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1 Background

Previously, Associated Engineering prepared the Chase River Dam Breach Flood Inundation Study of
September 2012. This study assessed the potential consequences and risks of various dam collapse
scenarios for the Middle and Lower Chase River Dams. Six scenarios for possible dam breach and
failure were considered. These were:

Scenario 1 1000-year flood with no breach

Scenario 2 1000-year flood with Lower and Middle Dam breach
Scenario 3 PMF with no breach

Scenario 4 PMF with Lower and Middle Dam breach

Scenario 5 100-yr flood with Lower Dam breach

Scenario 6 Seismic Event

Of these, Scenario 4 resulted in the most significant flooding with Scenario 6 resulting in the highest
loss of life with little to no warning. As a result of the analysis in that study, which included an
assessment of property damage, timing of inundation and potential loss of life, the consequence
classification associated with the dams was increased to Extreme, as per the British Columbia Dam
Safety Regulations. The Extreme classification requires that the design standards applied to the
dams is based on the Probable Maximum Flood (PMF), and a 1:10,000 year return period seismic
event (which is applicable if the dams are modified).

1.1 RECENT ANALYSES

Recently, the City requested that Associated Engineering assess the potential benefit provided by
interim measures to reduce the likelihood or consequences of the two dams failing. This isin
response to a postponement in taking any action with respect to the dams pending further analysis of
mitigation alternatives. These measures include:

° Temporary draining of the two reservoirs,

° Lowering of the spillway crests to improve capacity and permanently lower the normal full
pool elevation, and

° Temporary raising of the dam crests using Lockblock™ walls.
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The City also requested that Associated Engineering assess the consequences of alternative dam
collapse scenarios in order to evaluate these potential short term risk mitigation alternatives. These
scenarios would also account for new information indicating that there is some reinforcing steel
present in the concrete core of the Lower Dam, potentially slowing the rate of failure or otherwise
modifying the dam collapse modes.

The information provided to us indicates minimal reinforcing composed of approximately 16 mm
square bars, on 750 mm intervals, located at the center of the core. One interpretation is that the
steel bars detected in the core are merely dowels used at cold joints between concrete pours, rather
than a complete reinforcing mat. However, for the purposes of this analysis we will assume that the
detected steel bars are indicative of a general reinforcing of the concrete core.

Our interpretation is that this configuration would not be sufficient to prevent collapse due to the
bending moments produced by overtopping and loss of support on the downstream side of the Lower
Dam, but could produce a slower progressive collapse of the core, in contrast to a massive
simultaneous failure over its entire depth used in earlier analyses. We note that the presence and
impact of the reported reinforcing has not been confirmed by an engineering assessment. Therefore,
the benefit of the reinforcing, as discussed below is conjectural in nature.

Based on the indication that the reinforcing is minimal, we assumed a step-wise failure mode, in
which the concrete core of the lower dam would fail in steps of 4 m as the support provided by the
outer shell is washed away due to overtopping. We investigated intervals of 5 minutes and 10
minutes between each successive collapse.

As with the earlier analysis, we assume that dam failure occurs at the peak of the flood hydrograph in
the case of flood induced failures. For seismically induced failures, when the Middle Dam is
considered, we assumed that the floodwave from collapse of the Middle Dam induces failure of the
Lower Dam.

Accordingly, AE simulated 12 additional scenarios, nine for the flood event related failures and three
seismic event related failures, as follows:

PMF SC1: Lower Dam breach only, 4 stage collapse, 5 minute intervals

PMF SC2: Lower Dam breach only, 4 stage collapse, 10 minute intervals

PMF SC3: Lower Dam breach only, Singe stage collapse

PMF SC4: Lower and Middle Dam breach, 4 stage collapse, 3 minute failure duration,

Existing Dam characteristics

° PMF SC5: Lower and middle Dam Breach, 4 stage collapse, 3 minute failure duration,
Existing Dam characteristics plus the addition of Lockblocks™ on the Lower Dam

° PMF SC6: Lower and Middle Dam breach, 4 stage collapse, 5 minute failure duration,

Existing Dam characteristics
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° PMF SC7: Lower and Middle Dam breach, 4 stage collapse, 5 minute duration, Existing Dam
characteristics plus the addition of Lockblocks™ on the Lower Dam

° PMF SC8: Lower and Middle Dam breach, Rebar reinforcement and lowered spillway, Lower
Dam collapse

° PMF SC9: Lower and Middle Dam breach, Rebar reinforcement and lowered spillway, Lower
and Middle Dam collapse

° Seismic SC1: Lower Dam breach only, Single stage collapse of entire dam

° Seismic SC2: Lower and Middle Dam breach, Rebar reinforcement and staged failure of
Lower Dam

° Seismic SC3: Lower and Middle Dam breach, lowered spillways

The results from the additional PMF scenarios (PMF SC1 through SC9) are compared to original
Scenario 4 from the Chase River Dam Breach Flood Inundation Study, which represents the PMF
with Lower and Middle Dam Breach and resulted in the most significant flooding. The additional
Seismic scenarios (Seismic SC1 through SC3) are compared to the earthquake scenario in the
Chase River Dam Breach Flood Inundation Study, which was Scenario 6. AE performed a high level,
qualitative analysis of the difference in flood depth and extents between the 12 new scenarios and the
original scenarios to determine whether there is an apparent difference significant enough that it
could result in a lower consequence classification under the BC Dam Safety Regulations.

The results of the depth comparison are summarized below for each scenario. Figure 1 shows the
maximum flooding depth and extents for the original Scenario 4 with the building damage estimates,
with which the new PMF scenarios will be compared. The new seismic scenarios will be compared
to Figure 2, which shows the maximum flooding depth and extents for the original Scenario 6. Staged
or incremental collapses represent the potential stabilizing effect of the minimal reinforcing identified
in the Lower Dam concrete core. The qualitative results of each new scenario are discussed briefly
below.

The variation in results between each scenario is also indicative of the sensitivity of the estimated
flooding impacts to the assumed failure modes and scenarios.

PMF — SC1: Lower Dam breach (Middle dam assumed decommissioned), 4 stage collapse at 5 min
intervals.

° The maximum depth of flooding and extents is shown in Figure 3.

° For the majority of the flood area, the decrease in flood depth between that indicated by
PMF-SC1 and indicated by Scenario 4 is in the range of 0 to 0.5 m.

° In the areas north of the river, near Howard Ave, between Georgia and Bruce Ave, and areas

around Park Ave the decrease in flood depth reaches 1 m. These are all areas where the
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peak depth will still be in the range from 3 m to greater than 5 m and will not significantly
affect the building damage estimates.

° There is not as much flooding in the area between Howard Ave and Georgia Ave, however,
this area is predominantly a park space.
° Based on a visual comparison between the depth of flooding shown in Figure 1 compared to

Figure 3, approximately 30 properties may have lower building damage estimates by one
level (eg. drop from the 25 to 50% range to the 5 to 25% range).

PMF — SC2: Lower Dam breach (Middle dam assumed decommissioned), 4 stage collapse, 10 min
intervals.

° The maximum depth of flooding and extents is shown in Figure 4.

° For the majority of the flood area, the decrease in flood depth between that indicated by
PMF-SC1 and indicated by Scenario 4 is in the range of 0 to 0.5 m.

° In the areas north of the river, near Howard Ave, between Georgia and Bruce Ave, and areas

around Park Ave the difference in flood depth reaches up to 1 m. These are all areas where
the peak depth will still be in the range of 3to 5 m.

° The flooding coverage area is marginally less than that seen in Scenario 4. There is not as
much flooding in the area between Howard Ave and Georgia Ave, however, this area is
predominantly a park space.

° Based on a visual comparison between the depth of flooding shown in Figure 1 compared to
Figure 4, approximately 30 properties may have lower building damage estimates by one
level (eg. drop from the 25 to 50% range to the 5 to 25% range).

PMF — SC3: Lower Dam breach (Middle dam assumed decommissioned), single stage collapse, 10
minute duration.

° The maximum depth of flooding and extents is shown in Figure 5.

° The inundation area is less than Scenario 4 upstream of Georgia Ave, especially south of the
river, however, the number of buildings affected does not change.

° For the majority of the flood area, the decrease in flood depth between PMF-SC3 and
Scenario 4 ranges between 0.25 and 0.5 m.

° In the areas north of the river, near Howard Ave, between Georgia and Bruce Ave, and areas

around Park Ave the decrease in flood depth is up to 1 m. However, the peak depth will still
be in the range of 3 m to greater than 5 m.

° Based on a visual comparison between the depth of flooding shown in Figure 1 compared to
Figure 5, approximately 30 properties may have lower building damage estimates by one
level (eg. drop from the 25 to 50% range to the 5 to 25% range).

PMF —SC4: Lower and Middle Dam Breach, 4 stage collapse, 5 minute intervals, Existing Conditions.
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The maximum depth of flooding and extents is shown in Figure 6.

The overall flood extents are not significantly different, but the flooding does cover slightly
more area between Howard Ave and Georgia Ave.

There is essentially no change in flood depth for the majority of the flood area. Small areas
of flooding may be reduced by up to 0.5 m but these areas are insignificant.

Based on a visual comparison between the depth of flooding shown in Figure 1 compared to
Figure 6, it is not anticipated that any properties will see a reduction in building damage.

PMF —SC5: Lower and Middle Dam Breach, 4 stage collapse, 3 minute duration, Existing Conditions
with Lockblocks™ on Lower Dam.

The maximum depth of flooding and extents is shown in Figure 7.

The overall flood extents are unchanged.

There is essentially no change in flood depth for the majority of the flood area. Small areas
of flooding may be reduced by up to 0.5 m but these areas are insignificant.

Based on a visual comparison between the depth of flooding shown in Figure 1 compared to
Figure 7, it is not anticipated that any properties will see a significant reduction in building
damage.

PMF —SC6: Lower and Middle Dam Breach, 4 stage collapse, 5 minute interval, Existing Conditions.

The maximum depth of flooding and extents is shown in Figure 8.

The overall flood extents are slightly larger in the new scenario PMF-SC6. This may actually
increase the building damage estimates slightly but not significantly.

For the majority of the flood area, the flood depth increases by a maximum of 0.5 m.

PMF —SC7: Lower and Middle Dam Breach, 4 stage collapse, 5 minute interval, Existing Conditions
with Lockblocks™ on the Lower Dam

The maximum depth of flooding and extents is shown in Figure 9.

The overall flood extents are slightly larger in this new scenario PMF-SC7. There may
actually be a slight increase in the estimates of building damage, but we do not expect it to be
significant.

For the majority of the flood area, the flood depth increases by a maximum of 0.5 m.

PMF-SC8: Lower and Middle Dam breach, Rebar reinforcement (4 stage collapse, 5 minute intervals)
and lowered spillway, Lower Dam collapse

The maximum depth of flooding and extents is shown in Figure 10.
The overall flood extents are essentially unchanged.
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] For the majority of the flood area, there is a decrease in flood depth between PMF-SC1 and
Scenario 4 ranging between 0.25 and 0.5 m, however based on a visual comparison, we do
not anticipate a significant change in property damage estimates.

° In the areas north of the river, near Howard Ave, between Georgia and Bruce Ave, and areas
around Park Ave the flood depth decreases by up to 1 m. However, the peak depth will still
be in the range of 3 to greater than 5 m and we do not believe that the property damage
estimates will change appreciably.

PMF-SC9: Lower and Middle Dam breach, Rebar reinforcement (4 stage collapse, 5 minute intervals)
and lowered spillway, Lower and Middle Dam collapse

° The maximum depth of flooding and extents is shown in Figure 11.

° The overall flood extents are unchanged.

° For the majority of the flood area, the decrease in flood depth changes is a maximum of
0.5m.

° Based on a visual comparison between the depths of flooding shown in Figure 1 and Figure

11, we do not anticipate that any of the flooded properties will see a significant reduction in
building damage.

Seismic SC1: Lower Dam breach only, Middle Dam decommissioned, single stage collapse of entire
dam

° The maximum depth of flooding and extents is shown in Figure 12.

° The overall flood extents and maximum depths are significantly less than Scenario 6 from the
previous report.

° The building damage estimates would likely be reduced significantly in this scenario.

Seismic SC2: Lower and Middle Dam breach, Rebar reinforcement (4 stage collapse, 5 minute
intervals) of Lower Dam.

° The maximum depth of flooding and extents is shown in Figure 13.

° The overall extents of flooding are similar to Scenario 6, and are actually slightly larger in the
area of Bruce Ave and Nova Street.

° The maximum depth of flooding, is slightly less than Scenario 6 and may result in slightly

lower building damage estimates.
Seismic SC3: Lower and Middle Dam breach, lowered spillways
° The maximum depth of flooding and extents is shown in Figure 14.

° The overall flood extents and maximum depths are significantly less than Scenario 6 from the
previous report.
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° The building damage estimates would likely be reduced significantly in this scenario.
1.2 DISCUSSION OF OTHER FACTORS

Lowered Spillway Crests

One approach proposed to reduce the potential likelihood or consequences of the dams failing is to
lower the spillway crests of both dams, at a concept level a 3 m lowering has been proposed.

For the Middle Dam, this provides a capacity improvement sufficient to ensure that the dam does not
overtop during a 1000-year return period flood event, but overtopping will still occur during a PMF
event. We note that this reduces the likelihood of the dam failing during a 1000-year return period
flood event, but the consequences of a dam collapse are not altered significantly as shown in our
preceding discussion.

The Lower Dam spillway has limited inlet capacity at the crest, and has a hydraulic choke point part
way down the spillway, as identified and discussed in Water Management Consultant’s (WMC) earlier
investigations. WMC noted that the choke point would cause flow to exit the spillway onto the dam
face, thereby presenting an additional mechanism for scour of the downstream face of the dam. As
such, simply lowering the spillway crest will not greatly increase the capacity of the spillway, the entire
spillway will need to be madified to significantly improve flow capacity.

Our analysis indicated that an overall increase in spillway capacity as represented by lowering the
spillway crest, was insufficient to prevent overtopping of the Lower Dam during either the 1000-year
return period or PMF events. Also, any failure of the Middle Dam would still cause failure of the Lower
Dam regardless of any improvements in spillway capacity.

Accordingly, improved spillway capacities would reduce the likelihood that the dams would fail due to
overtopping, as larger events are necessary for overtopping to occur. The improved performance of
both spillways is not sufficient to meet the requirements of the Dam Safety Regulation for Very High
or Extreme Consequence structures.

LockBlock™ Crest Extensions

We understand there has been a suggestion to increase the height of the dam crests by addition of
temporary Lockblock™ walls on both dams. In principle, this would force more flow to enter the
respective spillways prior to overtopping of the dams. However, higher dam crests also imply a
greater volume of impounded water behind each dam at the time of a major flood, which would then
add to the flood volume inundating the flood plain areas in the event of dam failures. Our assessment
indicates that the ability to impound additional water, while forcing increased flow down the spillways
may reduce the likelihood of the dams overtopping, it results in marginally greater inundation and
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damage should the dams fail. With the dam crest extensions, overtopping of the Middle Dam wiill
begin when the rate of spilling exceeds approximately 120 m*/s, with the current spillway crest
elevation. Overtopping of the Lower Dam commences when the rate of spilling exceeds
approximately 56 m?/s.

From a practical basis, it would be difficult to prevent a Lockblock™ wall from allowing seepage and
flow down the outer dam faces even prior to overtopping. Issues with overturning and sliding stability
may also arise. However, we have not analyzed these aspects of the proposed Lockblock™ walls.

Drained Reservoirs

As a temporary safety measure, both reservoirs could be drained over the winter. Even when starting
from a fully drained condition, both reservoirs reach full pool in a major flood event and well before
the peak flow rate occurs for the PMF event. Therefore, the mechanisms and likelihood of
overtopping failure during the required design flood events are not significantly mitigated by
maintaining the reservoirs in an empty state. During the 1000-year return period event minimal
overtopping occurs at the Lower Dam, with none at the Middle Dam.

We note that the means to ensure that the reservoirs remain empty over the course of a winter (other
than breaching both dams) is problematic. Normal winter flow rates are likely to exceed 1 m*/s, which
would be challenging to pump. Initiating and re-priming a siphon arrangement with sufficient capacity
to maintain an empty state during normal winter flows is also uncertain and potentially impractical.
Once a flood event begins, it will be nearly impossible to provide sufficient capacity to prevent the
reservoirs from filling, and overtopping in the case of a design event, as discussed above.

2 Closure

This discussion paper is intended to provide a qualitative assessment of the changes in flood
inundation conditions, and the potential for a reduction in the consequence classification for the
dams, due to proposed mitigative actions. In addition, the potential for the presence of rebar to alter
the failure characteristics was incorporated in the model assessments.

In summary our evaluations indicate the following:

° The reduction in flood depth and extent seen in the PMF scenarios PMF-SC1, PMF-SC2, and
PMF-SC3 will not significantly change the damage cost estimates.
° Permanently lowering the dam spillways by 3 m does potentially improve the seismic related

consequences due to the reduced volume of impounded water. The new seismic scenarios
involving lowered spillways do show reduced flooding. A detailed assessment of building
damage and potential fatalities may indicate that there is sufficient reduction in flood
inundation to lower the consequence classifications for the dams from Extreme to Very High.
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° The reported presence of minimal reinforcing steel in the concrete core of the Lower Dam
does not appear to modify the collapse modes sufficiently to result in a significantly reduced
severity of flood inundation. Accordingly, the consequence classification would remain
unchanged.

° If both reservoirs are empty, there is a reduced probability that the dams would overtop
during a major flood event. However, both reservoirs can potentially refill over time due to
normal winter flows, and identifying mechanisms by which the reservoirs can be kept empty
is problematic. We note that siphons or pumping are not likely to provide sufficient capacity.

MM/AW/fd

9
Associated 1
Engin *rr i"E ppr_chase_alternates_20130923_mm.docx



. A b4 I m fom Fm P = gy
i-. 5 —H m 'l' x B e M e T : o =J"5' - - |
=t " =2 Tt . i woll X e SN - aL
=L [ = | & .- w; I = » -
. . LI ] | . 1!,?'._ T X B e LA -._4...1":
B TR e : o8 ) 7 e RS b T
& uye - ) B M e - ARSI mtE ) w s 3 Chr O U Ll
. Py foratiiy wing IR n LA (e R L7 iy By -
| BN a = e P - — o = - N v N =] -
- = | . =2 i o ] "ir ' F 7 = L o . v' _!_1 g
S = oo i edd i SRR o -0 3
R S - --l O § 3 L) A5 {m  / r = Bl w -
e T T TR I L Pl O 5. e ST T o ad ' -
s E G e (L i o e Mot 2
] “ | ¥ P e L I L R el . (T3 [
_=_ ul fe= ' ; . . 1, _\ - s ' -y s H [ 3 N = N,
B b= ) mime TS 15 s = A5 T u Tl O =
kb - — "111' .:I- ! i . - ' = I 3 .‘ . 17 ! | "1
LI | | = =l - . S -."-- e - -
. ; . % 5. & s L ~ g =
G !l-,l!-_!q wh Yy o - - W | o, R ": = Tl Ik
.~ ol U SRR MR o BT J D 2
) LR ] u = [ ] Il = = Cr e D = s A1
gt n o o = i (] . - :-ﬁ . ol & ot ,.'.-" :
4 il [ [F15 S v I o ¥ Ot AT O - "
= . 2 s & i £ U (T T SR e O . -
. Ilr 'lr | I -.| u :-r . K ,;l 1 ' '. J‘ L ) B . - - .| .
’ . = AT s Nomy =T = o N G
i __,_-".r'h"”'-"’ | X .!'l I & [ = Ly :'- [ » (l ‘-; -
- g ey - [ 1.8 T, N [ ] i
] ELEFIE = y n SalE ek Xpaeg
-. i = L N Py BTy NS
., 1'! -3 -rl [] = T = i SV
(=] e T - —— 1 .qr‘ | [ 5 .' L] iy i B 5
1 rir [ [ i f
L MIELR N a B OEE T R Mg
: LY (1 I g
L 3 . % [ ] L2 == | & [} a
Y ¢RI e LR i e X
: L ]
; o WG T e m g
. . - :.-.. -= - - .!_ . L | ,_!-.
[ ‘-r' e e -'..' R =g
2 S e T B e e
[ ] . T
0 DDHD d~ 0g ] ER, . o o '""Fg E L
= h - i-‘!. =] -‘ —.".| (L W 3 = ‘
|_.'E--'H_-i_q‘;| ‘:'DEZIDEGD'{IC'E DD Joxo oo [ ] N ildi
——— . ‘.l L . - % of Building Damage
X 3 . L . : Oto5
Oo oaf - : . £ R . : 5to 25

25to 50

& Dooonoo g : p——_ 50 to 75
: = ; ; 7 75 to 100
-i-"_ Y| : s B -' .E'_ e L s - Ve ' - X Flood Depth (m)
‘ - =N Lol = L _ r R 0.25
: — : e 1 ‘1.;.!"}_. A8 5 ' , Tt 0.5
= ! —t | [ ] | ¥
| W = -, ‘W Lt L = r‘-r [ ] I f 3 ] .
r..i‘ _._,_?'H‘ 1] R - & -!' j ' 1203
d g e Ve - ] & ; \ :
1 [ Iy : - . 3.0

4.0
e L 5.0
. -I I 'y e 1 ".- : % 6.0

i:;-.-'-'- ]

sESCRg = =8l
=l

=
=,

pth

CITY OF NANAIMO River Dam Breach Flood Inundation

Lt A Associated SC4: PMF with Lower and Middle Dam Breach

‘\m Engineering Maximum Flooding Depth and Extents

- SC4_De

a
©
£
a
=
o
o
2
5
2
[
8
3
2
()
2
c
5
c
Q
©
£
£
G
c
&
D.‘
9]
k7]
3
Z\
c
S
2
j)
a8
z
2
@
3
5
©
]
2
[=%
[
8
5
U\
o
<
[sa]
[=]
S
=3
c
£
=
<
&
[
7
kel
2
5
2
[
]
(%]
&=
Ed
8
S
o
~
<
S
(2]
]
o
o
-
&

=
x
—
A
©
«a
-
™
=
o
S
=
=
=
&

Map



— L =, ¥ [T X
"‘r.J 3 ﬂ_\. ») L . L '.' = [ H_-:h
r . L] 4 [ ] [ o E X - [ 1=
= — L
» LT % i o
; AT gl o = = Y e s
.'. - - __gl !J L. ’-- = -._,H:l .
- mV s e = v - r—. - ;-_I -‘
O e i X [ i v .!_ . = » =
O o e o el e
Rapl S =) SRR T Tl ¥ =
el ?-I . a L ¥ | : =
- .-: . 2 =I| : 4 -1r l ' __:‘ r.- =
1z L = r = L1 g g i .
l..-.-‘ | ,_l-. - -!_ b — - : i l' : |1 v
b F ] — - - 5 L
i " = £, =
Al g Lo S J 8
ol - - " T e ] L | - ] F
' - - ~a . ' ] - ‘ 1
| I TOEn ey Min S - .
T [ TR I u ._"" Jl I - mp -
C | IE= = ~astl 8 ]
hE N =1 =i T =8
- - = r a = 3
=R I | _J‘ .llﬁ r LT ‘_'_;
n -_-'., _: LI
| FPiER = 1. —_ =
o Y L -
Al = 7 3 >
[ | - X
!.ll"" [ [l L] :
___.,_1'5 ] & Ly r_l
he oy ol (g
. ; [ | o j_-"
. . ; M e
T % of Building Damage . 4=
m. » - =
. [ | Oto5 - bl
1 =y 5to25 [ BFT
* 25t050 PR §
o 50 to 75 LN Lo
75 to 100 m Y

I ne= - oy o+ - e Flood Depth (m)

= I i "5 0.25
T AR . wm X ; 1% ; . i 02
hhh‘!h-!'_.-'- — l-:;!! . ! . r ay ) [ " 1.0

2.0
3.0
4.0
5.0
6.0

L

\ "-d-:!-!qh.-h..f!-'g'"-jh'-_ -;-;

CITY OF NANAIMO River Dam Breach Flood Inun

THE

P:\20132470\00_Alt_Scenarios\Engineering\03.00_Conceptual_Feasibility_Design_Master_Plans\map_nan_newscenarios_tls.map

9/19/2013 1:35:48 PM

. - : I v Associated SC6: Earthquake
M’ Engineering Maximum Flooding Depth and Extents



=4 I [T e [ 17 i | E
AT Tt it N il S
w [ = =
| L] = L [ )it . | or s ..._“" -
IS s W o gAY e L e i
s = = -!' l'. | f K l. 1= = e .-'__.\. ] ¢ —
| RV T =k L N - I di 1 . =L ey = = oL /E
== - . x = Nl o -. » e ‘ L g e
- = (] e ) S o Tl s A—- 9 oy W R
gel ) = - _-.!J' s I 5 L ] ; En {m ! r L/ i -j
" § : 1, ] - J I 5 = -
e ="l 2w | T e e ™ ey TR
W e L [ ] n ST R "R é i r T w o g
mie=rin s e e LR LA b ol e s
!'"" s g facam | _‘il _.I -! " B - ] - 'I il : = l1
La -y - i ;-] . = ' = | l- B e D
~ 2 a wad D " T L e
y y _ ! 3, - Y 1
& - !.--J-H 1 5“.[.’ L i ' '- [/ il ] >
o ek ‘l- 1“’-, A e L s = B~ D
; & 7 s g tenal b Rua v e S A
%ﬁ Ee e Tae 6D, £ o Ene | ==
k B s — s = .
5 N0 (oS SO o = ¥
g TS Al
N Bk Ly =y L1 L]
ZhEELEFR = ‘. joits 2§
e A 11N = 5" % T w
DO = o <y
‘ | [ ol % v -l ol
. w & % S o
- " =
g L)
L- "]
. 1k
el W 8
..-t B i
¥ | = X

GDEUDEBD'\—JDB l_—rl[] 0 S0 00O L e '. .? =t = A 7 .

=
5 N =
I'hl-n-l_!,hg's'—-'l. OoQ  oaf d [:,lEI DGDDDDG I _i

Building Footprint

Flood Depth (m)

0.25

’ i - : 0.5

) -_w.lnl L 5 1] e BE i - 1.0
e r- - , . ] = 2.0

et - LW G S L ; ’ ' 3.0
e e S R e SR 20
= : - 5.0

o vl e g DR R SR o0

i

|
X
Ler]
]

' = " - L ".J"*!"i-ib'i-. [ :

P e AL

CITY OF NANR[) hase River Dam Breach Flood Inundati 7

L e Dl Associated PMF SC1: Lower Dam Only, 4 Stage Collapse, 5 Min Intervals

DATE: Thursday, September 19, 2013

P:\20132470\00_Alt_Scenarios\Engineering\03.00_Conceptual_Feasibility_Design_Master_Plans\map_nan_newscenarios_tls.map

9/19/2013 12:42:46 PM
Map - PMF_SC1_Depth

W Engineering Maximum Flooding Depth and Extents SCALE: 1:5000



I
i B

TROETRE I W R Nl T g et

I
= 1 LA 100
1 et e J—

- -_1-1_. -.. - u!” Ii”_- ST - "__m—.- -_. Eh _.-i_ -am e LASCIS T 18 - 1= -. L

,I......> .. X ] & ‘ (] | e = l. i -...
.l!.'l_..li. o - —1 .-.IJJ..-PIJ e 8 AP -«1@ ,V

1 I
’ I._". e ’ .._ —" i .
L] —— =~ “ — . d
L S ¥ g
— - it WML g ' - -
: e L g . o g
;. l_. : AT 0djat Y & | . |
- » - - | -
| . B : . £
iz ._-?.-!I. o 2 b1 | ol i ah i b 2/~ ooogoo
TRES, Ty s i) A gESco-dmvyume
CFoS) ' L R m 0 R ST 8 £
ol T T e ANl e e AT c B 0
e | il e en | 10 andy g2a S
i VA 53 8
.... ] o ml e PR -_F..rlr-. ] nwm o
d | N s
Iy o) . £
g [ e
3 o .. [ ] p
SLCT ) . ko
- | - T >
=gl = L 3
...... -—_ﬁ ‘ . " m
£
T
L
T
<<
[a)

3
S
I}
ot A .._I...!_ = L b e i 1 . a i
ws.&..l. ! T sl mwulatlia @t o 1 3
2 g o seiyln T 2
ur J .l.'l.r_u 1] . ol 1 ‘ -
» ...... J_r....rr. d'..' L . A ol 1" -‘ [\ 1 ‘w
. ._ = = wil . = - = ¥ i - B
l- - . =T .lll_ l,.l L] I.L_I,.Ir. w | H 3 ’.l " ‘.w- gl A |
- Pl = ]
el ﬂ.- — > ' ._._- | ey l..-!
_— L i % S 5
- W T # .ﬂ... “ £ W -.J . u
L iy T h = [ _ & ] At ] T FT
ol K .H:.- s o ] 3 - - - : B
I-._F;. ; ! i I-ul‘_J .-l-._]-._ Iﬂ.- = . - . v e S
..r...q... ] ; _‘I_ .-. J.. & = ! by ﬁ:@.—ﬂ L ‘_h qrnu ‘ - .- . _._mr-r-..- __.mq__ L l.- _.l|r ..-I.._
Loy ... 2 E ’ i = - -r..._.lll .... - n = " | i b
CLRCIS o RO LICT I IFE e S | e = = LT
i . ok EL o

-

’ h_—

e Y iy W / i
mfl 1 —.m. [ L Ty [ ekl FATT “.H.m..
= “h ! ) i - as,

- al Y r =
L | myr ™
II.I}...I_ 4

_l.I _.- l.l_—l. ._1

h Fl

U
..
o
o

_“_._-.__ ..—,_-_l.!-_ . .I...I."._

Maximum Flooding Depth and Extents

| .. | D. ] - -
[ i _m_ _U_._ ] - —- L]
L] ¥ L
. I s . &Y T i o
1 - L olE ¥ ] W] a
i} = s 4 3 - n
i T [LT _ 0 D_H:H__r M

N

PMF SC2: Lower Dam Only, 4 Stage Collapse, 10 min Intervals

0RO Ee aag E\D 0 9oooo
h

mf=ly Daﬂrﬂg

e r

A I gn

bt TR | i T o
J. "ECEN BE
I i 4 | =3
oL ol S
[ e v <&
[ e

m) J]

m | -

-~ =" n)

[ ] | = .u.-_n .'

i N

.“. N (el L

e s
o Pl | F T e
-.__ 5l L l.d.l:l

o e

| 1 Og 1 -
i = 2

. -......l_ I.mm-. _l..-..
T . - .m—

vt s g Nty

o' U R

- & Lot i SR ooy
S0 S ST LR

n ¥ A i v

< .-..-. ml -

=" 5 i

et

TH E

CITY OF NANAIMO

g 4 OLIICIO0T

A

dag 20S dINd - dew

dewrsjy"soleusdsmau ueu” dew\sueld Ia)seyubisaq~Ajiqisea4[enydeduo) 00" €0\burasuibug\soLeuadS Iy 00\0LbZETOT\ d
Wd 0S:€4:ZT £102/61/6



B

IT.J'HH
=g

h?.;-

J
]

D000

i %
Tdymmn w @y
' 3
[ ]

li .' I-. II-L -

10

L}
LIS
Wimiy) ~a)

ERO e R0IO0

)
"',L.

q.
__-ll. S

RN OAND

M=
= ‘H ] =
"ll:..i_num__np- _

.

o e kB y
el

f

L

3 m.r!-q_-p.- Pepp- =

d1 .
0 U0 oo ',,,

,I | B P
(AL AL
L |

l
Ll
:
f

o A O
EO

II DDFJD d 0o o L

:.‘_"-"-"'_-‘h!h “0R0tewon [Jp 0 9ooea =
| o P 3
-..l--lgh'g‘.--],. ,.u- Dﬂlﬂjgﬂgm |

a0 |
'l;[
l-_- ‘l 'L:.I ..- 4

[ &
| |
™
; 1 L]
'n O e Bl LI SRCE ™

A

[
.|
)

C10] ]

|
, B

i
[
ol

e vy

In
.
o=

1 L

|
|l
i
k]

i

el N 'ﬂp.-ue-, e

(S am o [ 'l‘ '- %ﬂ;:

il =

Y N
¥, f

I ] .'

o) 5 30
{

D
0
G

e

1 [ o s o e - il | o i Building Footprint
1 '"'.u“" =1 Flood Depth (m)
S 2 0.25

..‘.‘..’.' I.-r- ; - . 0.5

. r . 1.0

2.0

] 3.0

) | i ..'. ! ¥ E 4.0
SEle g g -II-'Il 5 T 50
| . i Ve e 6.0

g =
N

1
.’t
o -

4
4
9.
£

[y ==y B = :
i il SRS - o
=L} 5 il
1 i
. | e . b=
S e i B i

CITY OF NANAIMU hase River Dam Breach Flood Inundation

T i ELC A B D C U R

- Associated PMF SC3: Lower Dam Only, Single Stage Collapse, 10 min Intervals
\m Engineering Maximum Flooding Depth and Extents

P:\20132470\00_Alt_Scenarios\Engineering\03.00_Conceptual_Feasibility_Design_Master_Plans\map_nan_newscenarios_tls.map

9/19/2013 12:47:06 PM
Map - PMF_SC3_Depth




- . . e s = L | ]
Dos? wie V% t T - O g
= % 5 . 8 oo el B it = '[L!!' = i)
| (] - & =5 a1 B3 & .'-' '-I-|—'-L:"l-'_" 2

aft > i B, "‘i .!!! [ w1 oo L S = 8
e, kg n - LT = - L S (3 4
Fel. 4= ) B L e MR [ A BRI L
- 0] - L | ! . _| L i) [ & s -.__;4_.--.. '=_
: .- -n I‘l_| - !.F‘ - 'H 1. i -: - '. ' " ] .'.I'- !-._" p’- L] n L, |
DS CEEWRD: g ¥ i o e A ol IR
s A BT A S i & MRS S
O e OURTR ok e 1' 0 e b CF gl
!II W .-'I I -:i. |- . —:- ,11-\ ] . o : -I- —ts 7] l:- i I ~ -: lu-l
i - - ' -] ] x i, B
: " - ' ' | ' 5 - o O B
(] ; - X I -k
E N =ila ﬁllq.'-'.’ L ': ‘_l.-.-l' , - ; L 3 =r 5 5
3 B . = !Il 1-!. l - A - - ._
s 1 i =N ¥ A A LY
o - IR T TS R b 0 T
* ) = Lol I: u Lo l.. ] s - -
. [ 5 e = ~ il = —
o Ny . | - " :-- 4 = ! ua‘ i
C/ [ e W2 i v S
e = . sl ‘mihis
= BEED PR Gt N N &
= A = i T R
Ve Ld EFRYE S T ,
& % \ 3 " ] { | ] _L'-:_ !.[.
T BRI g 5 &
Wy i . il =
T & R = 7
() aid [ " - = M=
' [ A
. s & &
j o

T M

i

Building Footprint

Flood Depth (m)

0.25

0.5

J 4 : : 1.0

!!‘_.!EI !l . z o - - . 4 20

i v = : : e B 3.0
L4 : Aol e g _

1 e 30 I e il DA "

i ] : ] ! e ] _} LM ] - 1
- 6.0

L] -' ‘-II.,' g

< ---- h-h,.m-'h-]h--.h =

CITY OF NAI\AI\{U hase River Dam Breach Flood Inundation

T H ' E ALBGCUR .. . PMF SC4: Lower and Middle Dam Only, 4 Stage Collapse, 3 min failure duration DATE: Thursday, September 19, 2013

P:\20132470\00_Alt_Scenarios\Engineering\03.00_Conceptual_Feasibility_Design_Master_Plans\map_nan_newscenarios_tls.map

9/19/2013 12:52:52 PM
Map - PMF_SC4_Depth

d ” Associated - L
M Engineering . EXIStIn.g Conditions —
Maximum Flooding Depth and Extents SCALE: 1:5000



i
-

-
U

re=

L]
1

oy

F |
J-.-!

Vapyimlal o e

Vlneae S

Njim .'.',

1] 4 1L .
il R
e o M R =N

ql-
--. 3

o

< LHELEREE =
e A TN =
OUCRAO0

‘AFER=Er e Ee e

"'.'lll!

,I ‘Lh-’
(7 N0,

FER
40

LS

[}
Ly
i

[ &
| |
'

'[III"

e
| |

I_’

7 [ Dt

=0

A

Building Footprint
Flood Depth (m)

0.25

{1 L]

0.5
1.0
2.0
3.0
4.0
5.0
6.0

River Dam Br
PMF SC5: Lower & Middle Dam Onlu, 4 Stage Collapse, 3 min failure duration
Existing Conditions plus Lock Blocks on Lower Dam

Maximum Flooding Depth and Extents

CITY OF NANAIMO

P:\20132470\00_Alt_Scenarios\Engineering\03.00_Conceptual_Feasibility_Design_Master_Plans\map_nan_newscenarios_tls.map

9/19/2013 12:56:41 PM
Map - PMF_SC5_Depth

|

==

l_.:.; n'N ‘lﬁ_-r q LTI

(IR e I8 -'.‘iﬂ.l,:. OO0 & '\

(]
.I:_-h

o
g =

._ |.. l‘ "_l |"§I_‘ ]

O I eyl L sl (e 1l




_— - = . S = .y
7857 T oo L = e - S5 a0
- : 3 K !!J!' e H !:._'.JE-
TR e o, _ A 5 s o
Iy e n - o .--l- : E .—!..-.- L — | = d‘!} g o = : -] ] | @
' - P=) peddhcy pe - ! T ol Sl S s VLE
W2y = - [T St | - - P ELIEA = o . A =
= = L - = = 5 0 =T
O T 1.0y ] e | C S Sl L = | (] » r - 5. =
. 2 - e , - Sy T g - ®_ o 4] -
" L] .=‘ L [H -':: —-!': -_ '-! -.,.q : l-. | '.-n.'l L] l 'I. 1 = r w, i =
=1 ] . — , e % & !- ] § J - e T r
-j ..: ! -~ Vs 5 » i ot £ l—‘ C ' r ." ;r‘- J L&
.- - . e | i e LA =
e B aae ity e ol 78 ¢ TR ELS §io - 3
i S R TP e 0 13 1 ] 3 T TN T
i i e (17 el I . - =a
3 d : == v F g .2 o] =
= gll-p.!i.. b=y e ) ¥ 15 s = Pl ok T
i«:_ - . 1 - o T . el (] 1 ==, -1 5
L8| e "_.!E L . ] = - =i .-"' . [\ -_. ‘.‘
e S 1) ] | [ ] = il e gl m
[ | __..I L [] (54 (e — Tt il | R -
AR O R s ey At DSt
f Py v i~ = ' e o 1)
l.lll-l”{/[ S A s SRR ke R BTN S ¥
I'HIH'H = . s 0T Shchin N
- lL ] 15 o ] g =] s Rls-"mr 4
= [] (5 = e 7] L ™ 5 :
‘tillfil'”h Ir | ¢ -
5 a L a L
! [ ] A F
N BRI e R
W . = . m
— [ 8 wi [ | _—
. t A e RN SO R o
. [ ] LT i
J [ [ T =
.“ L] ! - s S J | +
4 N R A 0 1
T , ; =0
0 = afimlr EcARSg .l-_l!:!"!' =i e = .
—— B L i
h -

Building Footprint
Flood Depth (m)
0.25

0.5

1.0

2.0

3.0

4.0

5.0

6.0

Map - PMF_SC6_Depth

CITY OF NANAIMO hase River Dam Breach Flood Inundation Study Figure 8

THE { A LBEOUR - i PMF SC6: Lower & Middle Dam only, 4 Stage Collapse, 5 min failure duration DATE: Thursday, September 19, 2013

: : v Associated - >
A\m Engineering Existing Conditions
Maximum Flooding Depth and Extents SCALE: 1:5000

a
©
£
a
=
o
o
2
5
2
[
8
3
2
()
2
c
5
c
Q
©
£
£
G
c
&
D.‘
9]
k7]
3
Z\
c
S
2
j)
a8
z
2
@
3
5
©
3
2
[=%
[
8
5
U\
o
<
[sa]
[=]
S
=3
c
£
=
<
&
[
7
kel
2
5
2
[
]
(%]
&=
Ed
8
S
o
~
<
S
(2]
]
o
o
-
&

9/19/2013 12:59:26 PM



FTL e | l-.‘rl.rlf_..l.
i s :

‘_-_-_.-_r 1- LI L L
wlu..-u ..n 4 = ¥ - - ..-.In_ti.l.l..... = a 5 . - -m
i 1] -h- a -:_-.. PCIRCICIN ] | -;..- -__:!-;_-_. -__. P i) -E-._i,-." [T R
mi) SR ; |
I} lll d-. e - .-_... '..1 il
b - u...- '_..F 3 ¥ a; Al
e e S\ Wag i N [ ] o G =
Qe e eQe-g
- N M T o

0.25
0.5

Flood Depth (m)

DATE: Thursday, September 19, 2013

' '.-‘ . £ ”I -r 7 - » -l 0
N J o 5 [ ] -H *.w_ -.. | J l .y ._ a 4 R " " | m
FL S L i R J_-ﬂ, e Lhe | -.... u -«t_ V = 4
-l W W .,l.r.._ l- i 1““-.”.. E
e ' - TSI lli.. [yl 1 o
‘_.__. ..- %" ol L - x
'._P y hl.l.l.[. Ll A r . 1
= P - B g’ \
ia LSS DR 8 Bt Ll J
_ T
‘.-.. (S ] LG LI IC ] Illqlrlh.n ;. X
- [ |
1| .M. F L l-u.
- e 2l o
. =/ Nl es L2 u
L .._.. n -1.. & N S -w .-.w‘ r.-
.1.._ _F - J*.k I-.I.I_ -l-I! { Ii_-ll- — : |....”_||.|ﬂ_u T e R —— _.Il._ e
T e L s O T 2 o SR x i ..._.. Gkl CF -u "
A i+ ¥ Ll ety . |__|. .'. uH... = “—. - n I
sie BuaVidivisl = gl e = 222 P | R oty
= VT b 2 O g .
GOS0 SCTURC IS e e el = G T,
— & T § ¥ i b ]
= L1 [

il inl#l. hl_hl.m..l.,.m

LY | .;.—h-...-—, b SUILILILY |0

h Fl

I drayges

Existing Conditions plus Lock Blocks on Lower Dam
Maximum Flooding Depth and Extents

River Dam Br

h

PMF SC7:Lower & Middle Dam only, 4 Stage Collapse, 5 min failure duration

I e

Iy
[}

- = ' -
- 2

(]

Associated
Engineering

(1

_.._I ) ....l-.u.
L] : I .

P AR0 g .

‘e WESTIN ) S SIEEi

A1

; 2 T \ RS S .-I. -. *
T TS L

I i r |‘- ;.] '

X

o ey
4

T HE

C

'Te 8 "
.i._‘ .“"....I. “ .
] m_.ql.__ I
L A L1
m M = N~ ety ; X
i i1 [ % o o
0 e T 3 - [ i
[ ] . -_!wj, l.rm.-..-,l --_.—. 1 )
=] ' ' {u i O M .
L; : [ i - i =
| 18 ._..,..._;.._.._-.. ] LA P |
A .H_u. m 4]
) | =
Loh i LY _G T
bas = .~m- l_;. i M
o ﬂ !
I 1

W1daa™£2S 4 - del
dewrsjy"soleusdsmau ueu” dew\sueld Ia)seyubisaq~Ajiqisea4[enydeduo) 00" €0\burasuibug\soLeuadS Iy 00\0LbZETOT\ d
Wd 9T:50:T £T02/61/6




l.._ e b =P Wi B E A el Rt
e e a0 S B et — .
¥ i e i34 P - =
._I.r mislala nigis ) CIRC -..“.._;--__—.‘,"-Lﬁ-.—Iq phaEige .-_-.l Tl
- I TN U TR -
J R — ¢ — ] ] 3
Ju...u..w.,._;..w..l._,..;.q/m.i. S wiah . S A e R n o
o _-_q e ShE e Uiajusy 7| e - | 2 e g
p' ‘.nm_. & plnly iy 0 h_-. e ol £F
o ..t_ r_.r 5 - Ll LI ‘.-..-*.I..‘! - ._uqnu._.n1 .,W.M\
L~ LTS iy T el T i R S g7 YL
J.Hr......plj_ ~ ... _..‘w,.__lw. = - s : i L - g a ...u... B
R = Pl Y g L e 3 8
i - e OFE LR o T a2 o
‘.hn ._ A5 -. '. - i ' & - F - [T ﬂll.
LT A ey | 3
o N =g i = Y -
)y o gt et I o T RS el s 5
- LT . LT ™ re .-.'r.l.-« Ll I..L-_ maf P .l.l -_ r ) g
7 e, T . Tl Tl i P e mdd A R - &
g, l..ml..l. 85 ; ; w kL [ % . r\‘ W 1 K >
; = A T .-ﬂtn—rr [ 5 : : £ u... e Bl ] & 3 S
] ity T4 LN, o n a (aiaf ] = e 23
S Lt LI () - 2
fa{elalm i L o \l Tl L L TR .«iv V _ =
N N i gy 2 3 . ¥ i L SR - oo |
LDy | - ahwraailiaa g =3
H.u._ t". .-.l'a :..--.l. o L] - ...- - o %]
LB . I_rfr....-_ \ ..-.ll. - & =gy ] AR ...v‘ﬂwﬂl\. -
hn Ly = Folyi ) . - s <
o . ey g _ - il - y
W T et e dl o Y fﬂwa = ‘o
- | Th -.. - ;i
.In-.:.. . -l.r a £
L) AR 1 |
- ;,.N_ . =/ : n - . ., ¥R, .
I e ey L AT . . : B A e e — y
...1" i .”.-‘I..l- : Ju_ T " L] 4 4 /fi.._L :h F‘ll I‘ = .- . q.-.%..-_... _..-I..I._.F _..-J.—lnr .““.. o I -
_ 1 .,._.___ o . TR o= ..-rlrl” ..”.._.- i n - : Y d”f__.. ..“m. m
GRS o TOL I 3T SIS | e e -._a‘ | - ‘wryn ] 2
ko f L L .F.r..!.l.lu.u....ll IS C ) ..l...F [ ] o
S0 0 o= R s T el T 3 - _ s, gt 1] g
» El R L s [0 ..-.”-. J.-.- Nl =y L;l..:...lu...u”, e (] = —y m
- ' - : C o &
g I- . -u - 4] - II‘-... ] —
Gl O lvl i R gy ], Jl.!_\is ; F.-. _- ] m
- e /v — Y] (2
3 ird B V”

b
[ ]

4
h Fl

C A OcomD
(|
Uy

()
|

1‘.
]

I e e o et

Lower Dam Collapse Only
Maximum Flooding Depth and Extents

DDDDGQIF

bt (o

d
[
DDU
River Dam Br

PMF_SC8: Lower & Middle Dam onl

GQEQDEBDQCJB l_—l-\[] 0 Uoooo --u-_l
Ly
O
{l
h

D= uaﬂé]ng

Associated
Engineering

) k-
¥ L) e T
s -.l-._.- r .
1 L0 D el “_. “ﬂ
‘ ; ’a‘. ...' ¥ “”., - I [ ]
NI Sl Ty SN AT TR
] £ i . o oM L 4 i
e ) = O (GRS L (7 . . ] & “ﬂ ~ -
; _.u [ d e T i s rrH_“ :
[ -.:.J._ I.JA.-“-..I_—- T " m
oy TR = - .
n. - L] : =, [ _" N A :
L TUCL T AL SEET] S MLES = e
J . L R = o
P A _-"_1__. 3 !——-—..i.i u “ ..l _“,L..:.,
AL L] T r_.r.I\ 1
= LT -
=== . W ’
s

1dag 805 HINd - dew

dewrsjy"soleusdsmau ueu” dew\sueld Ia)seyubisaq~Ajiqisea4[enydeduo) 00" €0\burasuibug\soLeuadS Iy 00\0LbZETOT\ d
Wd 6+:80:T £102/61/6




L =i (] L
! .|.‘. 2 !-. L J l
r : e ; " -
JOE RS N
i ) - L]
r L] .-_ - ,!‘-- __!.
w5 = i H r -; |-..:
wil e 1 &
L_Ji" [ -.l
l [ ] Ll =i _=
i el i TR L

Map - PMF_SC9_Depth

a
©
£
a
=
o
o
2
©
2
[
8
3
2
()
2
c
©
c
Q
©
£
£
G
c
&
D.‘
9]
k7]
3
Z\
c
S
2
j)
a8
z
2
@
3
5
©
]
2
[=%
[
8
5
U\
o
<
[sa]
[=]
S
j=
c
£
=
<
w
[
7
kel
2
©
2
[
]
(%]
&=
Ed
8
S
o
~
<
o
(2]
]
o
o
-
o

=
x
~
<
)
2
-
™
=
o
S
=
=
=
&

!

‘-l-
.Ii

\.
.-I] .

lh_-
2.

_-}il §

BEm o lin e

4

¥

m

=L

H.

l—'.
— ll

L]
d e
i

LY

|"
)

=

[
.l

1 Ty
I hhh!h'=,-"-l
]

| e

N 1
0 S R T
’ l.'—

i-u“-‘ I-Ir- ol

1
|

Associated
Engineering

SOt gan [Jp 0 9oooa =

Oo D

Gidexl =2 7 o v e SO0
ST i .'.'1 I S TTR S5 gl A e
{ M P e - 1 ;E-" S ey ey
. E gl l - B B J'l!l
| ! = r* R e
RO = A L WS
I DL_r‘ 1:I (= ‘l-}_] ...‘:
Werwy i =l sl | TR T e
| ] [ o e e i i
i ] _i __-‘\- q_ ! - '
b, j L - L .-
L Ti - |
— ‘ 2l l
| R
AT | e ]
R o
AeRCEs O
yallgrn
PR =
-'Ijhl f

0 o

CIC] ]

Ly
000 § & E%Duﬁmﬂmlf;f

—

[
0

[ 7 (Son o [

o) O 0[]

Lo

-

CI[) IO r | | - -
AL U
| 5 - _r‘_-:"" R
1 ] LIOELICIC L S
L] e =
ben. B B
g = L
.!'.! it

h River Dam Br h Fl Inun ion

PMF SC9:Lower & Middle Dam only, Rebar & Lowered Spillway, Both dams collapse
Maximum Flooding Depth and Extents

ap= ﬂ-.'-‘F..- o LA =

-
-
=
| |
3 T '.. : h i L) [
T S : - ] -
m L - - B i | -1
i -'. .—.-_.\_.'__ - 3
~h A ER ik ae il i ; Er
Y & Sl SRs e R
o T :' ol I B - =t
! % = (L ..'. ¥ -. i s .-_. - ‘
. -" - .". e -j ol - me
5 L] i — T X ] ' o [l w, L
T EE e e i -
= ot S S e s s O
;..., z] __J wll &=
| |38 -!A Sy f :-.- =i oL h:\- ‘; -4 .
l., FE e AT R . Al .
L] - = N A
wi g | [ ": u S [ I
3 =~ L = | 3 T e
-, [ 14 % . I
- = =% - - i .
1) - -
3 = ./ 4 b i
s ™ | =
[ [ F) + 8
uj in L] (] -
[ . T
n_:' _.: L - - _'_
[ 4 T L5 e = 4
TR R P i
SRR 1 W - i t‘ W A%
g T e =gy
im LA | = ‘.-_ P ad T
[~ L [] ]
_____ e
3= 'l L=
o ke
] L B
- =& 1
i g

,I lhh-.

W m R

Lo
LB
LI
| I
l- Tl
.-

1

i
. il

Aimiy

el

d.

=
P

J RO (i jm

CECRET A r—

Building Footprint
Flood Depth (m)
0.25

0.5

1.0

2.0

3.0

4.0

5.0

6.0

DATE: Thursday, September 19, 2013

SCALE: 1:5000




..l.._q ‘_- -..l.I_ r ._Iﬂ_-r CPLIL )y EiRE " r....l .J. .l.-‘ _.r l.rtf....l. . v
W fe [ [ et i T — i .
! i e 3 . = : | . ]
= Tl U0 CRLIL P TRCIC LR | --:._._,F .,i____..‘._ CCI TR0 Ll U R Ll e
] J 1=
rll_r%.,_/ — = g e iy
e el -/v/“..... a H ] ] i ] "
= - I3 18] LT e - [ [ ] 3 ..i’_l._..r 3 i
T S LUCTCS s i T o MR L
VR TUSLDOOE e - My, 2P, S e
f S o B ) S e T A U t
M:'.—h_ 3 3 '.._.. .J. L L F —~ " ... - r—
R i /| Nur !a.— » _. ..... Fm i I, .-.m - |m___l = i ....... e = Fee (8]
& ._.U.L__I.r | L ....t.!.-. mi g : 1 = -. 2 ll._ll ﬂ_— ...,n. i 2 AWLMo ooaoaooQ o
10} na e .-r.i.-. u - ] 4 o=t fEENSAdm¥n o N
= S, T - 1 : mig g .AJ_!FIra ; icit s =N g g )
g u Ry e - N S8 z
i R O ¥ 2 BE
- L lhl.,r. F 1Ly .... [§: 5 f =
: A O e R ity e N 8 |2
=l T i Vv iy 3 e ll- ; " ._.I. s — )
e mm 1 - L ] E W wn
T o L T o LT A el S =M
. L L kn...’_ -. [} '.-‘L_..-i i . -l » - .m m
ol m.. ..l> (] | 5 - i ﬁ I _‘.. flu.‘ L _ .L =3 m w
=) = 2 T e R L TR g T =
: '] W T i e il i : r F - e o |
T s ll® or o T F v Rl =
LT ; el admaulalia a5 (A ol 2|3
i5s L .- - .l.. r i grs [a) [92]
L e u N |
L IIEJ &1 Y £ 3
|.‘ f 1.\ » v - b |
N L L wddaa cast i) e g o
|. . L
¥
L1 ol X s
L AR
o W L o g L Tios o 3
= . 1.8 I AT
._-._m_—_ ] 4.1 MOCiCe O ) A -ll.-. — B e E——— = | -
%30 .:.._,. -.‘. R e kil g ) af el R SRR
.__ L . a " k - g S |.. - [ . - L ) .'an _ .1qu Eal L[
] o oT, ) £ _— : s Ll e i
COR T IO e e [ S = o Ial™ I Sa-fmy - o “ "..v = L -
' i L, | b, =t ” LLE i _"..-. O i ]
. ST = s 5 JAE VL
..__ L —.__- S N0 T gl I I_...._ SR =t “m ol R i1
l... - ! . " 5 - -llﬂH o -J |- ‘.-.—. LE
: r A ot Cmrgiiy T Y ™ i e -
ol 055 Ao s B
d ] bt ! (o S IRL M \\s_—w _._.—. .

LU 6

-

N
]

K
S

o] N T
B
= m,u
L,
A = i
Py e
= 1. i | r. [
.q.l_._ Ll ]
L :
T \ sy v W
e Rl !!..‘. OQ « g
A E i % 1Ly
Rt
. p LR
wll 'l '. [ .J._I T ]
| &
e E ARy

| P

:
:
R URAUEE

i g Ll

UL JoOLE 2ER Ty
. 2

By , e o

.Lﬂi_.I-_-.-...

iG]~

<

(] . .
! .-EJ!'H

||

iy ey [TRG |

h Fl
Seismic SC1: Lower Dam only, Single Stage collapse

Maximum Flooding Depth and Extents
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Seismic SC2: Lower & Middle Dam only, Rebar & Staged Failure of Lower Dam
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