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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
NEW ENGLAND DIVISION, CORPS OF ENGINEERSc NIV 424 TRAPELO ROAD

WALTHAM. MASSACHUSETTS 02154 0

REPLY TO

ATTENTION OF FrP 1 ' 19PO
NEDED

Honorable Ella T. Grasso
Governor of the State of Connecticut
State Capitol

- Hartford, Connecticut 06115

Dear Governor Grasso:

Inclosed is a copy of the Mechanicsville Dam Phase I Inspection Report,
0 , which was prepared under the National Program for Inspection of S

Non-Federal Dams. This report is presented for your use and is based
upon a visual inspection, a review of the past performance and a brief
hydrological study of the dam. A brief assessment is included at the
beginning of the report. I have approved the report and support the
findings and recommendations described in Section 7 and ask that you
keep me informed of the actions taken to implement them. This follow-up S

action is a vitally important part of this program.

A copy of this report has been forwarded to the Department of Environ-
mental Protection, the cooperating agency for the State of Connecticut.
In addition, a copy of the report has also been furnished the owner,

m " Acme Bleaching Company, Union City, New Jersey. 0

Copies of this report will be made available to the public, upon
request, by this office under the Freedom of Information Act. In the
case of this report the release date will be thirty days from the date
of this letter.

I wish to take this opportunity to thank you and the Department of
Environmental Protection for your cooperation in carrying out this
program.

Sincerely,

Inc 1 SCHEIDER
As stated Colonel, Corps of Engineers

Division Engineer
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NATIONAL DAM INSPECTION PROGRAM

PHASE I INSPECTION REPORT

Identification No.: CT-00182
Name of Dam: Mechanicsville Dam
Town: Thompson
County and State: Windham County, Connecticut
Stream: French River
Date of Inspection: 21 August 1979

BRIEF ASSESSMENT

Mechanicsville Dam is a composite masonry and earth dam consisting of a stepped 0 0

stone masonry overflow section surmounted by a concrete superstructure forming
16 spillway bays, an earth dike on the right abutment, and a stone wall and
abandoned power house on the left abutment. The entire length of the dam is
about 568 ft. It is a run-of-the river dam which once served the power needs
of a downstream industrial complex. The only purpose of the dam now is to pond 0 0
water for a dry hydrant located in Mechanicsville.

The reservoir is about 8,000 ft. long and has a surface area at spillway level
of about 44 acres. The drainage area above the dam .is about 112 sq. mi. and
the maximum storage to the top of dam is estimated at about 900 acre-ft. The
height of the dam is 21.75 ft.; the size classification is thus small. A breach 0 0
of the dam would affect a mill downstream on the north side of Putnam, and could
possibly cause appreciable community and industrial economic losses with the
loss of a few lives in the city of Putnam itself. The Penn Central Railroad
between Mechanicsville and Putnam could also be affected by high water. The
dam has been classified as having a significant hazard potential.

The dam is judged to be in generally fair condition. There is no low level
dewatering facility. The piers of the concrete spillway bridge are badly eroded
and the right abutment dike is covered with tree and brush growth. There is a
gap in the left abutment stone wall about 8 ft. wide. The abandoned power house
is in disrepair and the dam shows no sign of having received any maintenance in
recent years. There is a low-lying boggy zone about 300 ft. below the dike.

Based upon the guidelines, the recommended test flood ranges from a 100-year
to a PMF. A test flood equal to the PMF (31,200 cfs) was selected. Since
storage is insignificant, a test flood routing was not performed.

The spillway is not adequate to pass the test flood outflow without overtopping 0
the non-overflow sections of the dam. The test flood outflow would overtop the
left abutment wall by about 5.5 ft. and the right abutment dike by about 2.8 ft.
The spillway can pass 10,200 cfs or about 33 percent of the test flood outflow
without overtopping the left abutment.

• 0



Within one year after receipt of this Phase I Inspection Report, the owner,
the Acme Bleaching Company, should retain the services of a registered pro-
fessional engineer and implement the results of his evaluation of the fol-
lowing: (1) a study of the hydrology of the drainage basin and of the ade- 6
quacy of the spillway in relation to the potential overtopping of the walls
and dike; (2) determine whether the spillway bridge should be repaired or
removed; (3) determine whether the gates in the power house can be made
operative and used for drawdown; (4) determine whether corrective action is
necessary to insure structural and hydraulic integrity of the abandoned power
house and appurtenances; and (5) examine the possible need to strengthen and
provide riprap protection for the right abutment dike.

The owner should also implement the following operating and maintenance
measures: (1) a plan to remove trees and brush from the dike embankment,
including their root systems, and to backfill with suitable material and
restore the slopes; (2) remove debris from the overflow section; (3) redress, S 0
reset and repoint dislodged masonry on the abutment walls; (4) consideration
should be given to the control of burrowing rodents; (5) monitor once a month
the low lying slough downstream of the dike for evidence of possible seepage;
(6) develop a formal surveillance and flood warning plan, including round-the-
clock monitoring during periods of heavy precipitation; and (7) institute pro-
cedures for an annual periodic technical inspection of the dam and its appur-
tenant structures.

""@

Projec Manager•

PETER

, DYSON

No. 18452 •

6- L

* S

• • • • • • • • • • • 0 0



This Phase I Inspection Report on Mechanicsville Dam
has been reviewed by the undersigned Review Board members. In our
opinion, the reported findings, conclusions, and recommendations are
consistent with the Recomended Guidelines for Safet7 Inspection of
Lm and with good engineering Judgment end practice, and is hereby
submitted for approval.

ARAMAST MAHTESIAN, MEMBER
Foundation & Materials Branch
Engineering Division

CARNEY M. TERZIAN, MEMBER
Design Branch
Engineering Division

.RICHAR DIB O C
Water Control Branch
Engineering Division

APPROVAL RECOMMENDED:

" •

Chief, Kogineering Division

R W W W W W w W - C C



PREFACE

This report is prepared under guidance contained in the Recommended Guidelines
for Safety Inspection of Dams, for Phase I Investigations. Copies of these
guidelines may be obtained from the Office of Chief of Engineers, Washing-
ton, D.C. 20314. The purpose of a Phase I Investigation is to identify expe-
ditiously those dams which may pose hazards to human life or property. The
assessment of the general condition of the dam is based upon available data
and visual inspections. Detailed investigation, and analyses involving top-
ographic mapping, subsurface investigations, testing, and detailed computa- S S
tional evaluations are beyond the scope of a Phase I investigation: however,
the investigation is intended to identify any need for such studies.

In reviewing this report, it should be realized that the reported condition
of the dam is based on observations of field conditions at the time of in-
spection along with data available to the inspection team. In cases where 0 0
the reservoir was lowered or drained prior to inspection, such action, while
improving the stability and safety of the dam, removes the normal load on
the structure and may obscure certain conditions which might otherwise be de-
tectable if inspected under the normal operating environment of the struc-
ture.

It is important to note that the condition of a dam depends on numerous and
constantly changing internal and external conditions, and is evolutionary in
nature. It would be incorrect to assume that the present condition of the
dam will continue to represent the condition of the dam at some point in the
future. Only through continued care and inspection can there be any chance
that unsafe conditions be detected.

Phase I inspections are not intended to provide detailed hydrologic and
hydraulic analyses. In accordance with the established Guidelines, the
Spillway Test flood is based on the estimated "Probable Maximum Flood" for
the region (greatest reasonably possible storm runoff), or fractions there- 0 0
of. Because of the magnitude and rarity of such a storm event, a finding
that a spillway will not pass the test flood should not be interpreted as
necessarily posing a highly inadequate condition. The test flood provides
a measure of relative spillway capacity and serves as an aide in determin-
ing the need for more detailed hydrologic and hydraulic studies, consider-
ing the size of the dam, its general condition and the downstream damage 0 0
potential.

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 S 5 0 0
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PHASE I INSPECTION REPORT

MECHANICSVILLE DAM CT-00182

Section 1 - PROJECT INFORMATION

1.1 General

a. Authority. Public Law S2-367, August 8, 1972, authorized the 0

Secretary of the Army, through the Corps of Engineers, to initiate a
national program of Dam inspection throughout the United States. The New
England Division of the Corps of Engineers has been assigned the responsi-
bility of supervising the inspection of dams within the New England Region.
Louis Berger & Associates, Inc. has been retained by the New England Divi-
sion to inspect and report on selected dams in the State of Connecticut.
Authorization and notice to proceed was issued to Louis Berger & Associates,
Inc. under a letter of 14 August 1979 from William E. Hodgson, Jr., Colonel,
Corps of Engineers. Contract No. DACW33-79-C-O051, Job Change No. 1, has
been assigned by the Corps of Engineers for this work.

b. Purpose

(1) Perform technical inspection and evaluation of non-Federal dams to
identify conditions which threaten the public safety and thus permit cor-
rection in a timely manner by non-Federal interests.

(2) Encourage and assist the States to initiate quickly effective dam
safety programs for non-Federal dams.

(3) Update, verify and complete the National Inventory of Dams.

1.2 Description of Project

a. Location. Mechanicsville Dam is located on the French River about
1,100 ft. upstream from the river's confluence with the Quinebaug River. The
damsite is in the community of Mechanicsville, in the town of Thompson, Wind-
ham County, Connecticut. The dam is reached via State Highway 12. It is

shown on U.S.G.S. Quadrangle, Putnam, Connecticut with coordinates approxi- 0

mately at N 410 56' 35", W 710 53' 44".

b. Description of Dam and Appurtenances. Mechanicsville Dam is a run-
of-the-river dam believed to have been constructed around 1900 as a diversion
dam to furnish water power for generation of electricity in a power house
located on the left abutment of the dam. The power house has been abandoned 0
for some years and is in an advanced state of disrepair.

Essentially the dam consists of an overflow section which spans the entire
width of the river, a masonry wall and power house forebay forming the left
(southerly) abutment and an earth dike on the right (northerly) abutment.
The overall length of the dam including forebay, power house, and dike, as 0 S

well as the overflow section, is about 568 ft.



The overflow section is about 200 ft. long with an effective hydraulic length
of about 184 ft. The overflow section is constructed of laid-up rectangular
shaped stones capped with a 10 ft. wide concrete sill. The stones have been
placed in a stepped up fashion on the downstream side at a slope of approxi- 0 •
mately 1 horizontal to I vertical. The slope of the upstream face is unknown.
A concrete bridge has been constructed about 5.5 ft. above the concrete sill,
supported by 17 equally spaced concrete piers. The piers are 1 ft. wide and
are spaced 12.5 ft. apart on center, leaving a clear span of 11.5 ft. in each
bay. At one time flow through the 16 bays was controlled by wooden gates,
none of which remain. 0

Extending for about 85 ft. from the left abutment of the overflow section is a
mortared stone wall which connects to a 60 ft. long abandoned power house with
forebay. The power house forebay contains six wooden intake gates which are
not operative and appear to be in a closed or nearly closed position.

The earth dike on the right abutment runs essentially northerly and is made up
of loose sand and gravel topped with vegetation. The dike is about 210 ft.
long and has a top width which varies from about 3 ft. to 6 ft. Both the
downstream and upstream slopes are variable but approach a 2 horizontal to
1 vertical (see Appendix B for a sketch of the dam).

No pool elevation is shown on the U.S.G.S. guadrangle for Putnam, Connecticut.
For the purpose of this report a spillway crest elevation of 305 MSL has been
assumed, after considering relative elevations shown on the U.S.G.S. map.

c. Size Classification. Mechanicsville Dam is about 22 ft. high and
impounds a normal storage of about 330 acre-ft. to spillway crest level and
a maximum of about 900 acre-ft. to the top of the stone wall on the left abut-
ment. In accordance with the size and capacity criteria given in Recommended
Guidelines for Safety Inspection of Dams, the project falls into the small
category for both criteria and is therefore classified accordingly.

d. Hazard Classification. Mechanicsville Dam is located about 1,100 ft.
upstream from the French River's confluence with the Quinebaug River. Upstream
along the Quinebaug River, about 1,000 ft. above the confluence of the two
rivers, is the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers' West Thompson Lake Dam. Below
the confluence of the two rivers the Quinebaug River flows through a relatively

• wide valley until it reaches the Putnam Upper Dam (CT 00179), one of three dams
located in the City of Putnam. In the 1.9 mi. reach between Mechanicsville Dam
and Putnam Upper Dam the valley is rather wide and a flood stage caused by the
breach would be considerably reduced from initial surge. The only structures
within this reach are the Penn Central Railway line and the mills at Putnam
Upper Dam. It is estimated that a breach of the Mechanicsville Dam when the

* water level in the pond was at the top of the stone wall on the left abutment •
would raise the water level over the crest of Putnam Upper Dam from a stage of
about 3.0 ft. to a stage of about 9.3 ft. It is considered that the breach
would cause marginal flood damage in this reach of the river. About 700 ft.
downstream of Putnam Upper Dam the water passes over Putnam Middle Dam and then

2



threads through a newly reconstructed channel in the back waters of the Putnam
Lower Dam. The reach of the river between Putnam Middle Dam and Putnam Lower
Dam is about 2,600 ft. and it is in this area that a slight rise in the river
could cause significant damage should the river be at bank full or above bank S S

full just prior to the dam failure. Though it is estimated that the breach
would only cause about a one ft. rise in water surface in this reach, the
community is built up to a considerable extent in this area. A new Court
House complex is located low on the right bank of the river and a shopping cen-
ter is located on the left bank. It is estimated that appreciable economic
losses would occur and a few lives could be lost in this area because of a 0

breach of the dam. Consequently, Mechanicsville Dam has been classified as
having a significant hazard potential in accordance with the Recommended Guide-
lines for Safety Inspection of Dams.

e. Ownership. Mechanicsville Dam is owned by the Acme Bleaching Company,
c/o Mr. Ulrich Baumann, 8555 Tonnelle Ave., North Bergen, New Jersey. 6

The dam is believed to have been constructed about 1900 and was sold by the
Connecticut Light & Power Company to the Acme Bleaching Company of Union City,
New Jersey on February 11, 1942.

f. Operator. The Acme Bleaching Company, c/o Mr. Ulrich Baumann, •
8555 Tonnelle Ave., North Bergen, New Jersey. Telephone: None

or
Harber & Freesman, Attorneys, c/o Mr. Jacob Freesman, 2011 Lemoine Ave.,
Ft. Lee, New Jersey. Telephone: (201) 461-8183.

g. Purpose of Dam. It is believed that the dam was originally constructed
to furnish hydroelectric power in Mechanicsville. Records indicate that it was
used for that purpose until the flood of August 1955, at which time the adjacent
mill suffered considerable damages because of the flood and a subsequent fire
and the mill was thereafter abandoned. The Mechanicsville Dam therefore no
longer serves its original purpose, but does serve to pond water for a dry
hydrant located in Mechanicsville.

h. Design and Construction History. It is not known by whom the dam was
constructed; no drawings or reports have been found pertaining to the design
and construction of the dam. The construction is of laid-up stone, which has
been out of vogue since the turn of the century. This tends to confirm the
estimated 1900 year of construction.

i. Normal Operating Procedures. There are no operational procedures for
Mechanicsville Dam.

1.3 Pertinent Data S S

a. Drainage Area. The drainage area above Mechanicsville Dam consists
of 111.9 sq. mi., described in general as rolling terrain. Most of the drainage
area is forested. It contains numerous mill ponds, lakes and reservoirs, the

3



largest body of water being Lake Chaubunagungamaug (Webster) located about
11.4 miles upstream of the Mechanicsville Dam on a tributary to the French
River. The drainage area is about 24.5 miles long and 8 miles wide at its
widest point. There are two U.S. Army Corps of Engineers flood control dams
within the 111.9 sq. mi. drainage area. Hodges Village Dam has a drainage • 0
area of 31.1 sq. mi. and Buffumville Dam has a drainage area of 26.5 sq. mi.

b. Discharge at Damsite

(1) Outlet Works Conduit. None

(2) Maximum Known Flood at Damsite. The maximum discharge at the damsite
is unknown. A Corps of Engineers' flood profile of the French River for the
August 1955 Flood indicates that the stage at the damsite was 9.8 ft. above
the crest of the dam. A stage of 9.8 ft. would correspond to a discharge of
about 19,300 cfs based upon the rating curve for the dam found in this Report. S S

U.S.G.S. Station 01125000 is located on the French River about 8.9 miles up-
stream of the dam in Webster, Mass., having a period of record from 1948 to
the present. The discharge of record for the gage occurred on August 19, 1955,
when the discharge was 14,400 cfs. The drainage area above the gaging station
is 85.3 sq. mi.

(3) Ungated Spillway Capacity at Top of Dam. The total spillway capacity
at top of the stone wall on the left abutment, elevation 311.75, is 10,200 cfs.

(4) Ungated Spillway Capacity at Test Flood Elevation. The ungated spill-
way capacity is about 24,500 cfs at test flood elevation 317.3.

(5) Gated Spillway Capacity at Normal Pool Elevation. Not applicable

(6) Gated Spillway Capacity at Test Flood Elevation. Not applicable

(7) Total Spillway Capacity at Test Flood Elevation. The total spillway
capacity at the test flood elevation is 24,500 cfs at elevation 317.3. 0 0

(8) Total Project Discharge at Test Flood Elevation. The total project
discharge at test flood elevation is 31,200 cfs at elevation 317.3.

c. Elevations (Ft. aboveNGVD Assuming Spillway Crest to be at
Elevation 305 from U.S.G.S. Quad) • 0

(1) Streambed at centerline of dam - 290.0+

(2) Maximum tailwater - Not available

(3) Upstream invert of outlet culvert - Not applicable •

(4) Recreation Pool - Not applicable

(5) Full flood control pool - Not applicable

4
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0 0

(6) Ungated spillway crest - 305

(7) Design surcharge (original design) - Unknown

(8) Top of Dam - Dike - 314.5 •
Right Abutment Wall - 312.4
Left Abutment Wall - 311.75

(9) Test flood design surcharge - 317.3

d. Reservoir 0 0

(1) Length of maximum pool - 8,000(+) ft.

(2) Length of recreation pool - Not applicable

(3) Length of flood control pool - Not applicable 0 0

e. Storage (acre-ft.)

(1) Recreation pool - Not applicable

(2) Flood control pool - Not applicable 0 6

(3) Spillway crest pool El. 305.0 - 330

(4) Top of Left Abutment El. 311.75 - 900

(5) Test flood pool El. 317.3 - 1,660 S

f. Reservoir Surface (acres)

(1) Recreation pool - Not applicable

(2) Flood control pool - Not applicable 0 0

(3) Spillway crest El. 305.0 - 44.0

(4) Top of Left Abutment El. 311.75 - 114.0

(5) Test flood pool El. 317.3 - 158.0 0 0

g. Dam

(1) Type - Gravity, constructed of laid-up stone, with unmortared
joints, left abutment - mortared stonewall, right
abutment - earth dike.

(2) Length - 568 ft.

(3) Height - 21.75 ft.

(4) Top width - 10 ft. 0 0

5
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(5) Side Slopes - Upstream unknown
Downstream - I horizontal to I vertical, stepped
section; dike - variable.

(6) Zoning - Not applicable

(7) Impervious core - Not applicable

(8) Cutoff - Unknown

(9) Grout curtain - Unknown

- Right Abutment Dike

(1) Type - Earthfill

(2) Length - 210 ft.

(3) Height - Varies, 7 ft. maximum

(4) Top Width - Varies, 3 ft. to 6 ft.

(5) Side Slopes - Upstream and Downstream - Variable, but

approach 2 horizontal to 1 vertical

(6) Zoning - Unknown

(7) Impervious Core - Unknown 0 0

(8) Cutoff - Unknown

(9) Grout Curtain - Unknown

h. Diversion and Regulating Tunnel - None 6 6

i. Spillway

(1) Type - Overflow gravity dam (downstream stepped face -

1 horizontal to 1 vertical) •

(2) Length of weir - 16 bays having net crest length
of 184 ft.

(3) Crest elevation - 305 (assumed)

(4) Gates - None

(5) Upstream channel'- Natural river channel

(6) Downstream channel - Natural river channel

6 0 q

6



*J. Regulating Outlets (Abandoned Power House)

(1) Invert - Unknown

(2) Size - Unknown

*(3) Description - Six sluiceways through abandoned Power House

(4) Control Mechanism - Missing and inoperative

(5) Other -The gates are closed or nearly closed.

*
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SECTION 2 - ENGINEERING DATA

2.1 Design Data 0 0

No data on the design of the dam or appurtenances has been recoverd and
probably none exists. In the course of the inspection a sketch of the dam
was made which is included in Appendix B.

2.2 Construction Data 0

No records or correspondence regarding construction have been found.

2.3 Operation Data

The Dam was last operated by the Acme Bleaching Company, which at the present
time is nearly defunct. There are no known records of operation.

2.4 Evaluation of Data

a. Availability. Since no engineering data is available, it is not
possible to make an assessment of the safety of the dam. The basis of the
information presented in this report is principally the visual observations
of the inspection team.

b. Adequacy. The lack of in-depth engineering data did not allow for a
definitive review. Therefore, the adequacy of this dam could not be assessed
from the standpoint of reviewing design and construction data, but is based
primarily on visual inspection, past performance history and sound engineering
judgement.

c. Validity. Not applicable.

8
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SECTION 3 - VISUAL INSPECTION

3.1 Findings

a. General. The visual inspection of Mechanicsville Dam took place on
21 August 1979. On that date water was flowing about 9 in. deep over the
spillway crest, giving a discharge of about 400 cfs. The dam was judged to be
in fair condition due to the absence of an operative outlet. There was no evi-
dence of any major problems but several items require attention (see Section 7).

b. Dam. The dam is a run-of-the-river dam with an overall length of
about 568 ft. The principal elements of the dam are a concrete capped stone
gravity overflow section, an earth dike on the right (northerly) abutment, and
an abandoned power house with forebay and stone retaining wall on the left
(southerly) abutment.

Starting from the right (northerly) abutment, there is an earth dike about

220 ft. long that intersects with natural ground on the far right (Overview
Photo). At the left end the dike abuts to the overflow section of the dam
which is about 200 ft. long (Appendix C, Photo #1). At the left end of the
overflow section there is an old stone wall about 85 ft. long which connects
to the forebay of the abandoned power house at its left end (Appendix C, Photo
#2). There was no visible evidence of any bedrock outcrops either along the
bottom of the river downstream of the overflow section or on either the east
or west abutments.

c. Appurtenant Structures

(1) Spillway. The overflow section is comprised of a laid-up stone gravity
structure capped with reinforced concrete at its crest and spanned by a rein-
forced concrete bridge (Appendix C, Photo Nos. 3 & 4). Concrete piers support
the bridge and form 16 spillway bays of 11 ft. 6 in., giving the dam an effec-
tive hydraulic width of 184 ft. While the massive stone stepped structure and 9 0
concrete cap were sound and stable, the concrete piers supporting the bridge
were in poor condition; spalling has taken place and much of the reinforcing
steel is visible. The crest of the spillway and the downstream stone stepped
section were covered by debris and remnants of the old spillway bay gates and
their control mechanisms. Examination of both banks of the river downstream of
the spillway for some distance revealed no evidence of seepage. The masonry at 0 •
both abutments has become invaded by mature trees which are visibly disrupting
the integrity of the walls. On the downstream side of the overflow section at
both abutments, shaped concrete and masonry flumes guide the flows to mid chan-
nel. At the left abutment the flume's concrete veneer over rubble core has been
stripped away. At mid-dam the configuration of the stone is stepped, assisting
energy dissipation. 0 •

(2) Dike. The general condition of the dike appeared to be fair, with no
evidence of potholes, sinkholes, or seepage. However, the embankment was
heavily overgrown with mature trees and there was some evidence of burrowing

0 0

9

S~ ~~ ~~~~ 0



rodents in the very gravelly material. For some distance downstream of the
embankment there was no evidence of seepage, although the character of the
exposed, bouldery surface soils with cobbles indicates that heavy scour was
probably experienced sometime in the past. About 300 ft. downstream and 0 •
200 ft. north of the spillway, in what is heavily wooded and apparently
natural terrain, there was a low-lying boggy zone about 300 feet long which
displayed characteristic marsh growth.

There was no riprap protection on the upstream face of the dike and the slope
was considerably eroded on the northerly end. • 0

(3) Left Abutment Wall and Power House. The general condition of the left
abutment wall was poor. About half way between the overflow section and the
power house forebay there was a gap in the wall which was about 4 ft. deep and
8 ft. wide. The wall has been heavily invaded by vegetation and many of its
stones were loose. 0 0

To the left of the stone wall is the abandoned power house and forebay with
6 intake gates into the old turbine room of the structure (Appendix C,
Photo No. 5). The gates were in a closed or nearly closed position, but
water was leaking through the structure (Appendix C, Photo No. 6). From the
floor of the power house, inspection of the turbine areas was attempted through 0 •
an uncovered access hole, but the water surface was within 6 ft. of the floor
obscuring all detail. There is a bypass flume to the left of the intake gates
in the forebay. Water appeared to be leaking between the forebay and the flume
as the aperture through the wall was at least 1 ft. above the level of the
water (Appendix C, Photo Nos. 7 & 8). The power house structure was in a
dilapidated condition. 0 0

d. Reservoir Area. The reservoir shores vary from lightly wooded gently
sloped granular materials to heavily wooded, moderately sloped terrain con-
sisting of a thin mantle of over burden over irregular rock. Artificial em-
bankments for a railway and highway also form part of the shoreline. All shores
appeared to be stable. 0 0

e. Downstream Channel. Immediately downstream of the dam there was some
encroachment of the channel by trees and bushes on each bank, but essentially
the main channel was unobstructed. There is no evidence of any bedrock out-
crops along the bottom of the river downstream and in the vicinity of the spill-
way. About 1,100 ft. below the dam the French River joins the Quinebaug River,
and the waters flow through a relatively large river valley until they reach
the first downstream community of Putnam. Here the Quinebaug River flows over
three dams as it passes through a densely populated urban area. In the center
of Putnam proper the channel has recently been reconstructed. The Quinebaug
River joins the Shetucket River several miles downstream in the City of Norwich,
Connecticut.

10
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3.2 Evaluation

The visual inspection of the dam adequately revealed key characteristics as
they may relate to its stability and integrity, permitting an assessment to
be made of those features affecting the safety of the structure. The Mechanics-
ville Dam and appurtenant works are judged to be in generally fair condition.
There are no low level dewatering facilities for the dam. The piers of the con-
crete spillway bridge are in poor condition. There is considerable tree growth
on the dike and no riprap protection is present on the upstream slope, down-
stream slope or crest of the dike. The left abutment wall is in poor condition
and the power house is dilapidated, with considerable leakage through the walls.
The dam appears to have received no maintenance in recent years.

0 0

* 0
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SECTION 4 - OPERATIONAL PROCEDURES

4.1 Procedures S

The Acme Bleaching Company is the owner of the dam, but has virtually aban-
doned it. There are no operating devices in working order nor any documented
operating procedures for the dam.

4.2 Maintenance of Dam

There is no maintenance program in effect at Mechanicsville Dam and no main-

tenance is being performed.

4.3 Maintenance of Operating Facilities 0

The gates on the overflow section have been removed and the intake gates at the
power house are completely inoperative and have not been maintained in recent
years. There are no other operating facilities for the dam.

4.4 Description of any Warning System in Effect 0

No warning system is in effect at Mechanicsville Dam.

4.5 Evaluation

The ponded water behind the dam is now used only as an emergency source for 9
fire fighting purposes. Maintenance is not being performed; it should include
periodic growth removal from the dike on the right abutment, surveillance re-
garding seeps, repair of the masonry walls and keeping the spillway crest clear
of debris. The owner should establish a formal warning system.

12
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SECTION 5 - HYDRAULIC/HYDROLOGIC

5.1 Evaluation of Features

a. General. The Mechanicsville Dam is a run-of-the-river type project,

originally constructed to provide hydroelectric power in the Mechanicsville
area. It now serves no useful purpose other than providing a ponding of the
French River for a dry hydrant located in Mechanicsville. It is basically a

low storage-high spillage dam. It consists of a laid-up stone overflow sec-
tion with a concrete sill, an earth fill dike, a stone masonry wall, and an
abandoned power house with forebay.

b. Design Data. No hydrologic or hydraulic design data were retrieved
for Mechanicsville Dam.

c. Experience Data. No records are available in regard to past operation
of the dam. State of Connecticut records indicate that the adjacent mill com-
plex was in operation until the flood of August 1955, when the mill complex
suffered considerable damages because of the flood, a subsequent fire, and was
thereafter abandoned. A U.S. Army Corps of Engineers' flood profile of the
French River for the August 1955 Flood indicates that the stage at the damsite 0
was 9.8 ft. above the crest of the dam in the August 1955 flood. A stage of
9.8 ft. would correspond to a discharge of 19,300 cfs based on the rating curve
for the dam found in this report. There is a U.S.G.S. Gaging Station located
about 8.9 miles upstream on the French River in Webster, Mass., having a record
dating back to December 1948. The discharge of record at the gage is 14,300 cfs
occurring on August 19, 1955. The drainage area above the gage is 85.3 sq. mi. .

compared with a drainage area above Mechanicsville Dam of 111.9 sq. mi. Since
1955 the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers has constructed two flood control projects
upstream; the Hodges Village Dam has a drainage area of 31.1 sq. mi., and the
Buffumville Dam has a drainage area of 26.5 sq. mi.

d. Visual Observations. No evidence which would indicate possible high

flows through the reservoir area or in the downstream channel was noted.

e. Test Flood Analysis. Mechanicsville Dam is about 22 ft. high and
impounds about 900 acre-ft. to the top of the left abutment wall; it is there-
fore classified as small in size. Because of downstream conditions, the hazard

* potential is classified as significant. In accordance with Recommended Guide-

lines for Safety Inspection of Dams, the recommended test flood is 100-year

to half a probable maximum flood. A test flood of a magnitude corresponding
to PMF was selected for the evaluation because the City of Putnam is about

two miles downstream of the dam.

The NED March 1978 Preliminary Guidance Memorandum for Estimating Probable a a
Discharges was used for deriving a maximum probable flood peak flow rate, which

was then divided by two to arrive at the test value. The two upstream Army
Corps of Engineers flood control projects were taken into consideration in

arriving at the test value. These are located in the basins at Buffumville

13
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and Hodges Village, as mentioned above. The drainage areas above both of
these projects were deducted from the 111.9 sq. mi. drainage area above
Mechanicsville Dam, leaving a net area of 54.3 sq. mi. for computing the test

flood. The storage capacity of Lake Chaubumagungamaug (Webster) was not con-
sidered. Analysis of spillway adequacy in this report is thus on the conser- S

vative side. Based on this net drainage area, the test flood inflow was deter-
mined to be about 575 CSM or 31,200 cfs. Because of the high discharge and
low storage ability of the impoundment above the dam, a storage routing was not
performed; the inflow-outflow disparity was considered to be insignificant.

A discharge curve for the dam was computed (see sheets D-4 thru D-6, Appendix D). 0 0
With the reservoir to top of the left abutment wall (elevation 311.75) the
spillway can release about 10,200 cfs or about 33 percent of the test flood
outflow. The overflow portion of the dam will not pass the test flood outflow
without an overtopping of the non-overflow sections and the dike. The test
flood outflow would overtop the stone wall on the left abutment by about 5.5 ft.
and the dike on the right abutment by about 2.8 ft. At the time of the test 0 •
flood, the discharge over the spillway would be 24,500 cfs or 78 percent of the
test flood outflow.

f. Dam Failure Analysis. As discussed above, the dam would be overtopped
by the test flood outflow; a breach owing to structural failure of the dam is
also a possibility. For this analysis a breach was assumed with the water level 6
at the top of the left abutment. The "rule of thumb" criteria suggested in the
NED March 1978 Guidance Report was used. With a breach width of 40 percent of
the overflow section length, or about 80 ft., an outflow of about 19,600 cfs,
which includes 6,000 cfs from the intact portion of the spillway, would be
realized (see Sheets D-8 thru D-18, Appendix D).

The outflow enters the Quinebaug River at its confluence with the French River
about 1,100 ft. downstream of the Mechanicsville Dam. The U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers'West Thompson Lake Dam is located 1,000 ft. upstream along the
Quinebaug River from the confluence of the two rivers. In the breach analysis,
it was assumed that any flow in the Quinebaug River below the West Thompson 4
Lake Dam was negligible at the time the breach occurred.

Below the confluence of the two rivers the Quinebaug flows in the backwaters of
the upper of the three dams in Putnam citv. None of the three dams have of-
ficial names and only the upper one is in the register (CT 00179). In this
report they have been designated as Putnam Upper Dam, Putnam Middle Dam and
Putnam Lower Dam. In the 1.9 mi. reach between the Mechanicsville Dam and the
Putnam Upper Dam, the valley is fairly wide and a flood stage caused by the
breach would be considerably reduced from the initial surge. With the excep-
tion of the Penn Central Railway line paralleling the river and the mill com-
plex at Putnam Upper Dam, there are no structures within this reach. Before
the breach it is estimated that the water level at the upper Putnam dam would 4

be about 296, or 4 ft. above the millrace training wall, resulting in some
flooding of the mill complex. After the breach, this stage would rise by about
1.3 ft., which would probably cause some additional flood damage in the mill
complex and could affect the railroad.

14
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About 700 ft. downstream of Putnam Upper Dam the water passes over Putnam

Middle Dam and then flows through a recently improved channel in the back-
waters of the Putnam Lower Dam. The reach between the Middle Dam and the
Lower Dam is about 2,600 ft. and it is in this area that a small rise in the S 5
river could cause significant damage, should the river be bank full or above
just prior to the breach of the Mechanicsville Dam. It is estimated that the

breach would raise the water surface about 1 ft. in this reach. However, the
area is well developed, this being the center of the city, and the development
lies low on the flood plain of the river. A new court house complex is located
low on the right bank and a newly developed shopping center is located in the •
left flood plain (see Appendix D, Sheet D-19).

It is therefore considered that property damage could occur resulting in
appreciable economic losses and that there is the potential for the loss of
a few lives in this area resulting from failure of Mechanicsville Dam.

r

0 0 0
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SECTION 6 - STRUCTURAL STABILITY

6.1 Evaluation of Structural Stability 0

a. Visual Observation. The field investigations of the embankment re-
vealed no significant displacement or distress which would warrant the prepara-
tion of slope stability computations. The abandoned power house and left abut-
ment wall are in poor condition. Overall, the dam appears to be in fair con-
dition, but deficiencies described under Section 7 should be corrected. S S

b. Design and Construction Data. No design or construction data regarding
the original dam were recovered. Inspection reports, correspondence, and sche-
matics by State personnel and consultants dating from 1958 were reviewd. No
plans or calculations of value to a stability assessment are available.

c. Operating Records. No operating records are known to exist. There
are no records of any significance to structural stability.

d. Post-Construction Changes. No post-construction changes are known
which would adversely affect the stability or integrity of the dam.

e. Seismic Stability. The dam is located in Seismic Zone No. 1, and in
accordance with Phase I guidelines, does not warrant seismic analysis.
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SECTION 7

ASSESSMENT, RECOMMENDATIONS & REMEDIAL MEASURES

7.1 Dam Assessment

a. Condition. On the basis of the Phase I visual examination, Mechanics-
ville Dam appears to be in generally fair condition. There is no means for
drawing down the reservoir. The deficiencies revealed indicate that a further
investigation should be carried out and that some remedial work is needed. The
major concerns with the overall integrity of the dam are as follows:

(1) The spillway can only pass 33 percent of the test flood outfow.

(2) The absence of a low level dewatering facility.

(3) The unprotected right abutment dike.

(4) The height of the abutment walls, which are both lower than the
a dike.

b. Adequacy of Information. The lack of in-depth engineering data did
not allow for a definitive review. Therefore, the adequacy of this dam could
not be assessed from the standpoint of reviewing design and construction data,
but is based primarily on visual inspection, past performance history and sound
engineering judgement.

c. Urgency. The recommendations and remedial measures enumerated below
should be implemented by the owner within one year after receipt of this
Phase I Inspection Report.

d. Need for Additional Investigations. Additional investigations are
required as recommended in Para. 7.2.

7.2 Recommendations

It is recommended that the owner should retain the services of a competent
registered professional engineer to make investigations and studies of the • S
following, and if proved necessary, to design appropriate remedial works.

(1) Make a thorough study of the hydrology of the drainage basin,
including an assessment of the attenuating effects of Lake
Webster. Review the spillway adequacy in relation to the
potential overtopping of the abutment walls and the dike. 0

(2) Determine whether the spillway bridge should be repaired or removed.
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(3) Determine whether the gates in the power house can be made
operative and used for drawdown. In the event that these
gates cannot be used, consideration should be given to making
provisions for a low level outlet.

(4) Determine whether corrective action is necessary to insure
structural and hydraulic integrity of the abandoned power house,
forebay, abutment walls, and retaining walls.

(5) Examine possible requirements for strengthening the right dike
section and providing riprap protection on the upstream face.

7.3 Remedial Measures

a. Operating and Maintenance Procedures 0 0

(1) Remove trees and brush from the dike embankment, including their
root systems, and backfill with suitable material; restore the

slopes.

(2) Remove debris from the overflow section. 0 0

(3) Redress, reset and repoint dislodged masonry on abutment walls,
and on left bank retaining wall.

(4) Consideration should be given to the control of burrowing rodents.

(5) Monitor, once per month, low-lying slough downstream of dike for

evidence of possible seepage.

(6) Develop a formal surveillance and flood warning plan, including
round-the-clock monitoring during periods of heavy precipitation. 0 0

(7) Institute procedures for an annual periodic technical inspection
of the dam and its appurtenant structures.

7.4 Alternatives

The only practical alternative would be to breach the dam under the auspices 0 0

of a registered professional engineer with due consideration of environmental
effects.

0 0
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VISUAL INSPECTION CHECKLIST

PARTY ORGANIZATION

PROJECT Mechanicsville Dam DATE 21 August 1979

TIME 9:30 AM

VE-THER Clear, 70 degrees

W.S. ELEV. 305 U.S. NA DN.S.

PARTY:

I. Peter B. Dyson 6.

2. Pasquale E. Corsetti 7.

3. Roger F. Berry 8.

4. Carl J. Hoffman 9. 
4

5. James Reynolds i0.

PROJECT FEATURE INSPECTED BY REMARKS

I. Hydrology Roger F. Berry

2. Hydraulics/Structures Carl J. Hoffman

Soils and Geology James Reynolds *

4. General Features Peter B. Dyson

5. General Features Pasquale E. Corsetti

6. 0 0

7.

8.

0 S
9.

10.

*0 0 4
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PERIODIC INSPECTION CHECKLIST 0 0

PROJECT Mechanicsville Dam DATE 21 August 1979

PROJECT FEATURE Stone Overflow Section NAME C. Hoffman

DISCIPLINE N_.1__ A 0

AREA EVALUATED CONDITIONS

DAM EMBANKQ ENT

Crest Elevation 305.0 (assumed) 0 0

Current Pool Elevation 305.8

Maximum Impoundment to Date Unknown

Surface Cracks None evident 0 0

Pavement Condition Fair

Movement or Settlement of Crest None

Lateral Movement None 0 0

Vertical Alignment Good

Horizontal Alignment Good

Condition at Abutment and at All concrete in disrepair, masonry walls 0 0
Concrete Structures unraveling and becoming dislodged.

Indications of Movement of None on major masonry, but walls and
Structural Items on Slopes flume apron dislodged and raveling.

Trespassing on Slopes Some 0 0

Sloughing or Erosion of Slopes
or Abutments N.A.

Rock Slope Protection - Riprap Failures N.A.

Unusual Movement or Cracking

at or near Toes None evident

Unusual Embankment or Downstream
Seepage None evident

Piping or Boils None evident 0 •

Feundation Drainage Features None

Toe Drains None

Instrumentation Svstem None 0 0

A-2
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tR9JECT Mechanicsville Dam DATE 21 August 1979

PROJECT F Earth Dike NAME James Reynolds

DISCIPLINE_ _ _ __ r _ __

A-REA EVALUATED COND IT I C', S

DIKE E>A... "7'XT

Crest Elevation 314.5

Crrent -oc1 -Ievat-on 305.8

Maximum Impoundment to Date Not known

Surface Cracks None except rodent burrows

Pavement Condition N.A.

Movement or Settlement of Crest None

Lateral Movement None

Vertical Aliznment Good

Horizontal Alignment Good

Condition at Abutment and at Masonry walls unraveling and

Concrete Structures becoming dislodged. 0

Indications of Movement of

Structural Items on Slopes None

Trespassing on Slopes Some

Sloughin2 or Erosion of Slopes Upstream face locally

or Abutments eroded

Rock Slope Protection - Riprap Failures No riprap present

Unusual ovement or Crackingatle None
at or near Ts

Unusual Embankment or Downstream None evident, but low marshy slough
..... z about 300 ft. downstream of dike

?i~nr or Boils None

Fcundaticn Drainage Features None

T-e Drains None

in tru-en.tc2: S'.stem None *

NOTE: Heavy growth of trees and brush on embankment

A-3
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?EL'l0DIC :;SPT. CHECKLIST 6

PROJECT Mechanicsville Dam DATE 21 August 1979

PROJECT FEATURE Power House NAME

DISCIPLINE Structural/Hydraulics NAME @ 0

AREA EVALUATED CONDITIONS

OUTLET WORKS - I'T,KE CHANNEL AND
LTAKE STRUCTUE

a. Approach Channel Concrete Forebay

Siope Con- i:i4=s N.A.

Bottom Conditions Not visible

Rock Slides or Falls N.A.

Log Boom N.A.

Debris None

Condition of Concrete Lining Fair

Drains or Weep Holes None

b. Intake Structure 0 S

Condition of Concrete Fair

Stop Logs and Slots None

A-4
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PE?22ODIC "NSFFC;IUN CHETCKLIST •

PROJECT Mechanicsville Dam DATE 21 August 1979

PRCJECT FEATURE Power House NAME

DISCIPLINE Structures/Hydraulics NAME Carl J. Hoffman 0 S

AREA EVALUATED CONDITIONS

OUTLE: . RKS - OUTLET STRUCTV!RE AND
OU7LET CHANEL •

Jeneral Condition of Concrete Fair

Rust or Staining Some

Spalling Some

Erosion or Cavitation Yes

Visible Reinforcing None

Any Seepage or Efflorescence Some 0 0

Condition at cints Fair

Drain Holes None

Channel Fair S

Loose Rock or Trees Overhanging Overhanding trees

Channel

Condition of Discharge Channel Fair

A-5
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PROJECT Mechanicsville Dam DATE 21 August 1979 0

PROJECT FEATURE Spillway NAME

DISCIPLINE Structures/Hydraulics ;AME Carl J. Hoffman

AREA EVALUATED CONDITIONS 0 S

OUTET WORKS - SPILLAY WEIR. APPROACH

AD DISCPHARGE CHANNELS

a. Approach Chl-nnel

General Cndizion Good

Loose Rock Overhanzing Channel None

Trees Cverhanging Channel Some

Floor of Approach Channel Not visible

b. Weir and Training Walls

General Condition of Concrete Fair

Rust or Staining Some

Spalling Some

Any Visible Reinforcing Yes

Any Seepage or Efflorescence Yes

Drain Holes None

c. Discharge Channel

General Condition Good

Loose Rock Overhanging Channel None

Trees Overh3nging Channel Yes

Floor of Channel Not visible

Other Obstructions None

A-6
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:JB2T Mechanicsville Dam _ _ __ TE 21 August 1979

P.OECT FEATURE Spillway Bridge _ _ _ _ __.E

I SCIL , -Structures .,yn Carl J. Hoffman S S

AREA EVALUATED COND TIOCS

OUTLET ;0RKS - RERVIC- B:E?

a. Superstructure All concrete

Bearings None

Anc'hor Bolts None

3ridze Scat None

Longitudinal M',-ersF

Underside of 2c'- Fair

Secondar Bracin, Exposed reinforcing on piers

Deck Fair

Drainage System None

Railinzs None

Expansion Joints None

Pa in t None

Abutment & Piers 0 •

General Condition of Concrete Poor

Alizn-ent of Abutment Good

A-prcach to Bridze Fair • 0

LcnyJition o: z" _itoan Eai'walI None

A-7
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PERIODIC INSPECTION CHECKLIST

PROJECT: Mechanicsville Dam DATE: 21 August 1979

AREA EVALUATED CONDITIONS

Outlet Works - Control Tower N.A, • a

Outlet Works - Transition and Conduit N.A.

* 0

A-8
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STATE OF CONNECTICUT0
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

STATE OFFICE BUILDING HAtTFRD, CONNEcrICUT 06115

8 November 1973

Calvine Mills
c/o Troy Textiles, Inc.
1417 Broadway S S
New York, New York 10018

Re: Mechanicsville Dam
Thompson
Code T-2

Gentlemen:

According to the records in this office, your concern is the
owner of the subject dam located on the French River in the
Mechanicsville section of Thompson.

The Department of Environmental Protection has jurisdiction
over all dams which might endanger life or property in the event
of failure, per the General Statutes, a copy of which is enclosed.
It has been determined that this dam is under our jurisdiction.

A recent inspection of this structure has been made by one 0 0
of the engineering consultants retained by this office. According
to their report, it is imperative that all debris trapped in front
of most of the bridge spans be cleared away. The remaining wood
gates should also be removed to permit free flow of water.

The concrete wall piers are deteriorating. If it is your
intention to preserve the concrete bridge over the dam, these piers
should be repaired in the not too distant future.

Will you kindly advise us within two weeks as to your in-
tentions in performing the necessary maintenance at this dam.

Very truly yours,

Victor F. Galgowski

Supt. of Dam Maintenance
Water & Related Resource, S

VFG:IJq

Enclosure

-S .. S . . . ... . . .. ... .. . ..



SWAINSBORO PRINT WORKS, INC. 0

1412 BROADWAY
NEW YORK. N. Y. 10018

365-2580

November 16, 1973

Mr. Victor F. Oalgowski
Supt. of Dan Maintenance
Water & Related Resources
Department of Environmental Protection
State Office Bldg.
Hartford, Conn. 06115

Re: Mechanicsville Dam
Thompson
Code T-2

Dear Mr. Galgowski:

We have your letter of November 8, 1973. At present
we are the owners of the property on the French River on
which the subject dam is located.

It is our intention to visit the site and have an in-
spection of the dam made by a local engineer. After this in- S S
spection we shall contact you regarding the maintenance you
indicate as necessary.

Very truly yours,

SWAINSBORO PRINT WORKS, INC. - 5
I,

MN:as Murray Newton

WATER & RELATED
RE27,-!_'RCES
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MECHANICSVILLE DAM ON THE FRENCH RIVER S S

THOMPSON, CONNECTICUT

This dam was inspected on October 15, 1973. Our previous

inspection of this dam was made on April 30, 1970.

LOCATION - This dam is located in the Mechanicsville

section of the Town of Thompson, Connecticut, east of the 0 0

Penn. Central Railroad Line and next to the present

Mechanicsville Post Office.

DESCRIPTION - The dam was built in the early part of this

century to provide power to a large mill that was active

until the flood of 1955 at which time the mill suffered

considerable damages because of the flood and a subsequent

fire and was thereafter abandoned. See attached sketch.

The dam is a stone masonry structure, 200 feet long,

bridged over by a concrete structure consisting of 16 spans

at 12' - 6" O.C. and a slab in top. The openings between

piers are spillways controlled by manually operated sliding

wood gates, 11 feet wide by 6 feet high each. The dam and

the concrete structure are both in good structural condition

except some of the concrete wall piers which have been

partially eroded at the bottom to the extent that only the

reinforcing steel remains. Presently, only 5 of the 16 spans

are passing the flow. The remaining spans are either closed

by the wooden gates or by debris. The sliding gates system

is no longer operable.
0 0
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MECHANICSVILLE DAM ON THE FRENCH RIVER (Continued)

We were informed by the Postmaster that during the 1936

flood the site was not as badly affected as by the 1955 flood,

at which time the river overflowed its banks.

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS - Our conclusions on the

structural and hydraulic adequacy of this dam are the same

as we reported on May 1, 1970. Structurally, this dam is

sound. Large floods such as the 1936 or 1955 floods will

again overtop the banks of the river. If the present concrete

bridge over the dam is not completely removed, it is imperative

that all the spans of this bridge be opened to flow by removing

the remains of the wood gates and cleaning all debris trapped

in front of some of the openings. Also, if the concrete

structure is left in place, the concrete wall piers should

be repaired in the not too distant future.

The amount of flow at flood time in this site is partially

dependent now on the flood control structures that have been

built after the 1936 and 1955 floods on the upstream sections

of the French River in the State of Massachusetts.

-2-

*~~~ ~~~ 0 0
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January 28, 1971

Mr. Uldric Baldman
c/o Acme Bleaching Company
8555 Tonell Avenue
North Burgen, New Jersey 

0

Re: Mechanicsville Dam

Thompson

Dear fr. Baldman:

According to the records in this office, the Acme Bleaching
Company, of which you are apparently an officer, is the owner
of the subject dam. The Water Resources Commission, per the S S
General Statutes of Connecticut (a copy of which is enclosed)
has jurisdiction over all dams "... which by breaking away or
otherwise might endanger life or property ....

We enclose a copy of a May I, 1970 report on an inspection 0

of this dam by our consultants, Macchi & Hoffmsn, Engineers.
Since the condition of the dam at that time, "..presented no
hazards to public safety", we are merely sending you a copy of
this report for your information and guidance on the maintenance
of the structure. If the trees and brush are not removed within
a reasonable period of time, they could eventually cause an 0 0

accelerated deterioration of the structure which coul16 change
the opinion on the safety of the dam.

Very. truly yours,
0 0

Willian E. O'Brien III
Civil Enineer

WHO III :n1

Enclosure

cc: Mr. Jacob Freesmzun
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HARBER & F-tEE SMAN
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September 11, 1970
STATE WATER SOR£

CO,!SS:CN

State of Connecticut,
Water Resources Commission, SEP ,1-1 1970
State office Building,
Hartford, Connecticut. 06115 ANSWERED _'EFERRED ________

Re: Acme Bleaching Company -ED

Mechanicsville Dam
Thomnps on

Attention: William H. O'Brien III,
Civil Engineer

Gentlemen:

We are the attorneys for Acme Bleaching Co. and
have your letter of August 31, 1970.

Most of the original stockholders of this Company
have passed away and the one remaining does not want to put any
money into any repairs as the Corporation has no funds. As far
as the Corporation is concerned, they consider the Dam to have
been abandoned by them.

If avy Commission wants to take it over, I am
certain that I can prevail upon the remaining officer to transfer
title.

Very truly yours, *
HARBER & FREESMAN

.'SY: Jacob Freesman

j f/jsc

* S
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Augtxst 31, 1970

Acme Bleaching Company
8555 Tonall Avenue
North Bargen, Neu Jersey

Re: Mechanicsville Dam
Thompson

Gentlemen:

According to the records in this office, your company
is the owner of the subject dam on the French River in
Mechanicsville# Thompson just upstream from the confluence
of the Quinnebaug River.

The Water Resources Commission has jurisdiction over
all dams which might endanger life or property in the event
of failure, per the General Statutes, a copy of which is
enclosed. 0

We enclose a copy of a !May I, 1970 repnrt on the
condition of this dam by one of our Consultant, engineering
firms, Macchi and Hoffman, Engineers. They recommend that
certain maintenance work be performed to maintain the dam 0
in a safe condition.

Would you please advise this office as to your
intentions in having this work performed?

Very truly yours,

illian '. 0'Brien III •
Civil Engineer

Enclosure--

,--/0



MACCHI & HOFFMAN ENGINEERS
EXECUTIVE OFFICES 44 GIL.LETT STREET HARTFORD. CONN.. 06105 PHONE (203) 525-6631

I S flMAt
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May 1, 1970 -- --

The State of Connecticut
Water Resources Commission
165 Capitol Avenue F LE"D

Hartford, Connecticut

Attention: Mr. William H. C'Brien, !:I

Re: Mechanicsville Dam
Thompson, Connecticut

Gentlemen:

An inspection trip was made to the above project on
Thursday, April 30, 1970, by Messrs. A. J. macchi and *
R. J. Dellaripa.

Cur report is as follows:

1. The condition of the dam at this time is such that it
presents no hazards to public safety.

2. We recommend clearing the up-stream face of debris that
has accumulated aqainst the sluice gates, and removing
the few remaining wooden gates from the sluice gates
in order to allow free flow over the dam and prevent
debris accumulation.

3. There are scme small trees and undercrcwth on the uD-
strear, face near the north abutment which should be

removed.

4. The entire dam width is a spillway and is adecuate focr
flood flows.

Verv tro-lv ':ours.

* 0

* 0 0 0 0 S 0 0 S 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 I



THE CONNECTICUT4 JIGHT POWER CO.

GENERAL OFFICE

BERLIN, CONNecTiCUr

TrLEPMHONIE MAILING ADDRESS
,WINGTON MO.wL 1 P.O. OX 2010

HARTFDRO 1. CONN.

June 5, 1953

Mr. William S. Wise, Director
State of Connecticut
Water Resources Cormission
State Office Building
Eartford 15, Connecticut

Dear Mr. Wise:

In reply to your letter of June 3rd, we wish
to advise that The Connecticut Light and Power Ccmpany
sold all its interest in the Dam known as Mechanics- S
ville Pond on the French River in the village of
Mechanicsville, town of nhcmson, Conn., -o Acme
Bleaching Comparrj of Union City, lew Jersey on Febrarj
11, 1942.

This Coumpany no longer has ary interest in *
any dams in the village of ,ecanicsrille.

Very truly ygo.rs,

J.)5. wi s
Real Estate a7-tineer

j* S :=

p/
* /

0 0 0~Jg :. 0 0 0 0 0 0



June 3, 1958

0 0

Jr.J. Lewis, Real Estate Agent
Connecticut Light & Power Company
P. 0. Box 2010 0 0
Hartford, Connecticut

Dear Mr. Lewis:

This Commission is charged with the responsibility of aking an
inventory and the inspection of the dams of the state. One of the dams
inspected was the dam in the Village of Mechanicsville which presumably
was originally owned by the Putnam Finishing Company but nov presumably
owned by the Connecticut Light and Power Company. This dam has been
inspected by our consultant, Mr. Palmer, and a copy of his letter is 0 1

attached hereto. This letter indicates what should be done to place
the dam in a usable condition.

Very truly yours,

William S. Wise
Director

WSW/jb
Encl.

0 0

*0 0

0 0 0 a
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MECHANICSVILLE DAM

1.Overflow section and bridge from upstream.

2. Abandoned power house and forebay from upstream.

C- 2



* MECHANICSVILLE DM

3. Spillway bridge with remains of gate controls.

*4. Downstream face of overflow section and concrete brid-e.S S

C- 3



MECHANICSVILLE DAM

*

5. Five of 6 intake gates to power house.

6. Seepage through 0
deteriorated corner
of turbine house.

C-4
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MECHANICSVILLE DAM

7. Seepage flow in
flume left of forebay.
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APPENDIX E

INFORMATION AS CONTAINED IN
THE NATIONAL INVENTORY OF DAMS
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