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Outline of TopicsOutline of Topics

• Project Features
• Foundation Problems
• 1960’s Distress Indicators and 

Actions
• Post Wall Performance/Current 

Distress Indicators
• Proposed Remedy
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Foundation Treatment Foundation Treatment 
ProblemsProblems

• Treatment techniques inadequate 
for this geology

• Most of the alluvium left in place 

•Except for cut-off trench, no  
embankment foundation treatment

•Cutoff trench design and 
construction inadequate
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Foundation Treatment Foundation Treatment 
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Foundation TreatmentFoundation Treatment
Looking from 
monolith 36 into 
cutoff trench 
where it ties 
into monolith 37

End Monolith  (37)

Cave



Foundation TreatmentFoundation Treatment



Foundation TreatmentFoundation Treatment
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Initial Distress Indicators Initial Distress Indicators 
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19601960’’s and 70s and 70’’s s 
Remedial  FeaturesRemedial  Features
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Post Wall Post Wall 
Performance/Current Performance/Current 
Distress IndicatorsDistress Indicators

• Piezometers
• Wet Areas
• Settlement
• Soft Zones
• Temperature Survey
• Other
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Other Concerns/Distress Other Concerns/Distress 
IndicatorsIndicators

• Cool Spots from Piezometer Temp. Survey

• Cable Tunnel Seepage and Cracking

• Increased Seepage and Instability 
Problems in the D/S Riverbank

• Structural Integrity of Existing Wall



Reasons for Continuing Reasons for Continuing 
DistressDistress

• Seepage coming around ends of wall
• Through features untreated beneath monoliths
• Around right end where no wall exists

• Below wall through features untreated or 
partially treated by previous grouting

• Through defects in wall itself



Proposed RemedyProposed Remedy



Proposed Secant WallProposed Secant Wall



Unconstrained Unconstrained 
Construction Cost By FYConstruction Cost By FY
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Reliability AnalysisReliability Analysis
Hazard RatesHazard Rates

Summary of Hazard Rates for Wolf Creek Dam
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Questions?Questions?
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• Michael F. Zoccola P.E.
• Nashville District Corps of Engineers
• 615-736-5693
• michael.f.zoccola@lrn02.usace.army.mil




