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What this briefing is:g
 Status brief on one of the two USACE 

commitments from previous meetings
► Review Missouri River design documents to 

determine what inflow (Q) was assumed 
below Kansas City in the design of the river.  
Then look at actual inflows and compare themThen look at actual inflows and compare them 
with what was anticipated in design docs.

►Independent of any other flow regulations etc►Independent of any other flow regulations, etc
►The other will be discussed in the second 

briefing
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What this is not
I want to be very clear

 A briefing to suggest doing anything with 
the master manual
 A briefing to advocate for another control 

point on the Missouri Riverp
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Tributary inflows downstream of 
Kansas City since 1967
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Tributary inflows downstream of 
Kansas City since 1967
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What were the design discharges?
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Flow Exceedances Compared  to Design During Navigation Season Between Years 1967 ‐ 2014
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Flow Exceedances Compared  to Design During Navigation Season Between Years 1967 ‐ 1980
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Flow Exceedances Compared  to Design During Navigation Season Between Years 1990 ‐ 2000
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Flow Exceedances Compared  to Design During Navigation Season Between Years 2000 ‐ 2007
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Number of Low Flow Days During
Navigation Season at Hermann
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What’s NextWhat s Next

 This issue was more complex thanThis issue was more complex than 
originally anticipated
 Additional analysis/study Additional analysis/study

►Continue to review the design criteria to gain 
better understandingbetter understanding

►More comprehensive investigation?  Missouri 
River 216 evaluation?River 216 evaluation?
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