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7. In 2003 URS teamed with Thiess and Maunsell (the Team) to participate in a
Competitive Alliance Process to deliver the Dam Project. URS was primarily
responsible for the design of the dam structure. | was the Design Manager and
was responsible for leading the Tender design for the dam structure, which was
to a Preliminary Design level of detail. By that, | mean the design was not
complete and further detailed design activities would be required to complete
the design. Section 1.4 of the Design Report that was produced by URS in
2003 stated ‘The alliance has been carried out design activities over the twelve
week Stage 2 period and has developed a preliminary design that is of the order
of 40% complete’. The design report is DNR.007.1087.

8. In October 2004 | attended a visit to the Dam site during construction as part of
an ANCOLD event. At the time of the site visit the dam foundation was being
prepared, including treatment of defects observed in the foundation, and initial
trial placements of RCC were underway. The end sill structure for the dissipator

was also under construction.

9. In December 2006 | undertook a one day site visit to view the fishway at the
Dam as background for the design of a fishway for the Hinze Dam Stage 3
project. During this site visit | viewed the completed Dam'’s structure. To my
knowledge the Dam had not spilled to this date.

10. Over the period 2013 to 2014, URS was engaged by Carter Newell Lawyers on
behalf of Sunwater’s insurers to undertake an Independent Technical Review
(ITR) of damage caused to the Paradise Dam Spillway during the January 2013
spillway discharge event (the 2013 Event). | visited the Dam site on 24 October
2013 at which point remedial works were being undertaken to address damage
caused during the 2013 Event. The report of the ITR is
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23.

alignment. A secondary spillway was provided to allow the overall width of

spillway flow to match the width of the tailwater inundation.

The URS Tender design for the spillway was in broad terms similar in concept
to that ultimately constructed by the Alliance (the Alliance’s preliminary design is
DNR.007.0477). However, there are some important differences:

a. the URS Tender design provided a primary spillway length (ie the
distance across the overflow section) of 265m aligned to the high flow
channel of the Burnett River. URS’ design rotated the spillway
alignment from the Sunwater Reference Design (the Report on Burnett
River Dam Preliminary Design (Vol 1), dated February 2003, is
DNR.003.7930) by 3.3 degrees to better align the spillway discharges
with the river channel. This moved the left abutment approximately 30m
downstream of the Reference Design location. The realignment of the
primary spillway, with the reduced width and secondary spillway was
developed to reduce the potential for large flow circulations on the right
bank around the Paradise Creek junction that were observed in the
three dimensional hydraulic model of Sunwater's Reference Design.

The Alliance constructed a 315m long primary spillway;

b. the URS primary spillway dissipator comprised a reinforced concrete
apron 600mm thick anchored into the rock foundation with a ramped
end sill 1.8m high. The reinforced concrete apron was placed over an
RCC ‘levelling layer’ and comprised two layers of reinforcing. The
ramped end sill was selected to lift high velocity flow from the apron
above the bed of the river to protect the downstream bed from erosion.
The dissipator was 20m wide (extending downstream from the toe of the
primary spillway monoliths). The Alliance dissipator comprised an RCC
apron 620mm thick anchored into the rock foundation with a vertical end
sill 1m high. As described in the URS Independent
Technical Review report of 2014, soli. <.« d end si%can have
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e. the development of the design concepts and subsequent design
details.

Engaging with an expert review panel early in the development of a design is
important to ensure that there is ‘buy in’ to the design concepts and the

activities required to ultimately complete the design.

Given that Burnett Water did not have an expert review panel to review the
tenders, | undertook to engage our own one during the Tender period so that
our team had confidence in the preliminary design concepts developed and to
manage the risks that subsequent design activities could introduce major design

changes which could have a range of commercial consequences for the project.

The members of the ERP selected are identified earlier in this statement along
with the issues they considered. The ERP members were selected in
consultation with other members of the design team and based on their key

engineering discipline and dam engineering experience.

| still retain a copy of the URS Design Report (DNR.007.1087) prepared to
describe the basis of the Tender design which includes the ERP report (the ERP
Report) and minutes of an ERP meeting held on 26 June 2003, to which | made
reference above (DNR.003.8615).

Section 2 of the ERP Report was titled ‘Major Issues’ (p. 8618 of
DNR.003.8615) and selected sections from the ERP Report are summarised as
follows:

a. Designflood — The ERP makes comment on the magnitude of the
design flood and states ‘The very large head on the spillway and the

very high unit discharge over the main spillway are to the Review

Team’s knowledge, unprecedeW des:gg to overtop
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