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Hey Members, 
 

I just got up on my Soap Box and I have a message 
for all of you.  Our next big event of 2014 is the an-
nual Sporting Clays Shoot and it’s just around the cor-
ner.  July 19th to be exact!  This is the 2nd of only two 
opportunities for all of us to get together and help re-
plenish our Scholarship fund.  Last year’s event was a 
great learning experience for our board members and 
we have made great strides to making it better this 
year.  We have some terrific sponsors that have helped 
us to recover our costs. That means that your entry fee 
or donation will go directly to the Scholarship fund.  
With Sponsors we are able to supply a catered lunch, 
refreshments and trophies to the winners of each divi-
sion.  All of you members that can’t or don’t want to 
shoot, that’s OK.  Call me with your intentions for just 
a lunch, or a Sponsorship, and a $10.00 donation and 
we will make sure you get fed and give you the oppor-
tunity to participate in our 50/50 raffle.  
Thanks everyone!  I will see you on the 19th of July! 
Be Safe! 
 
You’re President, 
Mike Chiurato 
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Editor’s Notes… 
 
Check out the information on this page and the next. We plan on having a really great time at 
our fundraiser. We will award prizes to the top team, men, women and youth 16 and under. Call 
Mike (916) 645-3377 today and bring a group of four shooters. 
 If you plan on shooting in a water well or just want to control blast damage claims. Read the 
interesting article by Wes Bender.                                                         
                                                        
 The Golden West Chapter is seeking sponsorships for our annual  fundraising event.  Any help 
will be much appreciated. 
 
Please read the letter our president sent out seeking sponsors for our upcoming event. Great job 
Mike C. 
 
 Our chapter is a 501(c) (6) organization made up of about 30 members that serves Northern CA 
and Western Nevada.      In recent years we have seen a substantial decline in membership.  To 
help bring more awareness to our chapter we recently began a scholarship fund to help college 
students that meet our qualifications with some financial aid.  
      Last year, we hosted the first annual Sporting Clay’s competition at the Coon Creek trap 
and skeet club in Lincoln.  Although the turnout was not what we hoped we were able to gener-
ate around $250.00 to replenish our scholarship fund.  This year we are asking for help to fund 
our event.  Our goal is to generate $4,000.00 dollars from approximately 50 contestants.   We 
will be charging each shooter a $100.00 entry fee.  In return each contestant will receive 100 
shells, approximately 2 ½ hours of Sporting Clays competition followed by a BBQ lunch, re-
freshments and an awards ceremony.  We could use a group of sponsor’s for the shells and par-
ticipation Fee’s.   
 
The following are the costs of the event; 
 
                                                              COSTS     SPONSOR’S 
$35.00 per round x 50 competitors = $1,750.00-   Furakawa Drill; 
$30.00 per 100 shells x 50 =              $1,500.00-  Maxam North America; 
Catered Box Lunch-                           $   497.50-   Bodean Company 
Refreshments-                                    $   250.00-  Alpha Explosives 
Trophy’s                                              $   400.00-  Syar Industries / Wes Bender                                                                  
 
In lieu of sponsorship towards the cost of the event we welcome your organization to send 4 of 
your friends, family, customers or vendors to compete in our event. 
 
All sponsors will be listed on a banner at the competition.  We truly thank you for your consid-
eration. 
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Golden West Chapter 
Scholarship Fundraiser 
Sporting Clays Shoot 
 
When: 8:00 am on Saturday July 19th 
Where: The Coon Creek Trap & Skeet Club 
              5393 Waltz Rd, Lincoln, CA 95648 
 

 
 

 If you have never shot sporting clays, think of it as playing golf with a 
shotgun. We will shoot 12 different shots on this course. For $100.00, 
each participant will get 100 shells, a two and a half hour round of sport-
ing clays and lunch. Those that want to bring RVs can for $10.00 per 
night. They get electrical and water. They need to reserve in advance. 
We will have lunch after we shoot. We will hold a 50/50 raffle and give 
trophies to our top gun categories. All proceeds from this event will go 
directly to our scholarship fund.   
Come on out and support the chapter. Call today with your group of four 
shooters. 
"Contact:  Mike Chiurato at 916-645-3377 by July 11, 2014 if you plan to 
attend." 
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Trials and Tribulations of Shooting a Water Well 
 

by Wes  Bender 
 

In the spring of 1987 I got a call from a well driller who had some serious problems.  
He had set off explosives in a well in an attempt to increase water flow.  After the 
blast several homeowners in the area contacted him with claims of damage.   A rather 
convoluted chain of events ensued.  A review of the claims, the driller’s attempts at 
defending against those claims and the resulting court decisions can make for 
interesting reading.  There are also a few lessons to be learned from this case 
regarding blast damage claims in general.  These will be discussed at the end of the 
article. 
 
The well was blasted late in 1985, approximately 15 months prior to my receiving his 
call.  A total of 130 pounds of dynamite, made up into a charge 60 feet in length had 
been lowered into the well so that the top of the charge was at a depth of 191 feet.   
The well was located approximately 275 feet from the owner’s residence and it is 
important to note that the blast caused no damage to the residence.  The residence 
had a full basement. 
 
Within a month after the shot, a claim was made by Complainant A that the blast 
caused cracks in the drywall in the ceiling and walls of his living room.  The repair 
estimate was ~$1000.  The home was located 2400 feet from the well that was 
blasted.   Six months later a claim was made by Complainant B that their well had 
been experiencing reduced flow and blamed it on underground changes caused by the 
blasting.  It was located 2000 feet from the blast.  The claim was for over $6000 to 
deepen their well.  A few months later the insurer of another homeowner 
(Complainant C) requested compensation of $3000+ for cracks in their client’s 
concrete garage floor, located 1750 feet from the blast. 
 
After failing to obtain satisfaction from the well driller, near the end of 1986 
Complainant A filed in Small Claims Court in an attempt get his claim of $1000 paid.   
Additional damage claims would be forthcoming, but at this point it would be best to 
examine some of the evidence offered in this first small claims case. 
 
In court, the plaintiff testified that when the blast was detonated, his residence shook 
for one to two minutes and a crack in his ceiling appeared before his very eyes.  He 
described the blast as being similar to an earthquake.   He submitted a report from an 
engineering firm that indicated, “The vertical displacement and subsequent settling 
caused by a seismic shock, as would occur from dynamiting a well in close proximity, 
is a typical impact type loading that could cause the damage.”   

(continued on page 5 ) 
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Trials and Tribulations of Shooting a Water Well (cont.) 

 

The plaintiff introduced into evidence an article from Water Well Journal that, 
pertaining to shooting a well says, “..the process is dangerous and carries serious 
liability questions.”  It goes on to say, “Be sure to use this technique only in areas that 
are sparsely populated.  The effect on the well may also be felt in adjacent wells or 
basements.  Your insurance company may be called on to repair a lot of cracked 
basement walls.”   The plaintiff also brought in as an expert witness a competing well 
driller.  This driller testified that, “Small shots consisting of two or three pounds of 
explosive are used.  Larger shots are never used because they are not necessary or 
advised.  Fly rock, damage to neighbor’s property, safety of the blaster and liability to 
structures are only a few of the reasons.” 
 

Complainant C appeared on behalf of the plaintiff (Complainant A) and testified that he 
also heard the blast and it seemed to go on for over a minute. 
 
The judge asked both the plaintiff and the defendant to comment on the rock and 
geologic formation below ground in an effort to determine if this might have a bearing 
on whether the blast in question could cause damage to a structure.  The plaintiff 
called upon his well driller witness to address the geology.  He stated that he had 
dynamited two wells and, “In both cases clay and sand made up the first ninety feet of 
drilling.  It was at this level that the formation changed.  Loose boulders existed in 
greater quantities in the (1st name deleted) well.  The (2nd name deleted) well 
appeared to be larger fractured rock, perhaps even considered solid rock.  It is this 
rock or boulder strata that transmits the shock wave.  Since there is a layer of soft 
material on the surface, the building closest to the actual blast were spared damage.” 
 
In response to the judge’s request for geologic information, the defendant presented a 
(surface) geologic map and stated that it proved that the ground conditions are all 
alike throughout the area.   
 
In an attempt to show how vibration decays with distance, the defendant introduced a 
document depicting how sound waves decay and also how they react to changes in 
atmospheric conditions such as temperature gradients.  (The judge, in his decision, 
determined this to be irrelevant to the case.)  The defendant also introduced literature 
pertaining to detonation times that should have refuted the plaintiff’s claim that the 
blast effects lasted for one to two minutes.   
 
When asked by the court why he used the quantity of explosive he did, the defendant 
indicated that he wanted to obtain water as quickly as possible. 
 

(continued on page 6 ) 
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Trials and Tribulations of Shooting a Water Well (cont.) 

 

In January 1987 the Small Claims Court issued its decision, finding in favor of 
Complainant A and awarded him approximately $1000 for repairs and court costs. 
In its decision, the court found that the blast could indeed be termed a large one.  The 
court did not agree with the defendant’s primary argument that, “…the blasting was 
carried out according to industry standards and that Plaintiff’s home was at such a 
great distance from the blasting site that it could not have possibly damaged it.”   The 
court also placed substantial weight on the plaintiff expert’s definition of the underlying 
geology and accepted it, while downplaying the value of the defendant’s simple 
geologic map.  The judge determined that the plaintiff could recover damages under 
either or both of two legal theories.  These were (1) Strict or Absolute Liability, and (2) 
Negligence.  The first because he blasted in a thickly populated place and that carried 
with it such a high risk of danger that it is justifiable to place liability for the loss on 
the person engaging in it.  The second because of the defendant’s response as to why 
he used so much explosive and also that (1) the defendant did not conduct any 
analysis of the rock or geology, (2) did not consult with any qualified blasting expert 
prior to the blasting and (3) did not notify any of the surrounding property owners of 
the fact that the blasting would take place.  The court felt that these would have been 
prudent steps to take, especially considering the “large quantities of explosives”. 
 

Shortly after the above Small Claims Court decision, complainant C contacted the 
driller seeking compensation for the $1000 deductible on their insurance (garage floor 
cracking) and added $500 for cracks found in their sidewalk that they claim also 
resulted from his blast.  Another claim came from Complainant D who submitted a 
claim for $1500 to have their well drilled deeper because of reduced flow.  Their well 
was located 2700 feet from the blast.  When the driller refused to pay their claims of 
damage, Complainants C and D filed in Small Claims Court for the amounts requested. 
 

As you can see, this problem was beginning to snowball out of control.  The well 
driller’s attempts to handle his own defense had not gone well.  As would be apparent 
to anyone who has reasonable experience in investigating claims of blasting damage, 
at the distances involved and the size of the blast, the damages simply could not have 
been the result of the blast.  One cannot expect a Small Claims Court Judge, however, 
to be an expert in the technical issues involved.  He has to decide the case on the 
evidence submitted in court.  The definition of a large blast is in the eye of the 
beholder.  In the judge’s opinion, this was a large blast, probably reinforced by the 
testimony of the plaintiff’s “expert”.  The judge took the time to go out and verify the 
locations of the well and where the damage had occurred and probably came to the 
only conclusion he could, considering the testimony presented. 
 

(continued on page 7 ) 
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Trials and Tribulations of Shooting a Water Well (cont.) 
 
At this point the well driller obtained legal counsel and filed to appeal the Small Claims 
Court’s decision.   In California, appeals to small claims decisions are handled in Superior 
Court.   Upon the driller’s filing to appeal, the Small Claims Court suggested that 
Complainants C and D continue their pending cases until the appeal was decided.   
 
It was also at this juncture that the well driller contacted a noted seismologist for possible 
assistance and also contacted this writer to assist in his appeal.   The well driller was not a 
wealthy individual, nor was his well drilling business very large.  He apparently did not 
have insurance to cover the costs that were being incurred.  When he received the 
seismologist’s estimated cost to visit the site and properly address the issues, he instead 
asked if that expert could possibly just review an information package that he would send 
and make a determination as to whether or not the damage claimed was legitimate.  This 
is not something that an expert witness is usually willing to do.  If his testimony is to stand 
up in court, it is important that he visit the site and investigate all of the evidence available 
before rendering an opinion.  To his credit, the seismologist, after explaining the 
drawbacks of doing so without his visiting the site, agreed to offer an opinion in the form 
of a Report of Investigations (RI) based upon, and limited to, the information in the 
package that he had been sent. 
 
As previously stated, the well driller and his attorney had also decided to use my services.   
First, I had to go through all of the well driller’s file of documents and his testimony and 
try to clarify and/or correct any errors he had made.  He had minor discrepancies in the 
actual weight of explosives, the detonation velocities, distances, geology, etc.   The details 
have to be accurate or one’s findings can be suspect.  I visited the site of the occurrence, 
investigated all of the issues involved and wrote up a report of my findings.  Refuting the 
competing well driller’s testimony regarding the limited amount of explosive used in 
shooting a well was relatively easy. There have been numerous instances where several 
hundreds of pounds of explosive have been used for the purpose.  It was equally easy to 
refute his theory that the vibration had bypassed the nearest structures, traveled along 
the rock at depth and then had caused damage at distant residences.  This may have 
come from a diagram of seismic refraction theory that he found, but he was confusing the 
ray of the fastest wave to arrive (the ray on the diagram) with a ray with maximum 
ground motion (his interpretation). 
 
Previously, I had consulted and done vibration monitoring on a hydroelectric project 1-1/2 
miles from the area where these damages were claimed.  The geology was similar and I 
had documentation from the previous work to show what the vibration decay rates would 
have been.   I calculated that the vibration intensity at the Complainant’s residence was 
between 0.03 and 0.05 inches per second (ips) of peak particle velocity. 

 
(continued on page 8 )   
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Trials and Tribulations of Shooting a Water Well (cont.) 
 
This would have been on the order of one fifteenth to one twenty-fifth of the Bureau 
of Mines suggested limit of 0.75 ips for plaster and approximately one twenty-fifth to 
one fortieth of the lowest level that could possibly cause damage to gypsum wallboard 
construction.  My conclusion was that it was just not physically possible to cause the 
damage claimed by detonating 130 pounds of well confined explosive at a distance of 
2400 feet. 
 
With regard to the duration of shaking the plaintiff says he witnessed, I pointed out 
that the entire column of explosive would have detonated in 3 milliseconds. The 
ground waves and surface waves would have spread somewhat over the 2400 foot 
distance, but the duration of shaking would not have exceeded two seconds at that 
point.  Further, there was no continuing source of energy that could cause the ground 
to continue to oscillate as if it were a bowl of Jello. 
   
The plaintiff’s attorney did object to the submission of the seismologist’s RI without 
the presence of the author because he could not be cross-examined.  To counter that 
objection, I had reviewed the RI and then included references to portions of it in my 
report.  The court allowed the RI to be entered into evidence as part of my report. 
 
The appeal trial was conducted in a single day in Superior Court.  I testified as to my 
findings and to my concurrence with the seismologist’s findings and was cross-
examined by the plaintiff’s attorney.  A structural engineer also testified on behalf of 
the well driller.  Afterward, we all thought that the lower court’s decision would 
probably be overturned on this appeal.   
 
However, this was not to be.  When the Superior Court Judge rendered his decision, 
he found in favor of the plaintiff.   Although he placed weight on the testimony of the 
expert witnesses (and actually complimented same), he indicated that he placed more 
weight on the plaintiff’s testimony that the cracks were not there before the blast, but 
were there afterward.    
 
A very unfortunate circumstance in this case was that there was an individual who 
knew that the damage in question existed prior to the blast.  As a contractor, he had 
been asked for an estimate to repair the damage.  This was before the well was 
blasted.  When the well driller managed to track down this important potential witness, 
he admitted that he had indeed seen the damage before the blast, but refused to 
testify in the case because, “they are my friends.” 
 

(continued on page 9 ) 
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Trials and Tribulations of Shooting a Water Well (cont.) 

 

As far as I know, Complainant B never filed a claim in court.  It turned out that the 
summer before the blast they had mentioned to the owner of the blasted well that 
their well was also experiencing a reduction in flow.  That would have come out in any 
court proceeding and probably had an impact on their decision.  The defendant also 
had a very poor relationship with Complainant C who also had a case pending.  
Several years earlier, the defendant had inadvertently drilled a well on a corner of 
Complainant C’s property.  It was supposed to have been drilled on a neighboring 
property.   The ensuing hassles in sorting it all out left the two with a very strained 
relationship. 
 

After thinking back on that day in Superior Court, although I cannot be sure, I suspect 
that it’s possible that the judge may have been somewhat annoyed that this piddling 
small claims matter had been appealed to his court.  If handled properly it should have 
been resolved at the lower level, or possibly without even going to court at all.  When 
you analyze the monetary awards in his decision, it becomes apparent that he basically 
penalized both parties in the matter.  He awarded the plaintiff $992 for repairs to his 
ceiling and walls, but then only awarded him $15 in attorney's fees!  
 

There are a number of lessons that can be derived from this case.  Some of the more 
important ones are: 
 

1.  Protect your business and yourself by recording the blast effects of all your blasts, 
no matter how large or how small.  Record at the closest structure or item of concern.  
Also record at other structures nearby.  It would also be of benefit if you can record at 
a structure at some greater distance.  Although they can be derived from prediction 
charts, this would assist in determining the actual vibration and airblast decay rates. 
 

2.  When you are faced with claims of damage, obtain expert assistance as soon as 
possible.  Damage claims need to be investigated immediately, before the evidence is 
covered up by repairs.  In this case, it could have been very enlightening to carefully 
examine the cracks in question as soon as the claim was made.  How old were they?   
Did they possibly contain paint? 
 

3.  If you undertake to design or detonate a large or complex blast, it would be 
advisable to obtain expert assistance.  This is especially true for those with marginal 
experience, but might also apply to those experienced blasters who are  attempting a 
blast that approaches the limits of their experience or ability. 
 

4.  Adequately document all of your blasts and everything you do in their preparation.  
Make sure that the information is accurate.  In a court situation, if any information in 
your records is found to be in error, the rest of it may be called into question.   
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Your business card ad 
 

could have been here. 

 
 
 

Chapter Activities  - 2014 
 

  

Scholarship Fundraiser- Coon Creek Trap & Skeet– Lincoln July 19  
 

Annual Winter Business Meeting -Mt Pleasant Hall- Lincoln- January 24, 2015 
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Fire in the Hole… 
 
Did I read that sign right? 
TOILET OUT OF ORDER. PLEASE USE FLOOR BELOW 
 
In a Laundromat: 
AUTOMATIC WASHING MACHINES: PLEASE REMOVE ALL YOUR CLOTHES 
WHEN THE LIGHT GOES OUT 
 
In a London department store: 
BARGAIN BASEMENT UPSTAIRS  
 
In an office: 
WOULD THE PERSON WHO TOOK THE STEP LADDER YESTERDAY PLEASE 
BRING IT BACK OR FURTHER STEPS WILL BE TAKEN  
 
In an office: 
AFTER TEA BREAK STAFF SHOULD EMPTY THE TEAPOT AND STAND UP-
SIDE DOWN ON THE DRAINING BOARD  
 
Outside a second hand shop:  
WE EXCHANGE ANYTHING - BICYCLES, WASHING MACHINES, ETC. WHY 
NOT BRING YOUR WIFE ALONG AND GET A WONDERFUL BARGAIN? 
 
Notice in health food shop window: 
CLOSED DUE TO ILLNESS 
 
Spotted in a safari park:(I sure hope so) 
ELEPHANTS PLEASE STAY IN YOUR CAR 
 
Seen during a conference: 
FOR ANYONE WHO HAS CHILDREN AND DOESN'T KNOW IT, THERE IS A 
DAY CARE ON THE 1ST FLOOR 
 
Notice in a farmer's field: 
THE FARMER ALLOWS WALKERS TO CROSS THE FIELD FOR FREE, BUT 
THE BULL CHARGES. 
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Fire in the Hole… 
 
Message on a leaflet: 
IF YOU CANNOT READ, THIS LEAFLET WILL TELL YOU HOW TO GET LES-
SONS 
 
On a repair shop door: 
WE CAN REPAIR ANYTHING. (PLEASE KNOCK HARD - THE BELL DOESN'T 
WORK) 
   
Proofreading is a dying art, wouldn't you say?  
 
Man Kills Self Before Shooting Wife and Daughter  
This one I caught in the SGV Tribune the other day and called the Editorial Room and 
asked who wrote this. It took two or three readings before the editor realized that what 
he was reading was impossible!!! They put in a correction the next day.  
 
Something Went Wrong in Jet Crash, Expert Says  
Really? Ya think?  
 
Police Begin Campaign to Run Down Jaywalkers  
Now that's taking things a bit far!  
 
Panda Mating Fails; Veterinarian Takes Over  
What a guy!  
 
Miners Refuse to Work after Death  
Good-for-nothing' lazy so-and-so's!  
 
Juvenile Court to Try Shooting Defendant  
See if that works any better than a fair trial!  
 
War Dims Hope for Peace  
I can see where it might have that effect!  
 
If Strike Isn't Settled Quickly, It May Last Awhile  
Ya think?!  
!  
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Fire in the Hole… 
 
 
 
Cold Wave Linked to Temperatures  
Who would have thought?!  
 
Enfield (London) Couple Slain; Police Suspect Homicide  
They may be onto something!  
 
Red Tape Holds Up New Bridges  
You mean there's something stronger than duct tape?  
 
Man Struck By Lightning Faces Battery Charge  
He probably IS the battery charge!  
  
New Study of Obesity Looks for Larger Test Group 
Weren't they fat enough?!  
 
Astronaut Takes Blame for Gas in Spacecraft  
That's what he gets for eating those beans!  
 
Kids Make Nutritious Snacks  
Do they taste like chicken?  
  
Local High School Dropouts Cut in Half  
Chainsaw Massacre all over again!  
  
Hospitals are Sued by 7 Foot Doctors  
Boy, are they tall!  
 
And the winner is.... 
Typhoon Rips Through Cemetery; Hundreds Dead  
Did I read that right?  


