Memo

To: BGavernor Vic Atiyeh
Fram: William H. Young, Director WRD

RiEe Wirichester Dam
Dam Safety

The dam was originally constructed in 1904 as a hydroelectric
praoject. Original construction consisted af a "log erib! dam
which can be described as a system of logs stacked somewhat like
the walls of a log house with rocks and miscellanecus debris
dumped in the center for weight. The dam was later raised by
building a timber flashboard on top of the erib. Arcund 1935 the
dam was modified to essentially what it is today by adding a
timber wall or bulkhead on the downstream side. The wall halds
back the rest of the dam with anchor rods that angle from the
fromt of the wall back into bedrock. Extensive repairs were made
by PR&L in 1968 irncluding removal of the hydroelectric facili-
ties, and the structure was taken over by the Winchester Water
Eeonbradl Pactedict. Sirce that time this department has worked
with the district to establish some type of mainternarnce program
that would provide for the future.

A timber structure of this type may have, at the cutside, a
design life of 40 years. This means that the structure was rnot
desigrned to exist beyond that time without an extensive coperation
and maintenance program. The district has at various times
performed repairs, and varicus reports prepared by different
consultants have indicated the reed for a continual irspection
and maintenance program. Historically, maintenance has not been
per:ormsd by the district without encouragement by this depart-
ment.
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investigation which revealed extersive ercsion that had developed
beneath the south end of the structure. The report also conclud-
ed the dam had reached a point where, due to erosicon and deterio-—
ration, structural failure was quite likely.

In accordance with the dam safety enforcement actiorn available to
this department Winchester Water Cortrol District was rotified of
the threat to life and property, and a contested case hearing was

scheduled to examine the issue. As a result of the hearing, a
Dam Safety Final Order was issued by this department March 13,
1986. The order consisted of recommendations for further

cperation made by the district’s attorrey and engirneer (a copy
of the order is attached).

During the course of the hearing the Steamboaters applied for,
but were denied, party status. Wher the Steamboaters appealed
that action an automatic stay of the Dam Safety Order was in
effect. Where the issue irnvolved safety to life and property, it
was then necessary for me to dissue an Order Denying Stay of
the Dam Safety Order which I did on June 25. On July &2 the
Steamboaters filed a FPetitionm for Reconsideration of the Order
Denying Stay. After thorough consideration by this department
and legal cournsel I issued, on ARugust 15, Order for Reconsiderat-
ion of UOrder Denying Stay. The purpose of this action was to
(econtinue the requirements of the Dam Safety Order, and
(Dentertain submittal of a proposed Revised Denial of Stay
Order from Steamboaters and, also, to entertain a response to
that @ praposal  fram the district, Steamboaters were given 290
days to make their submittal.

The Dam Safety Order contains provisions for design  and const-
ruction of a concrete "ogee dam" for a permanent structure.
These provisions result from the fact that the application for
license for hydroelectric development submitted by the developer
contained information proposing the corncrete dam as part of the
project. The licernse was granted with that provision as a
conditicon of the complete project. Or September 4 the district
requested an extension of time for that portion of the Dam
Safety Order. I replied on September 11 that the request would
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Dam Safety Order have, with the
;ans and specifications for the
:  fulfilled. The dam has
1 . with reports to this
ted at arn acceptable




that the engineer is no longer cormected with the project. This
might be a problem since a primary element of the Dam Safety
Order pravides for a monitoring program to be  performed by the
district’s engineer.

This department’s dam safety position is that, in the event of a
failuwre, the structure could cause loss of life and damage to
property. Conmsidering the many unkrnowns about the actual
physical condition of the structural members, and the age of the
dam, the passibility of a failure :is significant. The risk of
failure has beern reduced with the recent repairs, but the dam
continues tao deteriorate. Ivm order tao continue operation of

the dam at an acceptable level of risk, it should either be
reconstructed with a modern, well engineered structure; or
it should remain under a routine monmitoring and inspection
program that is carried out by a qualified erngineer employed by
L Bastepict. Recornstruction could then be delayed until an
engireering evaluation recommended otherwise. The proablem with
enforcing any inspectiorn & monitoring program on the district is
that the onily opticon opern to this department in the event of
nonconmpliance  is  an  order requiring removal of the structure.
Nothing else carn be done to  insure compliance with individual
terms of an order such as monthly reports  from the district’s
engineer o~ completion of repairs recommended by the district’s
enginear. ;
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