dredging   
x Transportation Could be high if far inland 
x Maintenance minimal 
x Monitoring 5-10 years 
  Ownership   
  Design/Research/Studying   
  Public Relations/Marketing   

  Programmatic Modification/ 
Legislative   

  Material Handling   

Implementation 
Costs 

  Characterization   
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Shoreline Protection 
A summary of the ideas and locations for shoreline protection proposed by stakeholders is 
provided by Table 10.  Figure 5 illustrates specific potential locations identified by stakeholders 
for shoreline protection options.   
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TABLE 10 

 
SHORELINE PROTECTION:  

STAKEHOLDER IDENTIFICATION OF IDEAS AND LOCATIONS 
 

IDEA/CONCEPT LOCATION 

Improve/protect wetlands and protect 
ecological integrity by extending shoreline out 
into lake 

Locations identified include: 
- Maumee Bay State Park 
- Ottawa National Wildlife Refuge 
- Cedar Point National Wildlife Refuge 

Aid navigation safety as part of U.S. Coast 
Guard (USCG) Western Lake Erie Area 
Committee effort  

Western Lake Erie 

Shoreline protection/erosion control Bay Shore 

Protection and construction of barrier islands 
Locations identified include: 

- Ottawa National Wildlife Refuge 
- Cedar Point National Wildlife Refuge 

Shoreline creation and protection as part of a 
wind turbine project Bay Shore 

Seawall reinforcement West Harbor Bay 
Note: Table only provides specific locations shoreline protection options identified by stakeholders. 
 
Stakeholders identified and discussed the specific technical criteria they believe merit the 
consideration of the Task Force during the technical evaluation of shoreline protection options.  
Table 11 provides the technical criteria identified by stakeholders for this option, which include 
ecological benefits through improved hydrologic functions, water quality, and habitat 
enhancements.  Stakeholders generally viewed the option to be technically feasible and will 
provide human and economic benefits.  
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TABLE 11 

 
SHORELINE PROTECTION: STAKEHOLDER IDENTIFICATION OF IMPORTANT 

TECHNICAL CRITERIA FOR ALTERNATIVE EVALUATION 
 

CATEGORY 
TECHNICAL CRITERIA 

(“x” indicates technical criteria identified 
as important to evaluate alternative) 

STAKEHOLDER COMMENTS 

x Improved Hydrologic 
Functions   

x Habitat Enhancements   
x Improved Water Quality   
  Diversification of Harbor   

Ecological 
Benefits 

  Habitat Restoration   
x Technical Unknown for USCG Western Lake Erie effort, all other ideas seen as beneficial 

x Logistical No logistical benefit seen for Maumee Bay State Park, barrier islands, or for 
Ottawa National Wildlife Refuge 

x Institutional   
x Constructability   
  Depth of Water   

Feasibility 

  Research Advancements   
x Recreation   
x Flood protection   
x Aesthetics   
x Economic Development   
x Navigational Safety   
  Tourism   

Human Benefits 

  Site Safety   

x Revenue Generating 
Activity   

  Job Creation   
x Cost Savings   
  Recreation   
  Tourism   
  Boating   

Economic 
Benefits 

  Land Value Improvement   
x Location Unknown for Western Lake Erie and Woodtick Peninsula barrier islands 
x Construction   
x Post-Construction   
  Spawning Area   
  Invasive Species   

Environmental 
Impacts 

  Mobilization of Contaminants   
x Dredging Unknown for Western Lake Erie and Woodtick Peninsula barrier islands 
x Transportation   
x Maintenance   
x Monitoring   
  Ownership   
  Design/Research/Studying   
  Public Relations/Marketing   

  Programmatic Modification/ 
Legislative   

  Material Handling   

Implementation 
Costs 

  Characterization   
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Brownfields, Landfill Caps, and Mine Reclamation 
A summary of ideas and locations for brownfields, landfill caps, and mine reclamation identified 
and discussed by the break out session group is provided by Table 12.  Figure 6 illustrates 
potential locations identified by stakeholders for a brownfield, landfill cap, or mine reclamation 
option.   
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TABLE 12 

 
BROWNFIELDS, LANDFILL CAPS, AND MINE RECLAMATION:  
STAKEHOLDER IDENTIFICATION OF IDEAS AND LOCATIONS 

 
IDEA/CONCEPT LOCATION 

Quarry reclamation 
Locations identified include: 

- Kelley's Island Quarry 
- Wagner Quarry in the Village of Castalia

Mine reclamation 
Locations identified include: 

- Sandusky County  
- Wood County 

Establish program in Ohio similar to 
Pennsylvania  

Brownfield cover Jeep plant in Toledo, Ohio 
Landfill cap and improvements King Road Landfill in Sylvania, Ohio 
Use material from existing confined disposal 
facilities as source 

Any brownfield, landfill cap, or mine reclamation 
option 

Utilize rail transport of large volumes Greater than 200 miles 
  
  
Note: Table only provides locations specifically identified by stakeholders for brownfield, landfill cap, or 

mine reclamation options. 
 
Stakeholders identified and discussed the specific technical criteria they believe merit the 
consideration of the Task Force during the technical evaluation of brownfield, landfill cap, and 
mine reclamation options.  Table 13 provides the technical criteria identified by stakeholders for 
this option, which include ecological benefits through habitat restoration, human benefits by 
improving the conditions of contaminated properties, and economic benefits through re-use of 
material currently placed in confined disposal facilities. Stakeholders identified the need to 
develop a monitoring program that includes guidance regarding screening criteria and sampling 
procedures.     
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TABLE 13 

 
BROWNFIELDS, LANDFILL CAPS, AND MINE RECLAMATION:  

STAKEHOLDER IDENTIFICATION OF IMPORTANT TECHNICAL CRITERIA FOR 
ALTERNATIVE EVALUATION 

 

CATEGORY 
TECHNICAL CRITERIA 

(“x” indicates technical criteria identified 
as important to evaluate alternative) 

STAKEHOLDER COMMENTS 

x Improved Hydrologic 
Functions   

x Habitat Enhancements Habitat Restoration-converting unusable to usable 
x Improved Water Quality   
  Diversification of Harbor   

Ecological 
Benefits 

  Habitat Restoration   
x Technical   
x Logistical   
x Institutional Timing is an important aspect 
x Constructability   
  Depth of Water   

Feasibility 

x Research Advancements   
x Recreation   
x Flood protection   
x Aesthetics   
x Economic Development   
  Navigational Safety Not very relevant 
  Tourism   

Human Benefits 

x Site Safety Improving the safe human use of disposal sites 

x Revenue Generating 
Activity   

x Job Creation   
x Cost Savings Use material in CDF as source 
  Recreation   
  Tourism   
  Boating   

Economic 
Benefits 

x Land Value Improvement   

x Location 
Reclaim Kelley's Island Quarry - 8 million cubic yards 
Wagner Quarry reclamation: Village of Castalia 
Sandusky and Wood county mine reclamations 

x Construction   
x Post-Construction   
  Spawning Area   
  Invasive Species   

Environmental 
Impacts 

  Mobilization of Contaminants   
x Dredging   
x Transportation Utilize rail transports of large volumes (200+ miles) 
x Maintenance   

x Monitoring Develop screening criteria and guidance 
Develop in-situ sampling and guidance 

  Ownership   
  Design/Research/Studying   
  Public Relations/Marketing   

  Programmatic Modification/ 
Legislative   

x Material Handling   

Implementation 
Costs 

x Characterization   
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Agricultural Improvements 
A summary of ideas and locations for agricultural improvement options identified and discussed 
by the break out session group is provided by Table 14.  Figure 7 illustrates potential locations 
identified by stakeholders for agricultural improvement options.   
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TABLE 14 

 
AGRICULTURAL IMPROVEMENTS:  

STAKEHOLDER IDENTIFICATION OF IDEAS AND LOCATIONS 
 

IDEA/CONCEPT LOCATION 
Blend sediment with other materials (e.g. 
sandy loam, sewage sludge, and/or lime) for 
agriculture use 

  

Pump slurry to fields, then allow to dewater to 
result in approximately 1 in. of topsoil to 
manage runoff-berms etc. (e.g. Fox River in 
Green Bay Wisconsin) 

City of Oregon and Jerusalem Township 

Create inland soil stockpiles   
Truck materials to field  
Mortality composting and berm, dike, or 
bedding creation Farmland 

Implementation of phosphorus mining  Acreage owned by innovative farmers/ 
landowners 

Island enlargement Cedar Point National Wildlife Refuge 
Quarry Fill Marblehead Quarry 
Note: Table only provides locations specifically identified by stakeholders for agricultural improvement 

options. 
 
Stakeholders identified and discussed the specific technical criteria they believe merit the 
consideration of the Task Force during the technical evaluation of agricultural improvement 
options.  Table 15 provides the technical criteria identified by stakeholders for this option, which 
include ecological benefits through improved hydrologic functions and habitat enhancements, 
human and economic benefits by providing additional bedding to farms.  Stakeholders noted 
that this option will be dependent on the willingness of farmers and property owners to 
implementation this option on their property.  Stakeholders also noted that material handling will 
need considered since the dredged material may be supplemented with lime, sludge, or other 
materials to make it a useful agricultural product. 
.   
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TOLEDO HARBOR SEDIMENT MANAGEMENT  
AND USE SOLUTIONS INITIAL PUBLIC FORUM 

 
TABLE 15 

 
AGRICULTURAL IMPROVEMENTS:  STAKEHOLDER IDENTIFICATION OF IMPORTANT 

TECHNICAL CRITERIA FOR ALTERNATIVE EVALUATION 
 

CATEGORY 
TECHNICAL CRITERIA 

(“x” indicates technical criteria identified 
as important to evaluate alternative) 

STAKEHOLDER COMMENTS 

x Improved Hydrologic Functions Berms to manage runoff, "phosphorus mining" 
x Habitat Enhancements Marblehead Quarry fill 
 Improved Water Quality   
 Diversification of Harbor   

Ecological 
Benefits 

 Habitat Restoration   
 Technical   
 Logistical   
 Institutional   
 Constructability   
 Depth of Water   

Feasibility 

 Research Advancements   
x Recreation Cedar Point island enlargement 
 Flood protection   
 Aesthetics   
x Economic Development Potential bedding for farms 
 Navigational Safety   
 Tourism   

Human Benefits 

 Site Safety   
 Revenue Generating Activity   
 Job Creation   
x Cost Savings Inland soil stockpiles 
 Recreation   
 Tourism   
 Boating   

Economic 
Benefits 

 Land Value Improvement   
 Location   
 Construction   
 Post-Construction   
 Spawning Area   
 Invasive Species   

Environmental 
Impacts 

 Mobilization of Contaminants   
 Dredging   
x Transportation Cost will be limiting factor (trucking materials to field) 
 Maintenance   
 Monitoring   
x Ownership Find acreage and willing land owners 
x Design/Research/Studying Meets city specifications 
 Public Relations/Marketing   

 Programmatic Modification/ 
Legislative   

x Material Handling Lime, sludge 

Implementation 
Costs 

 Characterization   
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Manufactured Soil, Asphalt, Concrete, Construction Materials, Structural Fill, and Other 
A summary of ideas and locations for manufactured soil, asphalt, concrete, construction 
materials, structural fill, and other options identified and discussed by the break out session 
group is provided by Table 16. Ideas and locations for manufactured soil, asphalt, concrete, 
construction materials, structural fill, and other options identified by stakeholders are provided 
by Table 16.  Stakeholder ideas include creating a variety of products including manufactured 
soil, construction materials, and remediation materials. Approximate locations proposed by 
stakeholders or manufactured soil, asphalt, concrete, construction materials, structural fill, and 
other options are illustrated on Figure 8.    
 

TOLEDO HARBOR SEDIMENT MANAGEMENT  
AND USE SOLUTIONS INITIAL PUBLIC FORUM 

 
TABLE 16 

 
MANUFACTURED SOIL, ASPHALT, CONCRETE, CONSTRUCTION MATERIALS, 

STRUCTURAL FILL, AND OTHER:  STAKEHOLDER IDENTIFICATION OF  
IDEAS AND LOCATIONS 

 
IDEA/CONCEPT LOCATION 

Blend with other materials for manufactured 
topsoil (e.g. S & L Fertilizer) 

Confined Disposal Facility 3 and other 
properties 

Intercept sediment before reaches shipping 
channel, and separate sand fraction, dewater 
and use flocculation technology to assist with 
removing certain nutrients from water (e.g. 
Streamside)  

Upstream of shipping channel 

Create a spent lime mixture by blending with 
cement kiln dust (CKD) for a variety of 
applications including agricultural 
improvements and high pH of CKD will 
immobilize most metals 

 LaFarge in Alpena, Michigan has a large 
volume of CKD available, but transportation 
costs will need considered. 

Create bulk or bagged material to be used as 
topsoil, landscape material, or other 
agricultural applications by mixing with 
manure, biosolids, and/or compost 

Create a regional stockpile near the federal 
channel that operates like a co-op where 
people can get bagged or bulk nutrient-rich soil 

Create bricks, but organic content of material 
may be prohibitive Confined Disposal Facility 3 

Mix with other materials to create a 
remediation product (e.g. brownfield 
reclamation, treating livestock/poultry farms) 

  

Process the material so it meets specific 
geotechnical specifications for use in the 
construction industry (e.g. Ohio Department 
of Transportation projects)  

 

Fill for basements from demolished houses  Locations near shipping channel 
Construction of recreational structures (e.g. 
ski/sledding hills, other landscape features) Parks 

Note: Table only provides locations specifically identified by stakeholders for manufactured soil, asphalt, 
concrete, construction materials, structural fill, and other options. 
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Stakeholders identified and discussed the specific technical criteria they believe merit the 
consideration of the Task Force during the technical evaluation of agricultural improvement 
options.  Table 17 provides the technical criteria identified by stakeholders for this option, which 
include ecological benefits through improved hydrologic functions and habitat enhancements, 
human benefits by creating recreational opportunities such as ski and sled hills, economic 
benefits by creating manufacturing job opportunities and by creating a product that could create 
revenue.  
 

TOLEDO HARBOR SEDIMENT MANAGEMENT 
AND USE SOLUTIONS INITIAL PUBLIC FORUM 

 
TABLE 17 

 
MANUFACTURED SOIL, ASPHALT, CONCRETE, CONSTRUCTION MATERIALS, 

STRUCTURAL FILL, AND OTHER: STAKEHOLDER IDENTIFICATION OF IMPORTANT 
TECHNICAL CRITERIA FOR ALTERNATIVE EVALUATION 

 

CATEGORY 
TECHNICAL CRITERIA 

(“x” indicates technical criteria identified 
as important to evaluate alternative) 

STAKEHOLDER COMMENTS 

  Improved Hydrologic Functions   
x Habitat Enhancements   
  Improved Water Quality   
  Diversification of Harbor   

Ecological 
Benefits 

  Habitat Restoration   
  Technical Need to be supplemented to meet engineering specs (e.g. ODOT) 
  Logistical   
  Institutional   
  Constructability   
  Depth of Water   

Feasibility 

  Research Advancements   
x Recreation Ski hill, parks 
x Flood protection Erosion protection 
x Aesthetics Odor, landscaping applications 
x Economic Development Lafarge, sand separation 
  Navigational Safety   
  Tourism   

Human Benefits 

  Site Safety   

x Revenue Generating Activity Bagging would be most profitable, treating as a commodity instead of a waste 
material, break even costs would be great 

x Job Creation Potential for job creation through transportation, processing 
  Cost Savings Structural flow fill (pump in trench and fill with material to encase pipes), ODOT 
  Recreation   
  Tourism   
  Boating   

Economic 
Benefits 

  Land Value Improvement   
  Location   
  Construction   
  Post-Construction   
  Spawning Area   
  Invasive Species   

Environmental 
Impacts 

  Mobilization of Contaminants   
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TOLEDO HARBOR SEDIMENT MANAGEMENT 
AND USE SOLUTIONS INITIAL PUBLIC FORUM 

 
TABLE 17 (cont.) 

 
MANUFACTURED SOIL, ASPHALT, CONCRETE, CONSTRUCTION MATERIALS, 

STRUCTURAL FILL, AND OTHER: STAKEHOLDER IDENTIFICATION OF IMPORTANT 
TECHNICAL CRITERIA FOR ALTERNATIVE EVALUATION 

 

CATEGORY 
TECHNICAL CRITERIA 

(“x” indicates technical criteria identified 
as important to evaluate alternative) 

STAKEHOLDER COMMENTS 

  Dredging   
x Transportation Transportation costs, need to market as a commodity, not a waste 
  Maintenance   

x Monitoring Costs for monitoring to determine if safe to use, need to evaluate risk pathway, 
multi-agency permitting expense/due diligence/timing/for new idea 

  Ownership   
  Design/Research/Studying   
  Public Relations/Marketing   

  Programmatic Modification/ 
Legislative   

  Material Handling   

Implementation 
Costs 

  Characterization   
 

 
Summary of Observations 
 
Ideas suggested by stakeholders for inclusion in the Plan include: 

• Habitat protection, creation, restoration  
• Wetland creation and restoration 
• Brownfield reclamation 
• Engineered uses such as expansion of exiting dikes, berm construction, flood 

control, concurrent control, barrier islands 
• Quarry and mine reclamation 
• Product development such as soil supplements, bricks, construction materials 
• Agricultural creation and enhancements 
• Recreational uses such as ski and sledding hills 

 
Figure 9 provides a graph that the results of the stakeholders’ prioritization of technical criteria in 
identifying sediment management options.  In general, the graph illustrates that a dominant 
priority for specific criteria has not been identified by stakeholders.  The graph illustrates that all 
criteria are generally weighted equally by the stakeholders.   
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TOLEDO HARBOR SEDIMENT MANAGEMENT 
AND USE SOLUTIONS INITIAL PUBLIC FORUM 

 
FIGURE 9 

 
PUBLIC FORUM PRIORITIZATION OF TECHNICAL CRITERIA  
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Observations regarding stakeholder involvement at the initial public forum include the following:  
 

• Significant information exchange between stakeholders and organizers was 
accomplished. 

 
• Thoughtful discussions of the key management options and their challenges, 

including some convergence on which management approach might work best. 
  

• Small group break out sessions allowed discussion of ideas and criteria prioritization 
related to specific sediment management options.  

 
• Participation in a forum was highest for governmental agencies and lowest for 

unaffiliated private citizens. 
 

• Ideas suggested by stakeholders for inclusion in the Plan include habitat and wetland 
protection, creation, restoration; brownfield reclamation; engineered uses; quarry and 
mine reclamation; product development; agricultural enhancements; and recreational 
uses. 
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• Results of the stakeholders’ prioritization of technical criteria to be used in 
evaluating sediment management options indicate that no criteria is dominant 
over other criteria evaluated. 

 
Next Steps 
A copy of this report will be hosted on the Ohio Lake Erie Commission’s website, along with 
materials that were presented at the forum. This interim report will be incorporated into the Final 
Sediment Management and Use Plan for the Toledo Harbor.  Based on the information gained 
from this forum, the Task Force will develop mandatory criteria (e.g. cost, capacity, feasibility, 
schedule, habitat, regulatory, etc.) and balancing criteria (location, end-use, etc.) to be used in 
the evaluation of the various options/alternatives on the ranking of preferred alternatives, or 
combinations of alternatives, as appropriate.  These criteria will be assigned raw scoring and 
weighting factors, which will allow the alternatives to be ranked so that a consensus can be 
reached from the Task Force, as a group.    
 
A second public forum will be held to present the draft criteria and measurable units for each 
criterion to the public and solicit input.  The proposed objectives of the second forum are: 
 

• solicit comment and stakeholder input on the proposed draft options; 

• report on the process to include technical alternatives initially discussed at the 
Forum #1 and subsequently used to rank technical factors identified during the 
study; and 

• obtain input to modify the methodology as appropriate prior to finalizing the 
prioritization. 

 
 
 



   

FIGURES 1-8 
 
 

Initial Public Forum Potential Sediment Management  
Option Locations Identified by Stakeholders 
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Source:
Aerial acquired from the ESRI imagery web service.  Aerial dated 1/15/1999.
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Source:
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Potential Locations for Sediment Management Options
1.  Bayshore Power Plant
2.  Bayshore
3.  Causeway (Shallow Water/Bay Area)
4.  Cedar Point National Wildlife Refuge (Barrier Islands)
5.  Confined Disposal Facility 3
6.  Cullen Park
7.  Erie Marsh Preserve
8.  Island 18 (Grassy Island)
9.  Jeep Property
10.  Jerusalem Township
11.  Maumee Bay State Park
12.  Maumee River
13.  North Maumee Bay
14.  Northwest Ohio
15.  Ottawa National Wildlife Refuge
16.  S & L Fertilizer
17.  Shallow Channels (HRU Islands)
18.  Toledo Harbor Lighthouse
19.  United States Coast Guard Navigation Aids (Western Lake Erie)
20.  Wind Turbine
21.  Woodtick Penninsula (Barrier Islands)

Note:
Locations are approximate.

Source:
Aerial acquired from the ESRI imagery web service.  Aerial dated 1/15/1999.

Legend
Potential Locations for
Sediment Management Options 
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Forum presented by:   
 

 
 

This effort is funded in part through a  
Great Lakes Restoration Initiative Grant through U.S. EPA. 

Toledo Harbor Sediment Management and Use Solutions:  
Technology Development, Project Identification, Prioritization & Implementation 

Public Forum #1 
 

Thursday, June 16, 2011  
1:00 p.m. - 5:00 p.m.  

Toledo Maritime Center, 1701 Front Street, Toledo, Ohio 43605 
 

Introduction 
Please join us in a public forum to discuss sediment management and use solutions for the Toledo 
Harbor.  The Great Lakes Commission, Ohio Lake Erie Commission, Toledo-Lucas County Port 
Authority, and other members of the Toledo Harbor Long-Term Dredge Management Task Force are 
identifying and evaluating sustainable practices to manage dredged material from the Toledo Harbor in 
an economically sound and environmentally acceptable manner. This forum will bring together a 
diverse set of stakeholders to identify potential sediment management and use solutions that are 
essential to the short and long-term viability of the Toledo Harbor.  At this forum and future events 
planned this year, we want to hear your ideas, issues, and concerns, and solicit your help in 
determining priorities for evaluation of technical alternatives to create a comprehensive sediment 
management and use strategy for the Toledo Harbor dredge material program.   
 
Background 
Finding solutions for sediment management in the Toledo Harbor is imperative.  The Port of Toledo is 
the most heavily dredged port in the Great Lakes with the annual removal of approximately one million 
cubic yards of sediment from the federal and non-federal channels located in the lower seven miles of 
the Maumee River and the approach channel that extends 19 miles in Maumee Bay.  The Port of 
Toledo is critical to the economic viability of Northwest Ohio, providing commerce to the entire Great 
Lakes region and facilitating international commerce and commodity transportation through the St. 
Lawrence Seaway by annually handling approximately 11 million tons of cargo.  
  
Purpose 
Sediment dredged from the Toledo Harbor is currently managed by a combination of open lake 
disposal and placement into confined disposal facilities - with a minor portion of dredged material being 
beneficially used.  Due to environmental impacts resulting from the significant re-suspension of 
sediment in the shallow western basin of Lake Erie, Ohio EPA has limited future open lake disposal of 
dredged sediments.  While reductions in erosion and sediment loads in the watershed are recognized 
components of a good long-term management strategy, at this forum, we will focus on approaches to 
manage dredged material, including: 
 

• exploring sediment use for product 
manufacturing 

• nearshore improvements  
• upland/farmland placement  

• strip mine reclamation  
• in-water habitat restoration units 
• others   

 
We hope you can join us! 

There is no charge for this event, but an RSVP is required.   
Please complete the attached RSVP form and email the form to lakeeriecommission@ameritech.net. 

 
Visit www.toledoseaport.org for more information and the forum agenda. 

http://www.toledoseaport.org/�


   

Forum presented by:   
 

 
 

This effort is funded in part through a  
Great Lakes Restoration Initiative Grant through U.S. EPA. 

RSVP 
Toledo Harbor Sediment Management and Use Solutions:  

Technology Development, Project Identification, Prioritization & Implementation 
Public Forum #1 

 
Thursday, June 16, 2011  

1:00 p.m. - 5:00 p.m.  
Toledo Maritime Center, 1701 Front Street, Toledo, Ohio 

 
 

R.S.V.P. ____ I will attend.  ____ I cannot attend, but please keep me informed of future activities. 
 

Name:   Organization:   
 
Address:    E-mail:  
 
    Phone number:   
 

1. Would you like to share your ideas or specific concepts for dredge material management that 
could include product manufacturing, nearshore improvements, upland/farmland placement, 
strip mine reclamation, and in-water habitat restoration unit applications?  Please briefly 
describe your idea(s) or concepts and attach any detailed information that you may have to 
allow us to thoroughly develop your ideas for later assessment.  Please do so even if you 
cannot attend the forum. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
2. Have you been involved with any sediment management and use planning efforts for the Toledo 

Harbor? If so, briefly describe. 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
3. Which of the following are you most concerned about regarding dredge material management? 

(Select one) 
 
Environmental Aspects   Economic Aspects   Both Equally   

 
Please email this RSVP form by June 9th to lakeeriecommission@ameritech.net or mail it to:  

 
Ohio Lake Erie Commission 
One Maritime Plaza, 4th Floor 
Toledo, OH  43604 

 
Visit www.toledoseaport.org for more information and the forum agenda. 

mailto:cfirestone@toledoportauthority.org�
http://www.toledoseaport.org/�
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Printed Thursday, August 18, 2011 

Use for river, bay dredgings to be forum topic
BLADE STAFF

The public is invited to a free, four-hour session Thursday about potential markets for millions of pounds of muck 

the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers digs up each year so that large cargo ships can continue to ply through 

Toledo-area water.

For years, the corps has spent roughly $20 million a year to dredge 4 million cubic yards of sediment from Great 

Lakes harbors and channels, the equivalent of 400,000 truckloads of soil.

Nearly a quarter of that comes from the Toledo shipping channel in the Maumee River and western Lake Erie's 

Maumee Bay, the shallowest and most heavily dredged part of the Great Lakes.

From 1 to 5 p.m., officials will seek ideas from the public on how best to keep the shipping channel from filling in 

so quickly with more sediment runoff. Most of it comes from northwest Ohio and northeastern Indiana farms.

Officials also are looking for markets for the dirt, such as product manufacturing, fishing reefs, or strip-mine 

reclamation. The majority of it gets dumped into Lake Erie's North Maumee Bay, one of the region's most 

productive fish nurseries. Biologists claim the turbidity it creates hurts the region's $7 billion fishery.

The session will be at the Toledo Maritime Center, 1701 Front St. in Toledo's Marina District. It is being 

presented by the Great Lakes Commission, the Ohio Lake Erie Commission, and the Toledo-Lucas County Port 

Authority, with funding from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. For more information, contact the Ohio 

Lake Erie Commission at 419-245-2514.

Copyright 2011 The Blade. By using this service, you accept the terms of our privacy statement and our visitor agreement.
Please read them. 

The Toledo Blade Company, 541 N. Superior St., Toledo, OH 43660, (419) 724-6000 
To contact a specific department or an individual person, click here.

The Toledo Times ® 

Page 1 of 1Toledo Blade - Local

8/18/2011http://www.toledoblade.com/local/2011/06/15/Use-for-river-bay-dredgings-to-be-forum-topic.print
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TOLEDO HARBOR SEDIMENT MANAGEMENT
AND USE SOLUTIONS INITIAL PUBLIC FORUM

ATTACHMENT C

LIST OF PARTICIPANTS

FIRST NAME LAST NAME ORGANIZATION

1. David Baker LaFarge North America
2. Kris Barnswell University of Toledo
3. Nicholas Basta Ohio State University
4. Larry Baumerotz L.B. Elec.
5. Rod Beals Ohio EPA - DERR/NEDO
6. Sandy Bihn West Lake Erie Waterkeepers
7. Cherie A. Blair Ohio EPA
8. Jim Brett Apex Companies LLC
9. Con Crowley J.R.S.L.
10. Marya Czech Lourdes College
11. Libby Dayton Ohio State University
12. Christine Drennen Toledo Metropolitan Area Council of Governments
13. Eric Getz Ohio EPA
14. Linda Greenwood Office of Senator Rob Portman
15. Brian Halm Streamside Systems
16. Justin Harris First Energy Corp.
17. John Hartig US FWS - Detroit River Intl. Wildlife Refuse Large Lakes Research Station
18. Tom Henry Toledo Blade
19. Jeremy Heyerly URS Corp.
20. Dave Jones CSX Transportation, Inc.
21. Gene Kidd Visions of Cullen Park
22. Roger Knight ODNR, Division of Wildlife
23. Tom Kovacik Transportation Advocacy Group of NW Ohio (TAGNO)/Kovacik Consulting
24. Nick Loftis Mintek Resources
25. Archie Lunsey Ohio EPA
26. Greg Malone Kurtz Bros., Inc.
27. Chuck Massarolo U.S. Representative Marcy Kaptur
28. Brian Miller Lucas County
29. Shannon Nabors Ohio EPA
30. Ernest Neal Neal Environmental Services
31. ENS Ben Nessin USCG Marine Safety Unit
32. Arnold Page USACE
33. Debbie Paul FirstEnergy Corporation
34. Darla Peelle Ohio EPA
35. Kendal Piel Toledo Regoinal Chamber of Commerce
36. Michael Pniewski USACE
37. Cheryl Rice Natural Resources Conservation Service
38. Jordan Rofkar, PhD University of Toledo
39. Dana Rollison U.S. Representative Marcy Kaptur
40. Rich Ruby USACE
41. Paul Ruehl LaFarge
42. Ben Smith Ohio EPA
43. David Spangler West Lake Erie Waterkeepers
44. Scott Stansley Stansley Industries, Inc.
45. Roger Streiffert TMACOG
46. Dan Thomas resident
47. Paul Toth Toledo-Lucas County Port Authority
48. Randall Tucker Streamside Systems
49. Jan Vorhees USCG Marine Safety Unit
50. John Watkins ODNR-Office of Coastal Management
51. Lance Wehrle Friends of Cullen Park
52. Elizabeth Wick Ohio EPA
53. Rachel Wolf none
54. Don Wonnell NW Ohio ODJFS
55. Kristin Yanko First Energy Corp.
56. David Knight* Great Lakes Commission
57. Ed Hammett* Ohio Lake Erie Commission
58. Kristin Gardner* Ohio Lake Erie Commission
59. Joe Cappel* Toledo-Lucas County Port Authority
60. Carla Firestone* Toledo-Lucas County Port Authority
61. Gilda Mitchell* Toledo-Lucas County Port Authority
62. Jenny Carter-Cornell* Hull & Associates
63. John Hull* Hull & Associates
64. Kelly Bensman* Hull & Associates
65. Keith Carr* Hull & Associates
66. Steve Garbaciak* ARCADIS
67. Lori Dixon* Great Lakes Marketing
68. Pete Kotulak* Moffat & Nichol
69. Mark Loomis* USEPA - Great Lakes National Program Office

Notes:
(*) Forum Organizer

SEPTEMBER 2011
TPA044.100.0007.XLS
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Toledo Harbor Sediment Management and Use Solutions 

 
Stakeholder Forum #1 

Thursday, June 16, 2011  
1:00 p.m. - 5:00 p.m.  

Toledo Maritime Center, 1701 Front Street, Toledo, Ohio 43605 
 

AGENDA 
 
 

 
1:00 p.m. Great Lakes Restoration Initiative 
  Dave Knight, Special Projects Manager, Great Lakes Commission 
 
1:10 p.m. Welcome and Event Overview 

John Hull, P.E., Principal, Hull & Associates, Inc. 
 

1:20 p.m. Background Information from the Environmental Perspective  
Ed Hammett, Executive Director, Ohio Lake Erie Commission 

 
1:30 p.m. Background Information from the Economic Perspective 

Joseph Cappel, Director of Cargo Development, Toledo-Lucas County Port Authority 
 

1:40 p.m.  Introduction to Sediment Management Options (upland, in-water, nearshore, products) 
John Hull 

 
2:00 p.m.  Breakout Session Instructions and Assignments 

John Hull 
 

2:20 p.m. Break 
 

2:35 p.m. Breakout Sessions 
 
3:40 p.m. Breakout Session Reporting  

 
4:30 p.m. Forum Wrap-Up and Next Steps 

Ed Hammett 
John Hull 
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ATTACHMENT E  
 
 

Initial Public Forum Presentation  
 



http://lakeerie.ohio.gov/


Great Lakes Restoration 
Initiative

Dave Knight
Special Projects Manager
Great Lakes Commission

2805 S. Industrial Hwy, Suite 100 
Ann Arbor, MI 48104-6791
734.971.9135 
dknight@glc.orgglc.org/dredging



• Beach nourishment
• Aquaculture
• Parks and recreation
• Strip mine reclamation & solid 

waste management
• Brownfields restoration
• Shoreline stabilization and 

erosion control

• Construction and industrial 
use (port development, 
airports, urban, & residential)

• Material transfer (fill, dikes, 
levees, parking lots, roads)

• Habitat development 
(wetland, upland, island, 
aquatic, others)

3

Beneficial Uses of Dredged 
Material



• Blueprints established by Regional Collaboration Strategy in 2005
• Enacted in 2009 for Fiscal Years 2010-2014, authorized for $2.35 million
• Funded for FY 2010 at $475 million
• Funded for FY 2011 at $350 million
• President’s budget for FY 2010: $300 million

Five focus areas
• Cleaning up toxics and areas of concern 
• Combating invasive species 
• Promoting nearshore health by protecting watersheds 

from polluted run-off 
• Tracking progress and working with partners on 

outreach
• Restoring wetlands and other habitats

Great Lakes Restoration Initiative



John H. Hull, P.E.
Chairman

Hull & Associates, Inc.

Welcome and Event Overview

hullinc.com

3401 Glendale Ave
Toledo, Ohio 43614
419.385.2018
jhull@hullinc.com



• Issues and Opportunities
• Technical Approaches
• Project Identification
• Prioritization for Implementation

Toledo Harbor Sediment 
Management and Use





• Introduction to the Project
– The Ohio Lake Erie Commission was 

awarded a GLRI grant to create a 
sediment management strategy/plan for 
the Toledo Harbor that identifies and 
addresses: 

• recommended short-term (1-5 years) 
options

• recommended long-term (30 year) 
options

• funding needs/sources/mechanisms
• timelines for implementation of 

recommended approaches

– The Hull & Associates, Inc. Team was 
retained to assist in developing this plan

Toledo Harbor Sediment 
Management and Use Planning



• Introduce issues and 
challenges related to sediment 
management

• Gain public ideas and input 
on:
– Potential sediment use options 

and project concepts
– Constraints and concerns
– Relative importance of goals and 

related issues

Today’s Objectives



• Technical Team will assist the 
Toledo Harbor Long-Term 
Dredge Management Task 
Force to:
– Review sediment use 

opportunities recommended at 
forum

– Review factors recommended at 
forum

– Prepare draft evaluation of 
approaches based on identified 
factors

– Present draft prioritized approach 
to stakeholders at Forum #2 in fall 
2011

Next Steps



Background Information from 
the Environmental Perspective

Ed Hammett
Executive Director

Ohio Lake Erie Commission

lakeerie.ohio.gov

One Maritime Plaza, Fourth Floor
Toledo, Ohio 43604
419.245.2514
edhammett@ameritech.net

http://lakeerie.ohio.gov/


Lake Erie Economic Values

• Lake Erie 
– $10.7 Billion Lake Erie Tourism 
– $1 Billion Lake Erie Fishing
– 3 million Ohio drinking water users
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DREDGED MATERIAL 
MANAGEMENT STATUS

Critical – Dredged Material Management 
issues could severely restrict channel 
availability within 5 years
Pressing – Dredged Material Management 
issues could severely restrict channel 
availability within 10 years.

No pressing issues within next 10 years; 
continue to work on long range planning 
such as DMMPs.
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Sediment Entering Lake Erie 
on 4/2/08



Impacts of Nutrient Loading



Toledo Harbor - Sediment

Current : 850,000 yd3 Proposed : 1,250,000 yd3
• 850,000yd3

• Equivalent to 2.2x One 
SeaGate*

• 1,250,000yd3

• Equivalent to 3.3x One 
SeaGate*

*Numbers are not 
exact, but 
estimations are 
instructive.

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/File:Fifth_Third_Center_at_One_SeaGate.JPG
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/File:Fifth_Third_Center_at_One_SeaGate.JPG
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/File:Fifth_Third_Center_at_One_SeaGate.JPG
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/File:Fifth_Third_Center_at_One_SeaGate.JPG
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/File:Fifth_Third_Center_at_One_SeaGate.JPG
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/File:Fifth_Third_Center_at_One_SeaGate.JPG
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/File:Fifth_Third_Center_at_One_SeaGate.JPG


WWTP Effluent vs. Dredged Sediment
For Quantity Perspective Only

Parameter Toledo Bay View WWTP 
Effluent (based on 2008 
data)

Toledo Harbor Dredged 
Sediment (based on 2004 
data & 1.25 million cu. Yds)

Cadmium Samples below detection limit 2.50 tons/yr

Lead Samples below detection limit 48.03  tons/yr

Mercury 2.18 pounds/yr 620 pounds/yr

Silver Samples below detection limit 0.61 tons/yr

Zinc 5.1 tons/yr 250.74 tons/yr

Phosphorus 69.4 tons/yr 1208.82 tons/yr

Total Suspended Solids 983 tons/yr 2,062,500 tons/yr (total solids)

Selenium Samples below detection limit 1.25 tons/yr

Ammonia 20.4 tons/yr 311.65 tons/yr

Operating Expenses $41 million based on 2007 Annual Report FY10 Budget - $5  million

Ohio EPA Comparative Analysis



Ohio’s Position

• Ohio has long (25 years) consistent position on 
this issue

• Toledo Harbor must be kept open
• Lake Erie must be restored & open lake disposal 

is not acceptable
• Beneficial use and source reduction-best 
• Strongly support cooperative partnerships
• Sustainable practices



Toledo Harbor Dredging Task 
Force

• Membership
- Toledo-Lucas County Port Authority
- State agencies
- Federal agencies
- Local officials
- Non-governmental organizations 

(environmental, commercial, and 
recreational)



The Economic Impact of the 
Port of Toledo

Joseph Cappel
Director of Cargo Development

Toledo-Lucas County Port Authority

toledoportauthority.org 
toledoseaport.org

toledoexpress.com

One Maritime Plaza, Suite 701
Toledo, Ohio 43604
419.243.8251
jcappel@toledoportauthority.org

http://www.toledoportauthority.org/
http://www.toledoseaport.org/
http://www.toledoexpress.com/


Great Lakes Shipping: Economic 
Strength to the Nation

• 10% of all U.S. waterborne domestic traffic is on the GLNS

• GLNS saves approx $3.6 billion per year over the next least costly 
mode of transportation

• 44,000 jobs directly related to maritime transport; 54,000 mining 
industry jobs; 138,000 steel industry jobs and hundreds of 
thousands more in agriculture, automotive, and manufacturing 
depend on the GLNS

• One thousand-foot Laker holds 3000 truckloads

• Ships emit 90% less carbon dioxide than truck and               
70% less than rail



The Port of Toledo’s Economic 
Impact

• Toledo’s 15 Marine Terminals handle over 700 vessel calls and 
12 million tons of cargo per year. Thousands of jobs rely on the 
industry supported by the Port of Toledo

• Majority of trade with US and Canadian Seaports within the 
GLNS. Port also trades with ports in Mexico, South America, 
Europe and Asia

• Up to 20 vessels lay-by in Toledo each year generating millions 
of dollars of economic activity for shipyard workers and supply 
industries

• Port of Toledo is the largest land mass port on the             
Great Lakes and the most cargo diverse. 



The Port of Toledo – $35 M Invested 
in Seaport Improvements
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NW Ohio Intermodal Projects 
2009-2011

• Port Authority     $35.2 M
– Ship/Rail/Truck

• Airline Yard         $12.8 M
– Rail/Truck

• Toledo Express   $7.2 M
– Air/Truck

• CSX Gateway       $175 M
– Rail/Truck

Total Intermodal Construction :      
$230.2 M 



But…

• Investments in infrastructure & economic impact won’t matter unless 
Toledo’s dredging issues are addressed with sustainable solutions 
considering the needs of industry, community and environment.

• For every one inch of reduced draft, a lake trading vessel forfeits 50 
to 270 tons of cargo from their payload. Ocean vessels lose 115 
tons of cargo for each inch of lost draft.  

• The International Reputation of the Port of Toledo is on the Line! 
One bad experience is cause never to return.

• If we can work together to address the needs of commerce and the 
environment we will achieve great things!



Sediment Management Options, 
Breakout Sessions & Assignments

John H. Hull, P.E.
Kelly Bensman

Hull & Associates, Inc.

hullinc.com

3401 Glendale Ave
Toledo, Ohio 43614
419.385.2018
jhull@hullinc.com
kbensman@hullinc.com



Today’s Focus

Sediment Management
• Erosion control
• BMPs
• Nutrient management
•• Dredged Material ManagementDredged Material Management



In-Water Dredged Material 
Management Options

• Submerged Aquatic 
Habitat Restoration Unit 
(HRU)

• Emergent HRU
• Confined Disposal Facility 

(CDF)



Nearshore Dredged Material 
Management Options

• Wetland Restoration
• Shoreline Protection



Upland Dredged Material 
Management Options

• Brownfields and 
Landfills Caps

• Mine Reclamation
• Agricultural 

Improvements
• Inland Monofill



Product Options from Dredged 
Material Management

• Manufactured Soil
• Asphalt, Concrete and Construction Materials
• Structural Fill Material
• Other



Planning Process
To
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y’

s 
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Combination of Approaches

• Both short-term and long-term plans will likely 
consist of a combination of approaches due to:
– Demand constraints
– Logistics
– Dredged material composition 



Breakout Session Instructions 
Table Assignments

• In-Water
– TABLE #1:  Submerged Aquatic Habitat Restoration Unit (HRU) – John Hull
– TABLE #2:  Emergent HRU – Kristin Gardner
– TABLE #3:  Confined Disposal Facility – Pete Kotulak

• Nearshore
– TABLE #4:  Wetland Restoration – Keith Carr
– TABLE #5:  Shoreline Protection – John Watkins

• Upland
– TABLE #6:  Brownfields and Landfills Caps, Mine Reclamation – Steve Garbaciak
– TABLE #7:  Agricultural Improvements – Jenny Carter-Cornell
– TABLE #8:  Inland Monofill – Kelly Bensman

• Products
– TABLE #9:  Manufactured Soil – Joe Cappel
– TABLE #10: Asphalt & Concrete Mixtures, Specialty Concrete      

Material, Other – David Knight







Breakout Session Instructions 

 

Submerged Aquatic Habitat Restoration Unit (HRU) 
 

Idea Location  

            

            

            

            

            

            

 
 



 

Criteria 

Recreation 

Flood Protection 

Aesthetics 

Economic Development 

Human Benefits 
 

Navigational Safety 

 Improved Hydrologic Functions

 Habitat Enhancements 
Ecological 
Benefits 

  Improved Water Quality 

Revenue Generating Activity 

Job Creation 
Economic 
Benefits 

Cost Savings 

 

 
 

Breakout Session Instructions 

 

 

 

Technical 

Logistical 

Institutional 
Feasibility 

Constructability 

Dredging 

Transportation 

Maintenance 

Implementation 
Costs 

Monitoring 

Location 

Construction 
Environmental 

Impacts 
Post-Construction 

 

 



Breakout Session Instructions 

Criteria

Rank Criteria in Order of 
Highest Priority (1 is highest 

priority and 6 is lowest 
priority)

Human Benefits

Ecological Benefits

Economic Benefits

Feasibility

Implementation Costs

Environmental Impacts



Ground Rules

• All ideas are fair game
• Ensure that everyone has the 

opportunity to speak and that all ideas 
are expressed

• Be mindful of our time constraints
• Continue to think about the ideas 

discussed today and follow up with 
team members if you have additional 
thoughts to share



Wrap Up – Next Steps

• Technical Team will work with Task Force to:
– Review sediment use opportunities recommended at 

forum
– Review factors recommended at forum
– Prepare draft evaluation of approaches based on 

identified factors
– Present draft prioritized approaches to stakeholders in 

fall 2011



toledoportauthority.org 
toledoseaport.org

toledoexpress.com

For additional information or to provide follow up input, please email 
lakeeriecommission@ameritech.net or call 419.245.2514.

Updates, forum results, and this presentation will soon be available at:

Thank You for Your Participation!

glc.org/dredginglakeerie.ohio.gov

http://www.toledoportauthority.org/
http://www.toledoseaport.org/
http://www.toledoexpress.com/
mailto:lakeeriecommission@ameritech.net
http://lakeerie.ohio.gov/
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