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Alternative Filter Blanket Fill

SIEVE SIZE PERCENT PASSING
3-inch 100

1-%-inch 65 - 80

d-inch 25-40

No. 4 15-30

No. 100 0-5

The Filter Blanket need not be compacted in place, but shall be placed in such a manner as will
result in a uniform 8-inch thick layer of bedding for riprap. The Filter Blanket shall be placed in
all areas to receive rock riprap. It shall be placed so as to ensure the best practical distribution of
the material and minimize segregation.

Alternative Filter Blanket. The alternative filter blanket shall consist of 8-inches of the available
drain rock underlain by a geotextile filter fabric. The alternative Filter Blanket material shall
meet the following gradation and be underlain with the geotextile specified below.

Alternative Type VII Filter Blanket Underlain by Geotextile

SIEVE SIZE PERCENT PASSING
3-inch 100
No. 4 5-50
No. 100 0-5

The Alternative Filter Blanket need not be compacted in place, but shall be placed in such a
manner as will result in a uniform thick layer of bedding for riprap. The Filter Blanket shall be
placed in all areas to receive rock riprap and shall be underlain in all areas by a geotextile filter
fabric. It shall be placed so as to ensure the best practical distribution of the material and
minimize segregation.

Geotextile Filter Fabric. A geotextile shall be placed on the finished graded ground surface
between the fill slope and the Alternative Filter Blanket (riprap bedding) and the embankment
soils. The filter fabric shall be a non-woven 10 oz. per square yard geotextile such as GSE non-
woven NW10, or equivalent approved by the Engineer.

The geotextile shall be place so as to extend perpendicular to the grade (rather than parallel).
The fabric shall be anchored into the underlying soil at the top of the riprap to provide stability.
The fabric shall be overlapped a minimum of 18-inch to ensure contact between strips.

Pitt-Taylor Diversion Structure Rehabilitation Project Preliminary Specifications 5/7/2009
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* Longevity: In general, Option #3 is expected to have the greater longevity and reliability due
to the presence of the flow control devices that would cause some degradation of the dam
structure over time.

s Flow Control: Option #4 has the advantage over Option #3 by providing ﬂow control as part
of the option. :

¢ Cost: Option #3 is the less expensive alternative because of the cost associated with the
placement and removal of the K-rail.

Using the criteria listed in Table 4, Option #3, the basic structure without flow control is the preferred
option.

elected Alternative
As discussed above and shown in the matrix in Table 3, the preferred alternative is Option 3, the

Scour/Erosion Protection (Without Flow Control) option. This is the most basic structure alternative
provided. This alternative will provide scour and erosion protection to improve the longevity of the dam.

it is noted that cost savings can be realized by the PCWCD if the contractor selected for the pi'ojec,'t is
willing to coordinate their services with those of the PCWCD personnel. PCWCD activities may include
soil moving activities such as those associated with demolition and rebuilding of the plug, dewatering
activities, transport of borrowed soil to the site for reuse, and transport of unneeded materials away from
the site. Some of the contractors contacted were willing to work with PCWCD labor and equipment to
realize cost savings. The cost savings will depend on the amount of work that each particular contractor
would be willing to have PCWCD conduct. In order for this to occur, additional information regarding
personnel capabilities will need to be provided to the contractor when they provide a competitive bid.

15 . GUORBIGSDAM\Final Es Repon.doc



]

(-

{

R -

W

[

., r
|
] v II "
1

-

f—
,

40  CONCLUSION

Based on the alternative analysis conducted in Section 3.0, the selected optlon for rehabilitation of the
dam structure is placement of erosion/scour protecnon (option 3). No seepage controls or flow control
units will be installed.
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. . TABLE 2 :
-Annual Peak Discharge Rates Above 1,000 cfs at Rye Patch Dam
. Big § Dam Rehabilitation Feasibility Study
Pershing County Water Conservation District
Pershing County, Nevada

N

.—.I Date Annual Peak Discharge | o uecation Code
Rate (cfs)
= July 10, 1866 1510 5
] May 12, 1987 3,050 S
March 17, 1901 2,620 5
June 6, 1906 1,010 5
I May 4, 1907 2,220 5
July 8, 1912 1,240 5
July 23, 1813 1,270 5
] May 2, 1914 2,000 1,5
June 7, 1917 1,910 5
_ May 28, 1919 1,280 5
l July 2, 1921 1,980 5
May 27, 1922 2,280 5
June 19, 1945 2,000 7]
N April 29, 1946 1,730 5]
] May 11, 1852 4,720 6
' May 25, 1967 1,120 6
. . May 20, 1968 1,110 <]
Ij June 6, 1971 2,020 6
B April 12, 1972 1,060 6
June 8, 1975 1,700 6
i l June 25, 1880 1,380 6
- June 16, 1983 3,940 5]
E ‘ May 28, 1984 7,960 6,7
l March 29, 1985 1,180 6
.. May 28, 1986 7,960 6
July 21, 1895 1,200 &
June 11, 1996 1,180 6
l July 4, 1897 1,410 6
- June 9, 1998 2,400 6
l Peak Discharge Qualification Codes:
1 = Discharge is a maximum daily average,
. 5 = Discharge affected to an unknown degree by regulation or diversion.
l 6 = Discharge affected by regulation or diversion
7 = Discharge is an histotic -peak.
l Reference: U.S. Gological Survey website (htp:/fwaterdata. usgs.govinwis-wiNV
l All data collected at the Humboldt River Station Near Rya Patch, Nevada (Station No. 103355000}

_' Tois xis/Table 2 4D : : 1/20/01/5:44 PM
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TABLE 3

Alternative Comparison
Big 5 Dam Rehabilitation
Pershing County, Nevada

OPTION 3

Operations & Maintenance Cost

$1,500

CRITERIA OPTION 1 OPTION 2 "OPTION 4
Flow Criteria X X X X
Continued Use of Dam as a Road X X X X
Improved Longevity of the Dam X X - X X
Erosion/scour Protection X X X X
Seepage Protection X X
Flow Control X X
PCWCD Assistance Opportunities X . X X X

. Capital Cost $378,000 $370,100 $268,300 $268,300

$1,500 $4,700 $4,700
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" TABLE 4

Alternative Selection Matrix
Big 5 Dam Rehabilitation
Pershing County, Nevada

CRITERIA - OPTION 3 OPTION 4
Flow Criteria , 4 4
Centinued Use of Dam as a Road 4 2
Improved Longevity of the Dam 2 1
Erosion/scour Protection 4 4
Seepage Protection 1 1
Flow Control 0 4
PCWCD Assistance Opportunities 2 2
Capital Cost ’ 4 4
Opera:rigns & Maintenance Cost 4 2
Total Score 43

1o
—

Rating of 0 to 4 is given for each option in each category. A rating of 4 indicates the
most preferred option. A rating of 1 indicates the least preferred option. A rating of zero

indicates that the option does not meet the criteria.

The cost ranking is given a weight factor of 4.
The longevity is given a weight factor of 2.
All other criteria are given a weight factor of 1.
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FIGURE 1
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