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Pictures of Dam 

 





Olmstead Design Village Plat 

 



General dam photo showing roller 



People fishing by dam 

 





Asian Carp 
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Discharge = 12 cfs 



Mud flat picture 
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Des Plaines River at Riverside 
% of time discharge is less than given value 

  All Data 1940's 1950's 1960's 1970's 1980's 1990's 2000's 

  Discharge Discharge Discharge Discharge Discharge Discharge Discharge Discharge 

Minimum Value 

for Time Period 0 1.6 0.5 0 28 134 126 101 

Date of Minimum 

Discharge 8/23/1962 8/14/1944 10/21/1953 8/23/1962 8/31/1974 10/4/1982 9/20/1996 9/4/2005 

Percentage                 

1% 9 4.9 4.3 18 50 148 147 134 

2% 13 6 6.5 21 54 155 156 145 

3% 16 6.8 10 24 58 161 164 154 

4% 19 7.2 12 25 61 167 169 162 

5% 23 8 14 27 65 172 174 170 

6% 26 9 16 29 68 177 180 175 

7% 30 10 17 30 72 182 185 179 

8% 34 10 18 32 75 188 190 183 

9% 38 11 20 34 77 192 193 188 

10% 43 11 21 34 79 197 198 193 

20% 114 15 34 54 122 240 243 246 

30% 185 23 55 88 161 290 310 319 

40% 246 38 101 135 233 350 396 407 

50% 330 64 158 195 318 431 501 507 

60% 446 113 236 269 466 546 626 659 

70% 619 215 357 379 685 707 809 856 

80% 888 423 562 610 976 974 1080 1170 

90% 1420 889 1000 1060 1570 1530 1630 1770 

100% 9180 6230 6210 5330 5460 9180 6770 8910 
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August 2004 (+14 months) 

August 2003 (+ 2 months) 



Garbage in river 
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Buoys and signs 

 



7Q10 Flow 80% Exceedance 

Existing Ave. Depth 4.10 ft. 5.54 ft. 

Proposed Ave. Depth 2.55 ft. 4.89 ft. 

Existing Ave. Width 135.48 ft. 150.53 ft. 

Proposed Ave. Width 117.35 ft. 143.90 ft. 

26th Street to Forest Avenue 



Consultants value 
of 80% flow was 

582 cfs 

Analysis shows 582 
cfs was closer to 

50% value for the 
recent time period 



• I would like to know on just what criteria will this evaluation be based. Where does this data that will be used come from - the river or a computer program? 
 
Look at the numbers below. They come from the USGS web site. Every fifteen minutes the USGS publishes a new number for the depth and flow of the Desplaines 
River at Riverside. But how are these numbers generated and how do we know these numbers are accurate?  
 
05/01 05:45 3.07ft 0.911kcfs 
05/01 05:30 3.07ft 0.911kcfs 
05/01 05:15 3.07ft 0.911kcfs 
05/01 05:00 3.08ft 0.921kcfs 
05/01 04:45 3.08ft 0.921kcfs 
 
Well, one would assume that the USGS, the agency which certifies these numbers and which has been asked to evaluate the ACE’s new data, would only certify correct 
data, right? They publish - day after day, four times an hour, the numbers that are used for all manner of projects, and one would assume that they are accurate.  
 
The USGS seems to think they are very accurate, as they say, for instance, that on 5/01 at a certain time the depth of the river at the bridge just below Hofmann Dam, 
where the monitoring station is now located, was 3.07 ft. and the river was flowing at 911 cubic feet per second (written as 0.911 kcfs.) This certainly sounds like an 
accurate measurement, doesn’t it? 
 
Forty-five minutes earlier their data shows the river at a depth of 3.08 ft. and flowing at 921 cubic feet per second. These are very small differentiations so one might 
suspect that their monitoring equipment is extremely sensitive. Or, of course, all these flow numbers could just be some computer generated number. Which do you 
think it is? 
 
 
If you look at the gage link you can scroll through years of this tabular data, all presented as certified correct. But in watching the gage I have seen some things that I 
thought were odd. I saw, at least three times since the Fairbank Dam was removed, these figures jump several hundred cfs in just fifteen minutes, and I saw the scale 
on the graph chart change from where the previous figure - constant for the last several years I have watched this thing change (for the 3.0 ft. depth, for instance, from 
0.2 kcfs to higher numbers, and it is now all the way up at 0.8 kcfs! This means, if the scale is correct, that when the water level is at 3.ft. depth they say the river is 
flowing at FOUR TIMES THE RATE it was previously, at the same height. What could possibly cause this when their is no visible change in the river?  
 
I couldn’t understand this, so I contacted the people that run this thing and asked them about it. And here’s what they wrote me. 
 
“Mr. Spatny,  
Your note regarding the Des Plaines River stream gage at Riverside was passed along to me by Bill Morris from the National Weather Service. I manage the Northern 
Illinois Field Office for the U. S. Geological Survey and employees in my office operate and maintain this gage. While I can't answer all of your questions, specifically 
those related to the plots and associated scales on the NWS page, I can give you information on the operation of the stream gage.  
 
First of all, no stream gage actually measures a discharge (flow rate) at the site. We collect other data, in this case water level (gage height), and use those data to 
compute a discharge (flow rate) based on predetermined relationships (rating curve). Our technicians visit the site periodically, physically measure the discharge, and 
related that discharge to gage height to build this relationship. The problem is that his relationship can and does change when the features in the channel controlling 
the water level changes. Things causing this change include basic scour and fill of sediment in the channel, debris (such as tree limbs) buildup, etc... In the case of 
Riverside, the main controlling feature was (until approximately Feb. 1) the concrete dam located about 700 ft downstream. When this dam was removed, the control 
features changed dramatically and the existing relationships between gage height and discharge were no longer accurate, especially at lower flows where the dam had 
the most impact. We are currently, and will continue, to make adjustments to our rating curve to account for this change in control.”  
 
Well that’s a clear answer to me. There is no stream gage here that actually measures a discharge (flow rate) at the site., and the numbers upon which the validity of 
this project will be decided are and have been artificially generated by just taking a depth reading and then occasionally factoring in a real reading and then applying 
some some “rating curve” that they can tweak at will. So, in other words, it’s an educated “guesstimate.” 
 
You wouldn’t accept a speeding ticket if the cop said “In my experience I think you were going sixty” instead of having a timing device. So why are we going to destroy 
this very useful historic dam based on this kind of data and decided by the folks that generate it? I think we should have at least a year of real data - better a decade - 
before we let this happen. 
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USGS to the rescue 
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