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Reading of depomﬁons _taken
from defense witnesses continued
today in the superior court hear-
ing of the Ventura county flood
control district-Donald R. War=
ren company. actlon over Matilija
dam,

Two depositions were read yes-
terday afternoon, a third was
finished this morning, and read-
ing of a fourth was in progress
late this morning on testimony
taken in direct and cross-examina-
tion of witnesses who could not
be present at the court hearing.
District Attorney M, Arthur Waite
was serving as “reader 2

OFFICIAL’S TESTIMONY

The .defense today was present-
ling the testimony of A, D. Edmons-
ton, assistant state engineer, Ed-
monston, like state Engineer Ed-|
ward Hyatt, considered the dam-]|
site adequate to carry the bearing
'strength of the dam structure, at-
‘cording:to the foundation material
that was exposed on the floor of
|the ‘dam when state officials visit-
'ed the site Oct. 31, 1946 and on
Dec. 1, 1947, when the dam struc-
ture was nearly completed.

‘He could not recall that there
was any discussion about core
borings or cutoff walls when he
visited the site on Oct. 31. From
his own knowledge, he said, he
knows of no further requirements
under the law for work on the
structure. ’

Edmonston’s deposition was read
after that of State Engineer Hyatt.
The latter, too, was questioned ab-
out his Oct. 31, 1946 visit to the
damsite, Under cross-examination
‘'he reported he could not recall
from his observations at that time
whether the earth strata of the
right and .left abutment matched.

He said he was not a geologist
and was not looking for the stra-
ita but that he could riot remem-
ber there being mu tstmatitica-
tion in the center of ‘the-dam's
floor iormahon He had no recol-
lection of there being a sharp bend
or turn in the strata in the mater-
jal exposed on the floor of the
dam o ;:q
VISITED SITE iy

There were some places, where
the area had not been completely
excavated, that the material was
not completely satisfactory, he
said, Hyatt declared he made no
personal observation as to whe-
ther the material exposed in the
bottom of the excavation was per-
vious or impervious “and that he
had made no analysis of the ma-
terial from a geologmal and-
point. He said, how e
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Hyde Fory uengmeelmg geolo-
ist, had fgi?
Narren withess, .

I Hyatt questioned), by Defense
Attorney Charles Loring, said hej
had visited the damsite late inj|
October, 1946. Shortly afterward.
his office sent out a letter with
Hyatt’s approval for pouring to
start, Hyatt said his office found
from the area excavated that the
foundation would be sufficient {o
carry the weight of the dam
structure and that by designing
of spread footing the thrust of the
arch could be carried into the left
abutment. .

He said approval of plans and|
specifications does not mean ap-
proval of the adequacy of the site
nor adequacy of construction, that
these must be followed up as the
dam is built. He said that at the
time of his October damsite wvisit
he was not of the opinion that the
dam was unsafe nor that it was
entirely safe, for at that time not
all the foundation had been ex-
posed. The state engineer said he
does not consider the Matilija site
a dubious or marginal damsite
nor that the dam is not safe as
erected.

AUTHORITY CONTINUES

According to Hyatt, the state
division work on a project does
not end once plans and specifica-
tions are approved. He said his
office has full authorlty to have
changes made if it feels® such
changes are necessary after orig-
inal plans and specifications are
approved. Hyatt had no recollec-
tion as to whether he or his rep-
resentatives had in October 1946
recommended core borings for the
Matilija . site. He declared core
borings are not required for every
site. He said his statement ap-
olied to dams in general, that he
did not wish to say core borings:
were not necessary at Matilija
dam,

Hyatt told Loring his office had
issued a temporary use permit for
the dam but that there were
things still to be done. He didn’t
know whether items of construc-
tion still remained to be done but
knew of no major construction
items remaining,

Under cross- exammatlon by the
district’s  attorney, S. V. O. Prich-
ard, Hyatt said his office had|
nothmg to do with a choice of{
damsite, kind of -dam designed,
economies nor contractual | rights, ‘

shed testifying as a|

that of the standard
that the dam be saf
adding his office does
to see any dam fail 3
slow failure or othen
Hyatt told Prichard

usual on large dam proje g
little excavation to be done be-
fore filing of an application. On
|large dams adequate exploraticn
is usually done before the design-
ing; the state office would like to
see adequate exploration before
designs for large dams are made,
he declared,

NOBLE DEPOSITION READ

. Also read yesterday was ' the!
deposition of Mark E. Noble, car-
penter superintendent for the con-
frartors on the Matiliia job. Noble
told Loring that Wayne Perkins
of the state division of dams, on
March 18, 1947, approved pouring
of controversial “N”’ block subject
to certain clean-up work, Ac-
cording to Noble, Perkins said that
if certain ‘rock and a clay seam
were removed he would accept the
foundation and it would be ‘all
lright to go ahead and pour con-
|crnte ®

Noble said he worked on pour-
ing forms that afternoon and that
the first were made that night.
He also testified that he had
worked on other dams where there
ihad been changes made in orig-
inal plans and specifications,

Noble informed Prichard dur-
ing cross-examination that the
/material under “N” block was
substantially the same as that un-
[der “J,” “K” and “L” blocks. He
said there had been white, soft
material on three blocks at the
bottom of the damsite but that the
material did not extend up into
“J YK or “L” blocks or wasn’t
apparent anyway from the sur-
face, &

Noble could not recall whether
Donald R, Warren or his assistant,
Howard Taylor, had said any-
thing on the-day of Perkins’ visit
to “N” block. He did not think
there had been an argument, He
was unsure whether “M" block‘
had been started at that time but
thought it might have been stavt-

ed ahead of “N” block.

There was a short deposition;
lread on testimony taken from
|Lowell Wright, office engineer for
the contractors, It pertained to
“N” block. The contractors’ office
diary showed a March 18, 1947
entry that “N” block was approv-
ed for pouring that day. Wright
said that the contractors obtained
slips from the Warren company
on approval and authorization of
pours, that the contr;ﬁctera yelied
solely on the Warren company for
the informatfon and that he did

not ieve he personally had
sent at the discussion of
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