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1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Purpose of Repor t and Background Information

This report provides engineering data and analyses to support the Construction Drawings (Drawings), 
the Technical Specifications (Specifications), and the Construction Quality Assurance (CQA) Plans 
for Landfill Unit B-18 (B-18) at the Kettleman Hills Facility (KHF) in Kettleman City, Kings County, 
California.  B-18 is located in the southeast portion of the KHF, as shown on Figure 1.1 and on the 
Site Location Map portion of Sheet T-11

B-18 is an existing active Class I/II landfill that has been accepting waste continually since 1992.  
The existing B-18 landfill was constructed in two phases (Phases I and II), both of which were 
completed in the early 1990s.  The design of Phases I and II of B-18 was completed by 
Environmental Solutions, Inc. (ESI) and was presented in the original Engineering and Design Report 
for B-18 (ESI, 1990a)

in Appendix A.1.2

2

Chemical Waste Management, Inc. (CWM), the owner and operator of B-18, wishes to construct 
Phase III to expand B-18 to provide additional waste capacity.  Hence, this report has been prepared 
to supersede and serve as an updated revision to the original ESI (1990a) Engineering and Design 
Report for B-18.  The updates contained in this report pertain primarily to the proposed Phase III 
expansion of B-18 and to the revised final closure design for B-18.  The contents of the original ESI 
(1990a) Engineering and Design Report have been preserved herein - as appropriate - such that this 
report should be used as a stand-alone reference for the entirety of the Landfill B-18 engineering and 
design.

.

Reduced-size copies of the Drawings for Phases I through III and final closure are included in 
Appendix A.  The Specifications and CQA Plan for Phases I and II of B-18 were prepared as a 
separate document by ESI (1990b).  The Specifications and CQA Plans for Phase III and final closure 
are included in Appendices O and P, respectively.

1.2 Landfill B-18 Design

As described in Section 1.1, ESI (1990a) designed the existing Phases I and II of B-18 while Golder 
Associates Inc. (Golder) designed the proposed Phase III expansion and the revised final closure 
configuration.  Golder’s design of Phase III and the final closure of B-18 is based largely on the 
design of the existing B-18 Phases I and II completed by ESI (1990a).

The design of B-18 described in this report follows the master plan for the KHF, including the 
approved Kings County Conditional Use Permit (CUP) requirements.  A Subsequent Environmental 
Impact Report (SEIR) has been prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA).  The SEIR is currently under review and certification of the SEIR will be required prior 
to construction of B-18 Phase III.  The B-18 design generally follows procedures used for prior KHF 

1 The term “Sheet” refers to the specific page of the Drawings in Appendix A
2 References are provided in Section 6
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waste management units (WMU) for land disposal and complies with the following regulatory 
documents:

� United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) Draft Minimum 
Technology Guidance on Double Liner Systems (USEPA, 1985)3

� USEPA Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) Hazardous Waste 
Facility Permit, Part B (USEPA, 1990)

.

4

� USEPA PCB regulations for Chemical Waste Landfills, Code of Federal Regulations, 
Title 40, Section 761.75.

.

� California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) Hazardous Waste 
Facility (Part B) Permit (DTSC, 2003).

� DTSC Environmental Health Standards for the Management of Hazardous Waste, 
Title 22, Division 4.5 of the California Code of Regulations (CCR). 

� California Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), Central Valley Region, 
Waste Discharge Requirements No. 98-058 (RWQCB, 1998).

� California State Water Resources Control Board and RWQCBs, Discharges of 
Hazardous Waste to Land, Title 23, Division 3, Chapter 15 of the CCR.

� Kings County Conditional Use Permit (CUP) No. 1412, Administrative Approval 
Nos. 90-23 and 90-24 for the B-18 Landfill Phases I and II (Kings County, 1990).

� Kings County CUP No. 05-10 (application under review).

The primary differences between the B-18 design and the design of prior (i.e., pre-1990) KHF landfill 
units are the use of textured high density polyethylene (HDPE) geomembrane and the avoidance of 
operating waste slopes directly on the base liner system. These changes improve stability conditions 
throughout the operating period. These design concepts were initiated in Phase I and continue through 
Phase III and Closure.

Key aspects of the B-18 design are: 

� The facility is developed in three phases (see Sheet 2 in Appendix A.1 and Sheet C-3
in Appendix A.2). Phase I is located on the west side of the existing landfill and was 
constructed in 1990 thru 1992 (ECS, 1992f). Phase II is located on the east side of the 
existing landfill and was constructed in 1992 thru 1993 (GCS, 1993h). Phase III will 
include a vertical expansion primarily over the western half (approximately) of the 
existing landfill as well as a lateral expansion up the existing rock cut slope along the 
west side of the landfill.  Phase III is anticipated to be constructed in 2010/2011 and 
operational in 2010/2011.

3 This reference is applicable only to Phases I and II.
4 This reference is applicable only to Phases I and II.
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� Phases I and II each have two independent sump areas for leachate collection, 
detection, and removal. No other sumps will be installed for Phase III since only 
sideslope liner systems will be constructed for this phase.  The existing portions of 
each phase draining to the separate sumps are designated as Areas IA and IB for 
Phase I and Areas IIA and IIB for Phase II.  The Phase III sideslope liner will drain to 
all four of the existing Areas (IA, IB, IIA, and IIB).

� The source of clay for the existing Phase I and Phase II liners was from an 
overburden claystone stratum (herein referred to as Stratum 18-8) that was excavated 
from the Phase II footprint. The primary source of clay for the Phase III liner is 
anticipated to be from the Landfill Unit B-17 excavation.  The clay borrowing and 
preparation procedures that were used for Phases I and II as well as the procedures to 
be used for Phase III are described in Section 4.6.

1.3 Repor t Organization

This report is organized into the following sections that provide detailed descriptions and background 
information for the design of B-18: 

� Section 2.0 – Site Description;

� Section 3.0 – Geotechnical Investigations;

� Section 4.0 – Landfill B-18 Description;

� Section 5.0 – Engineering Analyses; and

� Section 6.0 – References.

Supporting information on the B-18 engineering and design is provided in the following appendices 
to this report: 

� Appendix A – Construction Drawings;

� Appendix B – Boring Logs;

� Appendix C – Trench and Test Pit Logs;

� Appendix D – Laboratory Data;

� Appendix E – Clay Liner Test Pad Data;

� Appendix F – Liner System Material Data;

� Appendix G – Settlement Analyses;

� Appendix H – Stability Analyses;

� Appendix I – Soil Erosion Analyses;
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� Appendix J – Surface Water Drainage Analyses;

� Appendix K – LCRS Analyses;

� Appendix L – Riser Pipe Analyses;

� Appendix M – Cover Infiltration Analyses;

� Appendix N – Frost and Biotic Protection Evaluation;

� Appendix O – Technical Specifications; and

� Appendix P – CQA Plan.
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2.0 SITE DESCRIPTION

2.1 General

This section describes the general location of B-18 as well as its pre-development and existing 
conditions. Sections 2.2 and 2.3 describe the current and pre-development B-18 site conditions, 
respectively.  Sections 2.4 to 2.6 provide brief descriptions of the B-18 site’s geologic, seismic, and 
hydrogeologic conditions, respectively.

2.2 Current Site Layout and Conditions

The KHF is located approximately midway between San Francisco and Los Angeles (see the 
Regional Location Map on Sheet T-1 in Appendix A.1) along the western edge of the San Joaquin 
Valley in central California. The KHF property consists of approximately 1,600 acres that occupies 
2.5 Sections (1/2 of Section 33 and all of Section 34, R18E, T22S, and all of Section 3, R18E, T23S, 
Mount Diablo Base and Meridian). Landfill B-18 is located in the southeast portion of the KHF (see 
Figure 1.1) and currently has a footprint area of approximately 53 acres.  The proposed final footprint 
area of B-18 will be approximately 68 acres.

Figure 1.1 shows the KHF in relation to the west side of the San Joaquin Valley floor. The KHF is 
located in the Kettleman Hills, approximately four miles from the valley’s edge. The existing ground 
surface elevations (USGS Datum) at the KHF range from approximately 750 to 1,010 feet above 
mean sea level, making the KHF approximately 600 feet higher than the adjacent portion of the valley 
floor.  The most recent (March 28, 2008) topographic survey of the KHF indicates that, as of March 
28, 2008, the top deck waste elevations of B-18 range between 885 and 905 feet above mean sea level 
(see Sheet C-2 in Appendix A.2).

Access to the KHF is from State Route 41 and Interstate 5, located along the west side of the San 
Joaquin Valley as shown on Figure 1.1. The entrance to the KHF is approximately three miles west of 
Interstate 5 and 60 miles northeast of San Luis Obispo, California. Within the KHF, access to the B-
18 area is through the existing Guard Station at the Main Gate, northwestward past Landfill Unit B-
15, westward along the road that is south of Surface Impoundment P-9, and southward past Surface 
Impoundments P-10 and P-11 and past the Final Stabilization Unit (FSU), which is located 
immediately north of B-18 (see Sheet C-1 in Appendix A.2). Waste trucks currently enter at the 
northwest corner of the B-18 area; as waste elevations increase, the trucks will use the western access 
road and closure cover access road as shown on Sheet C-4 in Appendix A.2.

The layout of the existing Phases I and II of B-18 was based on the August 1990 CUP Facilities 
Boundary during the original design of B-18 (see Sheet 2 in Appendix A.1). Physical constraints for 
the Phases I and II areas included the following:

� The existing FSU facility to the north of Phase I.

� The existing KHF truck access road surface water control basin located along the 
northeast portion of Phase II.

� The requirement for a B-18 surface water containment basin (referred to as the 
Northeast Containment Basin herein) near the northeast corner of Phase II. This 
surface water basin was constructed as part of Phase II in 1992 thru 1993 and is 
shown on Sheet 2 in Appendix A.1.
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The layout of Phase III of B-18 was developed based on the proposed modified CUP Facility 
Boundary the three above-mentioned physical constraints, and the following additional physical 
constraints:

� The existing Phases I and II geometry.

� The requirement for a second surface water containment basin (referred to as the 
South Containment Basin herein) to the south of B-18, as shown on Sheet C-3 in 
Appendix A.2.

The clean soil stockpile from the Phases I and II excavation is located outside of the immediate B-18
area as shown on Sheet C-1 in Appendix A.2.  The “B-17 Borrow Area,” within the boundary of 
Landfill B-17, to the northwest of B-18 is used for clay borrow and processing activities, but is 
primarily utilized as the source of daily and final cover soil.

No major KHF utilities are located within the B-18 area. Power for the existing light poles that 
surround B-18 and for the B-18 leachate control pumps is currently provided from an electrical 
transformer located along the north side of B-18 (see Sheet C-2 in Appendix A.2).  For the Phase III 
construction, this electrical transformer will be removed and relocated to the north. The existing 
lighting system that surrounds B-18 is no longer required and will be removed during the Phase III 
construction.

2.3 Pre-Development Site Conditions

Figure 2.1 shows the B-18 site topography prior to the construction of B-18.  This area was defined 
by a central, east/northeast-draining dry wash (i.e., swale) flanked on either side by several roughly 
northwest-trending ridge spurs. A former elongated, northeast-facing ridge slope formed the 
southwest boundary between Phases I and II and was used to develop these phases. In the Phase I 
area, two former tributary swales drained (northwest and southeast, respectively) along the toe of this 
slope into the former central swale. Another former swale drained northward through the south 
portion of the Phase II area, joining the former central swale near the northeast corner of the B-18 
area. Typical relief between the former swales and adjacent ridge tops varied up to about 100 feet; 
however, the long ridge that currently borders B-18 on its southwest side rises over 250 feet above the 
lower portion of the former central swale. Former slopes in the B-18 footprint were gentle to 
moderate, ranging from nearly flat up to inclinations of about 3H:1V (horizontal:vertical). Locally 
steep (2H:1V) former slopes occurred on the east/northeast side of the former ridge spur in the south-
central portion of B-18.

2.4 Geologic Conditions

Geologic conditions at the KHF are well-documented in the many studies completed for previous site 
activities. In general, subsurface conditions are relatively straightforward and consistent in 
comparison with other sites in California.

Figure 2.2 shows the general geologic conditions in the vicinity of the KHF, based on the work of 
Woodring, et al. (1940). The KHF is located along the southwest limb of North Dome, which is a 
broad northwest-trending anticline that forms the north portion of the Kettleman Hills. The bedrock in 
the vicinity of B-18 mainly consists of the stratigraphically lowest units of the Upper and Lower San 
Joaquin Formation, which are comprised of discrete beds of sandstone, siltstone, and claystone. The 
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prevailing strike of these beds in the KHF area is about N45°W, with dips ranging from 25° to 35° 
southwest.

Figure 2.3 summarizes the geologic conditions at the KHF based on data from a variety of prior 
investigations. The most important characteristic of the site geology with respect to the B-18 site 
investigation program (Section 3) was the continuity and uniformity of the bedrock strata. Of special 
importance was the thick claystone stratum which passes through the western portion of the B-18 
Phase II area. This material served as the clay source for the Phases I and II liner.  Additionally, for 
the Phase III area, the dip of the bedrock strata is to the southwest, representing the most favorable 
bedding orientation for stability of the excavation.

Neither Figure 2.2 nor 2.3 indicates the existence of faults within the KHF, which would disrupt the 
general bedrock strike and dip trends and/or the continuity of the individual sandstone, siltstone, and 
claystone strata. Two studies by Roger Foott and Associates (1990a and 1990b) concluded that there 
is no surface or recent (i.e., Holocene) faulting in the B-18 area.  This conclusion was corroborated by 
geologic mapping of the completed landfill subgrades during the construction of Phases I and II 
(Golder, 1992; GCS, 1993b).  

2.5 Design Ground Motions

2.5.1 General

CCR Titles 22 and 23 require Class I landfills to be designed and maintained to withstand the 
Maximum Credible Earthquake (MCE) event.  Hence, the design ground motions used in the analyses 
of B-18 were based on the MCE event(s), as described in the following two sections.

2.5.2 Ground Motions Used in the Original Design

In the original design of B-18, ESI (1990a) used the MCE event and associated ground motion 
parameters that had been developed by Golder (1988).  The Golder (1988) MCE event for the KHF 
corresponded to a moment magnitude (Mw) 7.0 earthquake occurring at a depth of 10 km below the 
site on the Ramp Thrust Kettleman Hills North Dome segment of the blind Ramp Thrust Faults.  The 
deterministic peak horizontal ground acceleration (PHGA) associated with this MCE event was 
calculated to be 0.43g (Golder, 1988), where g is the acceleration due to gravity.

2.5.3 Ground Motions Used in the Current Design

Hushmand Associates, Inc. (HAI), under subcontract to Golder, updated the design ground motions 
for the KHF as part of the current B-18 design.  Appendix H.5 contains HAI’s slope stability report 
that explains the methods used to develop the updated design ground motions.  HAI performed 
deterministic seismic hazard analyses to evaluate the MCE ground motions for the controlling near-
field and far-field events using a variety of state-of-the-practice attenuation relationships.  Based on 
their analyses, HAI has developed the following deterministic MCE ground motion parameters for the 
KHF that were used in the current design of B-18:

� Near-Field Event:  The controlling near-field MCE event is considered to be a Mw 7
earthquake occurring 10 km from the site on the Ramp Thrust Kettleman Hills North 
Dome segment.  The PHGA associated with this event was calculated to be 0.62g.
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� Far-Field Event: The controlling far-field MCE event is considered to be a Mw 8
earthquake occurring 35 km from the site on the San Andreas Fault.  The PHGA 
associated with this event was calculated to be 0.16g.

2.6 Hydrogeology

Groundwater conditions are extensively monitored at several existing monitoring wells located 
throughout the KHF site. Sheet C-2, C-3 and C-4 in Appendix A.2 shows the locations of monitoring 
wells in the vicinity of B-18. Recent data from these wells indicate that the depth to groundwater is 
about 250 feet below the bottom of the existing B-18 base liner system. No shallow perched 
groundwater or perennial springs are known to occur in the B-18 area.

Because groundwater conditions do not affect the design or construction of B-18, an extensive 
evaluation of hydrogeology is not provided in this report. A report by EMCON (1986) contains a 
detailed description of the hydrogeological conditions at the KHF.  The current Groundwater 
Monitoring Plan for the KHF was prepared by Geosyntec (2001).
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3.0 GEOTECHNICAL INVESTIGATIONS

3.1 General

This section describes the geotechnical field and laboratory investigations previously undertaken by 
ESI and others to characterize the B-18 subsurface conditions and to evaluate soil and rock properties 
necessary for the geotechnical design of B-18.  No additional field or laboratory investigations were
performed by Golder in the preparation of this report.  Field and laboratory testing on the proposed 
clay source for Phase III of B-18 was performed by Geosyntec (2008), as discussed in Section 3.2.2.

Section 3.2 describes the main field investigation activities associated with the design of B-18 and the 
evaluation of on-site claystone for use in the B-18 liner construction. Section 3.3 summarizes the 
subsurface conditions for B-18 based on the results of the geotechnical investigations.  Section 3.4 
describes the procedures used to select the soil and rock samples for laboratory testing in order to 
evaluate the required geotechnical design parameters. Results of the laboratory tests, including prior 
KHF data not directly associated with the design of B-18, are discussed in Section 3.5.

3.2 Field Investigations

3.2.1 Geotechnical Exploration Program

The locations of geotechnical field exploration activities are shown in plan view on Figure 3.1 and in 
sectional views on Figure 3.2. The field explorations were undertaken in several phases designed to 
verify the anticipated site geologic characteristics and to obtain representative soil and rock samples.

The initial phase of B-18 field exploration activities was conducted from February 20 through 27, 
1990, and consisted of the following:

� Excavating long dozer trenches DT-A to DT-F to observe the thickness of colluvium, 
identify stratum contacts, and measure the strike and dip of rock 
discontinuities/bedding. These dozer trenches were generally between about 3 and 10 
feet deep.

� Excavating test pits TP-l through TP-21 to penetrate colluvium at the base of the 
dozer trenches and to observe soil and rock conditions throughout the B-18 area. 
These test pits were generally about 6 to 18 feet deep.

Several disturbed bulk samples of representative colluvium and rock materials were collected for 
general laboratory analyses during this initial program.

The second phase of B-18 field exploration activities was conducted from March 12 through 23, 
1990, and consisted of the following:

� Drilling nine geotechnical borings (L18-A through L18-I) to further verify the depth 
of contacts between individual rock strata and to collect relatively undisturbed 
samples of the rock materials to be encountered during excavation and/or to be used 
as embankment borrow material.  These borings were advanced to depths ranging 
between approximately 18.5 and 89 feet below ground surface.
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� Excavating test pits TP-22 through TP-28 to confirm colluvium thicknesses and 
characteristics of bedrock strata at locations between the borings.  These test pits 
were excavated to depths of approximately 5.5 to 13.5 feet.

Table 3.1 summarizes the purpose for and key information about each boring.  The borings were 
drilled using a Pitcher Barrel rig so that core samples could be recovered at the various intervals 
shown in Table 3.1.  A total of 65 Pitcher Barrel samples of bedrock and 6 drive samples of 
colluvium were collected from the initial borings (L18-A through L18-I).

Data from the two initial field exploration phases were used to develop the preliminary versions of 
the geologic cross sections shown in Figure 3.2.  Existing monitoring well logs were also reviewed to 
confirm interpretations of rock strike and dip. These data consistently verified the relatively uniform 
site conditions and indicated that site characterization for the purposes of the B-18 design was 
complete. However, it was concluded that additional clay samples were required to complete the 
characterization of Stratum 18-8 for use as the onsite clay source for the Phases I and II liner.

Therefore, the third and final phase of B-18 field exploration activities was conducted from May 8 
through 11, 1990, and consisted of the following:

� Drilling boring L18-J to penetrate the entire Stratum 18-8 (clay borrow source)
thickness to confirm uniformity of the claystone throughout this stratum. Sampling 
was accomplished by collecting approximately 2.5 feet of relatively undisturbed 
sample for each 5 feet of penetration.  This boring was drilled to a depth of 
approximately 172.5 feet below ground surface.

� Drilling boring L18-K through the entire thickness of Stratum 18-9 and into the 
underlying Stratum 18-8.  Stratum 18-9 was excavated concurrently with the Stratum 
18-8 claystone during the construction of Phases I and II. This boring was also 
sampled by collecting approximately 2.5 feet of relatively undisturbed sample for 
each 5-foot penetration interval.  This boring was drilled to a depth of approximately 
97.5 feet below ground surface.

� Excavating test pits TP-29 through TP-43 to obtain larger bag samples of materials 
from Strata 18-8, 18-9, 18-10, 18-11, 18-12, and 18-13.  These larger samples were 
used to evaluate properties of compacted borrow materials that could be mixed with 
the clay.  These test pits were excavated to depths of approximately 3.5 to 16 feet.

Appendix B contains the logs of the above-described borings.  Logs of the dozer trenches and test pits 
are included in Appendix C.

The information contained in Table 3.2 demonstrates that the colluvium and rock strata of interest to 
the design of B-18 have been adequately investigated by the above-described field exploration 
activities. Table 3.2 also includes the existing and previous monitoring wells which pass/passed 
through each geologic stratum underlying B-18.

Supplemental geologic field investigations were undertaken by Roger Foott and Associates (1990a 
and 1990b) to evaluate the potential for recent faulting in the vicinity of B-18.  The findings of these 
investigations are discussed in Section 3.3.2.
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3.2.2 Clay Liner Test Pads

In 1991, a clay liner test pad was constructed to evaluate the B-18 Phases I and II clay borrow source 
(i.e., Stratum 18-8).  A sealed double-ring infiltrometer (SDRI) test was conducted on this test pad.  
Results of the SDRI test confirmed that the Stratum 18-8 clay source met the permeability 
requirements under actual field conditions.  The construction of the 1991 clay liner test pad and the 
SDRI testing are discussed in detail in the test fill and infiltrometer report by ESI (1992), which is 
provided in Appendix E.1.  CQA testing of the clay liner material during construction of Phases I and 
II of B-18 (ECS, 1992a, 1992b, and 1992d; GCS, 1993a, 1993d, and 1993f) verified the results of the 
SDRI test and indicated that the as-built clay liners for Phases I and II have permeabilities that do not 
exceed the specified maximum of 1 x 10-7 cm/s.

The clay source for the Phase III liner is anticipated to be the on-site Pecten Claystone stratum that 
lies along the eastern boundary of Landfill Unit B-17 (see Sheet C-1 in Appendix A.2).  Geosyntec 
(2008) performed laboratory testing on samples of this stratum of Pecten Claystone.  Results of 
Geosyntec’s laboratory tests indicate that the Pecten Claystone stratum is a suitable clay borrow 
source for the Phase III liner.  The Geosyntec (2008) report on the Pecten Claystone testing is 
summarized in Table 3.13 and presented in Appendix E.2.  A clay liner test pad consisting of Pecten 
Claystone was constructed in July 2008.  A SDRI test was conducted by Geosyntec (2008a) on this 
test pad to further evaluate the Pecten Claystone and validate its use as the clay borrow source for the 
Phase III liner.  The SDRI test report was completed in December 2008 and is presented in Appendix 
E.3.  The report concludes the Pecten clay is suitable for Phase III clay liner.

3.3 Site Subsurface Conditions

3.3.1 Surficial Soils

The majority of the B-18 site was blanketed with colluvial soils prior to its development.  These 
deposits consisted of low to moderately plastic, silty and/or sandy clays and very fine-grained clayey 
sands. The colluvium was generally stiff to very stiff and dry to slightly damp when encountered 
during the field explorations. Occasional laminated lenses of fine-grained sand, probably 
representative of intermittent alluvial deposits within the colluvium, were encountered in some swale 
areas. The colluvium varied in thickness from less than 1 foot along the uppermost ridge slopes to 
over 18 feet within the swales, as shown in Figure 3.2. Considerable variation in the thickness of 
colluvium beneath uniform slopes was indicative of differential weathering of the underlying San 
Joaquin Formation bedrock and surficial soil compaction.

During the Phases I and II construction, the colluvium was excavated from the vast majority of 
foundation areas within the B-18 footprint due to its shallow depths.  The only areas where colluvium 
was left in place were at the crest of the 2H:1V slope along the western boundary of Phase I.  The 
colluvium that remained in these areas was less than 5 feet thick (GCS, 1993h).  Areas where 
colluvium remained above landfill cut slopes outside of the waste footprint (e.g., the steep northeast 
facing slope above the southwestern edge of B-18) were graded to control soil erosion and/or 
sloughing.

Prior to the development of B-18, minor portions of the B-18 footprint were covered with fill. The 
northern portion of the Phase I area included the toe of a fill slope associated with the FSU 
construction. Several small fills in the Phase II area were apparently associated with drilling pads and 
a former access road that traversed the area. These fill materials were removed during the Phases I 
and II excavations.
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3.3.2 Bedrock Lithology, Structure, and Stratigraphy

The San Joaquin Formation underlying B-18 is similar to the other portions of this formation found 
throughout the KHF area.  The San Joaquin Formation consists of three major lithologic units: 
sandstone, siltstone, and claystone. Principal variants include silty sandstone and sandy siltstone. 
These units of the San Joaquin Formation were relatively easy to excavate using conventional 
earthmoving equipment (e.g., scrapers and dozers) during the Phases I and II construction. The 
physical characteristics of each of the discrete lithologic units, as well as qualities common to the 
overall San Joaquin Formation, are:

� Sandstone:  Beds of both clean and silty sandstone occur within the B-18 area. The 
sandstones are variably white, gray, tan, and orange-brown. They are typically 
slightly weathered, soft, friable, very fine- to fine-grained, thick-bedded, and 
uncemented to weakly cemented. Occasional thin beds are moderately- to well-
cemented. Numerous veins of gypsum and thin, orange interbeds of hard, cemented, 
iron-rich material occur along bedding planes and joints within the sandstones, as 
well as within the other lithologic units. The sandstone excavations generated fine, 
loose, clean, and silty sand. Several fossiliferous, well-cemented sandstone beds 
(including “Trachycardium” and “Mya”) occur at various stratigraphic positions 
within the B-18 area, as shown on Figures 2.3, 3.1, and 3.2. These fossil beds are 
generally excavated as hard, gravel- to boulder-sized blocks.

� Siltstone:  The siltstone units within the B-18 area are of variable character and
include siltstone, sandy siltstone, and occasionally clayey siltstone. Each siltstone 
type is typically slightly weathered, soft, and laminated to thin-bedded. The siltstones 
vary from non- to low-plastic materials. Atterberg limits of selected samples, visually 
classified as siltstone, indicate that some “siltstones” consist of silty clays that plot 
just above the A-line on the plasticity chart. The siltstones are usually light brown or 
gray. Excavation of siltstone generates thin, angular fragments or slabs ranging from 
about 1/2 inch to 1 foot in largest dimension.

� Claystone: The claystone is usually either light gray, gray-brown, or dark olive-gray. 
It is typically slightly weathered, soft, laminated to thin-bedded, highly plastic, and 
frequently exhibits pronounced slickensides (striations) along glossy or waxy-
appearing fracture and bedding surfaces. Dozer excavation of the claystone opposite 
the direction of dip yielded generally uniform, angular gravel-sized fragments, while 
excavation in the direction of dip yielded gravel- and larger-sized blocks and slabs in 
the range of 12 to 18 inches in maximum size. The largest slabs of claystone 
generated during the initial excavation tended to break down after repeated passes 
with the dozer.

The prevailing structural characteristic of the bedrock is its consistent bedding, which trends 
generally N30°W to N50°W and dips about 24 to 45°SW throughout the B-18 area (Golder, 1992; 
GCS, 1993b). Most measured joints dip steeper than the bedding and trend both across and generally 
parallel to the bedding (bedding and joint attitudes are shown on Figure 3.2). As shown on the cross 
sections in Figure 3.2, the cut slopes required for the Phases I and II construction were excavated 
shallower than the bedding plane angles to prevent adverse daylight conditions (e.g., along generally 
southwest-facing cut slopes).
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Anomalous and contorted bedding (measured at N55°E, 73°SE) was encountered in dozer trench DT-
C (Figure 3.1) within the thick Stratum 18-8 claystone. The length of the dozer trench characterized 
by this feature was logged as trench T-3 (see Appendix C). A detailed examination of the geologic 
units along this portion of DT-C suggest that the anomalous bedding was a result of old, 
intraformational deformation (e.g., localized folding, faulting, or slumping). The colluvium that 
overlaid this feature appeared undisturbed and displayed no evidence of offset or displacement that 
would be indicative of recent slope instability or faulting.  Excavations for the construction of Phases 
I and II confirmed that the contorted bedding observed in DT-C was a localized, anomalous feature.

Contorted beds of cemented sandstone, appearing to be folded or compressed in a down-dip direction, 
were encountered immediately beneath colluvial soils in dozer trench DT-B (Figure 3.1). The 
contorted bedding is apparently related to settlement of the near-surface, cemented bedrock following 
erosion or animal burrowing of underlying, softer, uncemented sandstone (refer to the log of trench T-
1 in Appendix C). The disturbed, near-surface bedrock was removed during the excavations for 
Phases I and II.

Stratigraphically, the San Joaquin Formation beds underlying B-18 have been grouped into a 
sequence of 13 stratigraphic units. Each unit is defined according to either a discrete lithology or a 
distinctive interbedding of various lithologic units. The units are designated 18-1 through 18-13, from 
northeast (oldest) units to southwest (youngest) units. The approximate contacts of these units are 
depicted in plan on Figure 3.1 and in profile on Figure 3.2. The stratigraphy shown in Figures 3.1 and 
3.2 was based on the results of the dozer trenching, exploration drilling, air photo analysis, mapping 
of cut exposures prior to the development of B-18, and excavation of test pits. Comparisons were also 
made with logs of existing and previous monitoring wells in the B-18 area. In general, the geologic 
conditions in the B-18 area were found to be straightforward and consistent. Geologic mapping of the 
B-18 subgrades performed during the construction of Phases I and II revealed 15 units within the 
Phase I area (Golder, 1992) and 26 units within the Phase II area (GCS, 1993b).  The results of this 
mapping confirmed the general geologic conditions shown on Figures 3.1 and 3.2 with the only 
significant discrepancies being local adjustments of some of the contact locations.

Geologic field investigations undertaken by Roger Foott and Associates (1990a and 1990b) indicated 
that recent (i.e., Holocene) faulting has not occurred in the vicinity of B-18.  Additionally, geologic 
mapping of the completed B-18 subgrades during the construction of Phases I and II did not reveal 
any evidence of recent faulting (Golder, 1992; GCS, 1993b).

3.4 Laboratory Investigations

3.4.1 Sample and Testing Selection Process

This section describes the approach for selecting appropriate geotechnical laboratory tests to evaluate 
the necessary geotechnical design parameters and to establish geochemical background data for the 
on-site materials.

Initially, the large amount of existing geotechnical data available from pre-1990 KHF landfill designs 
was evaluated to assess the usefulness of this data for the B-18 design. Also, index property tests were 
initially conducted on many of the B-18 samples for comparison with properties of materials 
previously tested and to characterize the range of material types which may be important for design. 
Representative samples for strength, consolidation, compaction, shrink/swell, permeability, and 
geochemical testing were selected based on the results of index property tests, past data, and the 
importance of specific strata to the design analyses.
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3.4.2 Prior (Pre-1990) Geotechnical Data

The most pertinent pre-1990 KHF geotechnical data used in the design of B-18 is summarized in 
Table 3.3 and is based on the results of investigations reported for the following activities:

� The design of Phases II and III of Landfill Unit B-19 (Donohue and Associates, 
1988a);

� The slope failure investigation for Phase IA of Landfill Unit B-19 (Seed et al., 1988); 
and

� Generic investigations of closure alternatives for various landfills at the KHF 
(Golder, 1988b, 1989c, and 1989a).

Table 3.3 also summarizes reported properties from published literature and vendor data on 
geosynthetic liner interface testing.

3.4.3 Laboratory Testing for Landfill Design

Tables 3.4 and 3.5 summarize the B-18 geotechnical laboratory testing program and show the 
samples collected from the borings and test pits/trenches, respectively. An “X” is provided in each 
table to indicate the types of tests conducted on each sample. The analysis methods used for the 
various tests are summarized in Table 3.6.

A large number of index tests were initially conducted to evaluate the consistency of characteristics 
for the various rock and soil types. The index tests performed on a particular sample were selected 
based on the type of material. For example, plasticity index testing was conducted only on fine-
grained claystone or siltstone samples. Index property comparisons were then used to select 
representative samples to be tested for the various engineering properties (e.g., compaction, strength, 
settlement, permeability).

Tests that were conducted under conditions to simulate the B-18 site-specific conditions are indicated 
by the footnotes in Tables 3.4 and 3.5. These included:

� Conducting unconsolidated undrained (UU) triaxial tests at confining pressures 
ranging between 4 and 16 kips per square foot (ksf) to represent the anticipated range 
of overburden pressures due to the weight of the overlying waste.

� Conducting most of the clay permeability tests at a dry unit weight equal to 90 
percent of the Modified Proctor (ASTM D1557) maximum dry density and at water 
contents ranging from 2 to 6 percent above the optimum moisture content to 
represent clay liner material that has been compacted in accordance with the 
Specifications.

All of the compaction tests except two were conducted using the Modified Proctor procedures 
(ASTM D1557), which are specified for the B-18 construction. Standard Proctor procedures (ASTM 
D698) were conducted on one sandstone sample from Boring L18-K and one claystone sample from 
test pit TP-37 for comparison purposes only.



Engineering and Design Report Revision 2: August 2011
Landfill Unit B-18 - 15 - 083-91887

Golder Associates

Table 3.4 also shows that background geochemistry was analyzed for three rock samples (one each 
from borings L18-A, L18-C, and L18-F) representing a range of the claystone, siltstone, and 
sandstone. The geochemical analyses conducted are listed in Table 3.6. These are the same 
background analyses conducted for prior KHF landfill investigations.

3.4.4 Special Testing of the Phases I and II Clay Borrow Material

Plasticity and unit weight/water content tests were conducted on 15 samples of Stratum 18-8
claystone collected from Boring L18-J to assess the uniformity of the claystone. Hydrometer tests 
were then conducted on five of the 15 samples that were considered representative of the range of 
conditions in the stratum to compare grain size characteristics. Shrinkage tests were conducted on 
four of the five samples to quantify the clay shrink/swell characteristics. Plasticity index and 
hydrometer tests were also conducted on shallow claystone samples from dozer trenches DT-A and 
DT-C and from test pits TP-36, TP-38, and TP-40 to provide a comparison of conditions derived from 
the shallow weathered rock.

Modified Proctor (ASTM D1557) compaction tests were conducted on three “pure” claystone 
composites of borehole samples to determine their water content-dry density relationship. 
Permeability tests were also performed on each of these three Modified Proctor composite samples 
using material compacted at approximately 90 percent relative compaction and water contents 
ranging from 0 to 2 percent above optimum. Unconsolidated-undrained (UU) triaxial and 
consolidation tests were conducted on one Modified Proctor test sample from dozer trench DT-A that 
was considered to be representative of the clay material.

The above-described tests on “pure” claystone samples provided conservative characteristics of 
strength and consolidation parameters for the clay materials. In order to assess the potential for 
mixing the claystone with other rock materials, an additional series of tests was conducted on 
mixtures of claystone from Stratum 18-8 and sandstone/siltstone from the adjacent Stratum 18-9. Mix 
ratios of 70:30 and 50:50 (claystone:sandstone/siltstone) percent were used.

Long-term leachate compatibility testing for the B-18 clay was not conducted in light of the results of 
an extensive testing program by EMCON (1989) using on-site claystone materials. That program 
included soil/waste compatibility tests performed consistent with the California Administrative Code, 
Title 23, Chapter 3, Subchapter 15, Section 2541(b) and (c); the United States Environmental 
Protection Agency (USEPA) regulations in 40 CFR 270.17(b)(1), 270.21(b)(1), 264.22l(a)(1), and
264.301(a)(1)(i); and the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) Method 9100.

The EMCON (1989) compatibility tests showed no significant increase in clay permeability after 
displacing two volumes of pore water with a representative leachate obtained from another hazardous 
waste site operated by CWM EMCON (1989) therefore concluded that the leachate did not have a 
significant effect on the permeability of the clay.  EMCON (1989) also considered this conclusion to 
be consistent with findings reported by others in published literature, which indicate that dilute 
organic liquids do not adversely affect the permeability of clay soils.
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3.5 Laboratory Testing Results

3.5.1 General

This section summarizes the B-18-specific laboratory testing results in the following order:

1. Index properties.
2. Compaction tests.
3. Strength tests.
4. Permeability tests.
5. Consolidation tests.
6. Shrink/swell potential tests.
7. Geochemical analyses.

The complete laboratory test results and supporting information are presented in Appendices D and E.

The laboratory test results described in this section were performed prior to the development of B-18 
and provided the necessary information that guided the B-18 design.  CQA reports prepared for the 
Phases I and II construction (see Section 4.1) contain additional laboratory and field test results that 
were performed as part of the Phases I and II CQA program.  These CQA test results generally 
confirmed that the actual properties of the various as-built materials met or exceeded the material 
properties that were assumed during design.  Hence, no attempt has been made to fully incorporate 
the CQA test data into the discussions in this report. Rather, CQA test results are only mentioned 
herein when deemed appropriate to reinforce an earlier assumption or finding.  More recent testing, 
Geosyntec 2008a and b, has been conducted on proposed clay liner materials.  Test results indicate 
the clay liner is similar to that used for Phase I and II and it will be suitable for use as a clay liner in 
Phase III.  Test results that are included in Appendix E.2 and E.3 are summarized herein.

3.5.2 Index Property Tests

Plasticity index tests (i.e., Atterberg limits tests) were performed on claystone samples from Strata 
18-2 through 18-5, 18-7, 18-8 (the clay borrow source for Phases I and II), 18-9, 18-10, and 18-12. 
Table 3.7 summarizes the plasticity index data and indicates that the majority of the claystone is 
classified as high-plasticity clay (CH) having a liquid limit ranging from about 55 to 90 and a 
plasticity index ranging from about 30 to 60. One sample from Stratum 18-8 and several samples 
from other fine-grained strata were classified as low-plasticity clay (CL). These materials have a 
liquid limit ranging from about 30 to 49 and a plasticity index ranging from about 6 to 29. In addition, 
one of the plasticity index tests performed on a minor claystone/siltstone sample of Stratum 18-3
showed the characteristics of a low plasticity silt (ML).

Figure 3.3 shows a plasticity chart with plotted data points for the majority of the Stratum 18-8
samples that were tested. It can be seen from this figure that the Stratum 18-8 claystone material 
consistently lies in the CH (i.e., high-plasticity clay) range. Additional plasticity charts containing 
plotted data for the other strata that were tested are included in Appendix D.1.

Table 3.8 summarizes the tests performed to evaluate the percentage of material passing the U.S. No. 
200 sieve (i.e., fine-grained silt and clay) for the various samples tested. The colluvial soil samples 
generally have a fairly high percentage (about 33 to 81 percent) of fine-grained materials. This 
variation apparently relates to the origin of the colluvial materials with the highest percentage of fines 
being derived from siltstone or claystone. The data in Table 3.8 for sandstone shows a relatively low 
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percentage of fines that ranges from about 11 to 37 percent. Clayey and silty sandstone samples 
showed the largest variation of percent fines (from about 21 to 73 percent) which reflects the varying 
amount of fine-grained laminations in these samples.

Figure 3.4 presents the grain size envelopes obtained from sieve analyses on sandstone samples from 
Stratum 18-9 and hydrometer tests on claystones from Stratum 18-8. Individual test results for 
samples from these strata and other rock units are included in Appendix D.2. These results further 
show the relative uniformity of the various rock types at B-18. The sandstones have relatively 
uniform grain sizes that fall mostly in the 4 to 0.1 millimeter diameter range. The percentage fines in
the sandstones is approximately 10 to 40 percent. The claystone is well-graded with at least 80 
percent fines and about 5 to 30 percent of the particles being smaller than 0.001 millimeters. The 
clay-size fraction (particles with a diameter less than 0.002 millimeters) varies between about 12 and 
40 percent.

Natural moisture contents and dry densities for samples tested are presented on the boring logs in 
Appendix B. Typically, the sandstone materials have a natural moisture content varying between 
about 8 and 20 percent and a natural dry density varying between about 95 and 121 pounds per cubic 
foot (pcf). The claystone material’s natural moisture content typically varies between about 15 and 30 
percent and its dry density range is approximately 90 to 105 pcf.

Figure 3.5 contains a plot showing the relationship of the natural water content to the Atterberg limits 
for claystone samples from Stratum 18-8.  This relationship is useful for qualitatively evaluating the 
compressibility and strength behavior of the claystone. The data in Figure 3.5 show that the natural 
water content of the Stratum 18-8 claystone is typically less than or roughly equal to its plastic limit. 
This condition is indicative of a material with relatively low compressibility and high strength. The 
importance of this condition is that it allowed the settlements of the B-18 foundation to be calculated 
based on the theory of elasticity.  Other interesting features that can be seen from Figure 3.5 are the 
following:

� The natural water content of the Stratum 18-8 claystone is relatively close to its 
optimum moisture content as determined from Modified Proctor compaction tests 
(see Section 3.5.3); and

� The Stratum 18-8 claystone plasticity characteristics are relatively uniform 
throughout its entire depth, although a lower-plasticity zone was encountered in the 
70- to 90-foot depth range.

� Recent testing on the proposed clay liner material, summarized in Table 3.13, 
indicates the plasticity index data of the claystone is generally classified as high-
plasticity clay (CH) having a liquid limit ranging from about 58 to 105 and a 
plasticity index ranging from about 29 to 72.  The fines content of the claystone 
ranged from 76 percent to nearly 100 percent.  This is consistent with clay liner 
materials used for Phases I and II.

3.5.3 Compaction Tests

Table 3.9 summarizes the results of compaction tests conducted on a variety of composited samples 
and on individual bag samples from test pit TP-42 and dozer trenches DT-A and DT-C. With the 
exception of composite Samples No. 4 and No. 11, all of the tests were performed using the Modified 
Proctor test method (ASTM D1557), which is the method that was specified for the Phases I and II 



Engineering and Design Report Revision 2: August 2011
Landfill Unit B-18 - 18 - 083-91887

Golder Associates

construction (ESI, 1990b) and is specified for the Phase III and final closure construction (see 
Appendix O). The Standard Proctor test method (ASTM D698) was utilized for Samples No. 4 and 
No. 11 in order to assess the differences in densities resulting from the use of a lower compactive 
energy (the Modified Proctor method utilizes an energy of 56,000 foot-pounds per cubic foot as 
compared to an energy of only 12,400 foot-pounds per cubic foot for the Standard Proctor method). 
Individual plots for the Modified and Standard Proctor tests are provided in Appendices D.3 and D.4, 
respectively.

The Modified Proctor compaction data indicate that the optimum water content for the claystone is on 
the order of 21 to 25 percent and the corresponding maximum dry density is approximately 96 to 104 
pcf. As the percentage of sandstone increases, the optimum moisture content is expected to decrease 
and the maximum dry density to increase.  The recent testing by Geosyntec, presented in Appendix 
E.2, indicates lower optimum moisture contents and higher maximum dry density than previous 
testing.  The optimum moisture content and maximum dry density ranged from 12.5 to 20.1 percent 
and 105.5 to 122.0 pcf, respectively.  These variations are not significant and do not necessarily 
indicate a change in the clay quality.

The compaction tests using the Standard Proctor method indicate that the claystone’s optimum water 
content for this lower compactive energy increases to about 30 percent while the maximum dry 
density decreases to below 90 pcf. A similar amount of change was also observed for the mixture of 
sandstone and claystone tested.

3.5.4 Strength Tests on Relatively Undisturbed Samples

Strength properties of the in-situ rock materials that form the sidewalls of the majority of B-18 were 
evaluated by the following two types of tests:

1. Unconsolidated–undrained (UU) triaxial compression tests performed on relatively 
undisturbed samples of silty sandstone and claystone as summarized in Appendix 
D.5.  These tests allowed failure to occur on the weakest plane in the sample and 
provided representative data for evaluating the stability of slopes in which failure 
along bedding planes may occur.

2. Direct shear tests performed on relatively undisturbed samples of sandstone and 
claystone, as summarized in Figure 3.6 and Appendix D.8.  The direct shear samples 
were oriented such that failure occurred across bedding planes.  These test results 
were then used for the stability evaluation of slopes which are not parallel or nearly 
parallel to the bedding.

Figure 3.6 also includes direct shear test data from the previous B-19 Phases II and III investigation 
(Golder, 1988b) for comparison.

The in-situ rock strengths along bedding planes obtained from the UU triaxial tests were consistently 
higher than the minimum strengths obtained for similar conditions for the design of B-19 Phases II 
and III (Golder, 1988b).  Therefore, in order to be conservative for B-18 cut slopes in the west-facing 
direction, it was concluded that the appropriate rock strength along bedding planes should be 
represented by a friction angle (�� = 36 degrees and a cohesion intercept (c) = 0, as recommended by 
Golder (1988b).
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As shown on Figure 3.6, the shear strength parameters for evaluating slope stability for crossbed 
conditions was evaluated to be � = 40 degrees and c = 800 pounds per square foot (psf).  As can be 
seen in Figure 3.6, these strength parameters provide an approximately lower-bound limit of the 
direct shear test data conducted for the B-18 and B-19 (Golder, 1988b) investigations.

3.5.5 Strength Tests on Remolded Samples

The following two types of tests were performed to evaluate the strength of the clay liner for use in 
assessing the stability of B-18 at different times throughout its life:

1. UU triaxial compression tests were conducted on remolded sandstone and claystone 
samples to provide strength parameters to assess landfill stability for short-term 
conditions (i.e., prior to significant clay liner consolidation occurring due to the 
weight of the overlying waste).

2. Consolidated–undrained (CU) triaxial compression tests were conducted on remolded 
claystone samples for use in evaluating the long-term stability of B-18 (i.e., after the 
clay liner consolidation is essentially complete).

The results of the UU and CU triaxial tests are included in Appendices D.6 and D.7, respectively.

The UU triaxial test results indicate that the short-term strength of the clay liner can be represented by 
� = 8 degrees and c = 3,600 psf. After consolidation is essentially complete, the clay liner is 
significantly stronger and can be represented by � = 15 degrees and c = 1,500 psf.

CU triaxial compression tests conducted on silty sandstone materials from Stratum 18-9 indicate that 
the shear strength of these materials when compacted to 95 percent relative compaction can be 
represented by � = 30 degrees and c = 3,000 psf. These strength parameters are considered 
appropriate for evaluating the stability of structural fill and embankments constructed from low 
plasticity borrow materials.

3.5.6 Permeability Tests

The five permeability tests summarized in Table 3.10 were conducted on clay samples derived from 
the Stratum 18-8 claystone. These tests show that the anticipated permeability under laboratory 
conditions varies between about 2 x 10-8 and 2 x 10-9 cm/s. For comparison, the field SDRI test 
performed by ESI (1992) indicated that the permeability of a clay liner constructed of Stratum 18-8
claystone is on the order of approximately 5 x 10-8 cm/s.

The laboratory permeability tests were conducted under a variety of conditions to evaluate the degree 
to which the particle size and weathering of the claystone may affect its permeability. The first two 
tests in Table 3.10 were conducted using a maximum particle size of 3/8-inches in the Proctor mold. 
Although small with respect to field compaction equipment, the 3/8-inch particle size is relatively 
large for small-scale laboratory permeability tests. The second two tests in Table 3.10 were conducted 
using a 1/4-inch maximum particle size, which corresponds to the ASTM procedures.  The final test 
in Table 3.10 was designed to simulate the field conditions anticipated for B-18. This test was 
conducted by allowing the material to weather over a two-week period and without controlling the 
particle size. This procedure best represents the conditions which are realized in the field as the clay 
borrow material is mixed, worked, stockpiled, and recovered with wetting operations at various times 
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during these activities. Experience from the Phases I and II construction indicates that adequate 
permeabilities are realized if a maximum particle size of 1 to 2 inches is maintained.

Recent permeability tests, Geosyntec 2008, indicate the proposed clay liner material has a 
permeability of less than 1 x 10-7 cm/sec.  The tests show that the anticipated permeability under 
laboratory conditions varies between about 9 x 10-8 and 4 x 10-9 cm/s, and 4.2 x 10-8 cm/s based on 
the field SDRI (see Appendix E.2 and E.3).

3.5.7 Consolidation Tests

Consolidation tests were conducted on two samples of the Stratum 18-8 clay that were compacted to 
conditions similar to those specified for construction. These tests provided information for:

� Estimating the amount of settlement that will occur in the clay liners as a result of the 
waste loading; and

� Estimating the rate at which pore pressures will dissipate from the clay liner in order 
to evaluate if there is a potential for excess pore pressure build-up.

The two consolidation tests showed similar compressive stress versus void ratio relationships.  The 
results of the consolidation tests are included in Appendix D.9.

3.5.8 Shrink/Swell Potential Tests

Tables 3.11 and 3.12 summarize the shrink/swell test results for relatively undisturbed and remolded 
Stratum 18-8 claystone samples, respectively. The test results for the relatively undisturbed samples 
in Table 3.11 indicate that the in-situ claystone has low to moderate swell potential under low 
confining pressures. At high confining pressures, such as those on the base liner system, the swelling 
potential of the claystone is considered negligible based on the test results in Table 3.11.

The data in Table 3.12 shows that remolded Stratum 18-8 clay has a moderate to high swelling 
potential under low confining pressures. This indicates that it is important to keep the clay liner 
materials wet after placement and prior to deployment of the overlying geosynthetics in order to 
prevent significant desiccation cracking. Appropriate steps were taken to prevent excessive drying of 
the clay liner during the Phases I and II construction.  Similar preventative procedures are specified 
for the Phase III clay liner construction (see Appendix O.1).

3.5.9 Geochemical Tests

Background geochemical analyses were conducted on representative claystone, siltstone, and 
sandstone samples prior to the development of B-18.  These test results are presented in Appendix 
D.10.

Additional geochemical analyses were performed on seven bedrock samples collected from the B-18
excavations during the construction of Phases I and II (Golder, 1992; GCS, 1993b).  The results of 
these tests were consistent with the typical natural background composition (in terms of analytes and 
concentrations) of the San Joaquin Formation bedrock.
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3.6 Method 9090 (Liner /Leachate Compatibility Testing

As a condition of the Hazardous Waste Facility Permit (DTSC, 2003) “the Permittee shall test all 
components of landfill liners for waste/leachate compatibility using EPA Method 9090 or other more 
appropriate methods approved by DTSC.  The liner components include seamed portions of 60-mil 
[HDPE], [HDPE] geomembrane material, [HDPE] geonet, geotextiles fabric, graded gravel used as 
drainage material, and [HDPE] piping used in the leachate collection systems.”

For Landfill B-18 Phases I and II, leachate samples from an on-site hazardous waste landfill were 
used to test compatibility with the liner components.  The following reports were submitted to the
agencies, confirming the acceptability of the materials:

� Chemical Compatibility  Testing of National Seal 60 mil Geomembrane with 
Kettleman Hills Waste Leachate, Soltex Resin, NSC#CO2A, Final Report 
(TRI/Environmental, Inc., October 14, 1991)

� Leachate Compatibility of Geosynthetic Materials – Kettleman Hills Facility, Final 
Report (J&L Testing Company, November 4, 1991)

� Geotechnical Laboratory Test Results Aggregate/Leachate Compatibility Testing, 
Kettleman Hills Facility, (J&L Testing Company, November 7, 1991)

� NSC 60 mil Textured HDPE Chemical Compatibility Testing EPA Method 9090 –
Kettleman Hills Facility, (J&L Testing Company, September 8, 1992)

The materials that were tested in 1991 and 1992 (during the B-18 construction) by J&L Testing 
Company included:

Gundle XL-14 Geonet
NSC PN-3000 Geonet
Trevira 1125 Geotextile
Gundle 60mil HDPE Geomembrane
Gundle 60mil Textured HDPE Geomembrane (New Resin)
NSC 60 mil Textured HDPE Geomembrane (1992 testing)
PVC Pipe
HDPE Pipe
LCRS Gravel

Testing was conducted in accordance with the Test Protocol and Methodology for Compatibility 
Testing (CWMI, May 31, 1988, revised August 31, 1989).  This Test Protocol was approved with the 
issuance of EPA Permit Modification #2 and DTSC Permit Modification #1.  Results of the testing 
indicate that the liner components, when exposed to leachate, would function satisfactorily and had 
no adverse cumulative effect on the physical and/or engineering properties.

Phase III will utilize similar materials for the construction of the liner components.  The previous test 
results as well as industry-wide testing of liner materials with leachate (see Appendix F, Attachment 
3), indicate that the proposed materials will function without adverse effect due to the exposure to 
leachate.  Based on these data, no additional compatibility testing is proposed for materials to be used 
in the construction of Phase III.  As allowed by the Hazardous Waste Facility Permit, the “existing 
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test data from similar studies, and manufacturer supplied specifications [may be] used as an 
alternative [to testing].”
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4.0 LANDFILL B-18 DESCRIPTION

4.1 General

This section describes the B-18 design configuration, the key elements of B-18, and the supporting 
reasoning for the B-18 design.

B-18 development includes the following three phases:

� Phase I, which was constructed from October 1990 to February 1992 and has a 
footprint area of approximately 21 acres as shown on Sheet 2 in Appendix A.1.

� Phase II, which was constructed from August 1992 to November 1993 and has a 
footprint area of approximately 32 acres as shown on Sheet 2 in Appendix A.1.

� Phase III, which is anticipated to be constructed in 2012 and will have a footprint 
area of approximately 13.8 acres as shown on Sheet C-3 in Appendix A.2.

The landfill components and construction procedures for the three phases and final closure of B-18
are described in the following documents:

1. The Drawings for Phases I and II provided in Appendix A.1.  It is noted that the 
original final closure design of B-18 shown on the Drawings in Appendix A.1 is 
superseded by the final closure design shown on the Drawings in Appendix A.2 
and discussed herein.

2. The Drawings for Phase III and final closure provided in Appendix A.2.

3. The Specifications and CQA Plan for Phases I and II (ESI, 1990b).

4. The Specifications for Phase III and final closure contained in Appendices O.1 and 
O.2, respectively.

5. The CQA Plans for Phase III and final closure presented in Appendices P.1 and P.2, 
respectively.

6. The CQA Reports prepared for Phase I, which consist of the following:

a. Volume 1 – Subgrade Geologic Mapping Report (Golder, 1992).

b. Volume 2 – Clay Liner Source Report (ECS, 1992a).

c. Volume 3 – Secondary Clay Liner Construction Report (ECS, 1992b).

d. Volume 4 – Secondary HDPE Liner and Leachate Collection System 
Construction Report (ECS, 1992c).

e. Volume 5 – Primary Clay Liner Construction Report (ECS, 1992d).
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f. Volume 6 – Primary HDPE Liner and Leachate Collection System 
Construction Report (ECS, 1992e).

g. Volume 7 – Summary Construction Observation Report (ECS, 1992f).

h. Volume 8 – Operational Features Report (ECS, 1992g).

i. Volume 9 – Design Changes and Design Clarifications Report (ECS, 1992h).

7. The CQA Reports prepared for Phase II, which consist of the following:

a. Volume 1 – Clay Liner Source Report (GCS, 1993a).

b. Volume 2 – Subgrade Geologic Mapping Report (GCS, 1993b).

c. Volume 3 – Excavation and Structural Fill Placement Construction Report 
(GCS, 1993c).

d. Volume 4 – Secondary Clay Liner Construction Report (GCS, 1993d).

e. Volume 5 – Secondary and Vadose HDPE Liner and Leachate Collection 
System Construction Report (GCS, 1993e).

f. Volume 6 – Primary Clay Liner Construction Report (GCS, 1993f).

g. Volume 7 – Primary HDPE Liner and Leachate Collection System 
Construction Report (GCS, 1993g).

h. Volume 8 – Summary Construction Observation Report (GCS, 1993h).

i. Volume 9 – Operational Features Report (GCS, 1993i).

An overview of the existing Phases I and II of B-18 is provided on the following sheets in Appendix 
A.1:

� Sheet 2 shows the Phases I and II areas and the former stockpile areas that were used 
for temporary storage of excavated materials during the construction of Phases I and 
II.

� Sheet 3 shows the Phase I subgrade elevations and the initial Phases I and II clay 
borrow area configuration in the Stratum 18-8 claystone described in Section 3 (see 
Figures 3.1 and 3.2). 

� Sheet 7 generally shows how the Phases I and II clay borrow area was expanded after 
completion of Phase I but prior to the construction of Phase II.  However, the grades 
shown on Sheet 7 were adjusted such that overexcavation below the Phase II 
subgrade was avoided.

� Sheet 8 shows the interim closure of Phase I and the Phase II subgrade elevations.
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An overview of the proposed Phase III and final closure of B-18 is provided on the following 
sheets in Appendix A.2:

� Sheet C-1 and C-2 show the existing conditions of the B-18 area (as of March 28, 
2008) and the location of the Phase III clay borrow area (borrow is within Landfill B-
17).

� Sheet C-3 shows the subgrade elevations for all of B-18.

� Sheet C-4 illustrates the configuration of the B-18 closure cover final development 
grades (including benches, drainage, and access roads) for B-18.

� Sheets C-5 and C-6 show critical cross sections that further detail the development of 
B-18

� Sheet C-7 provides critical details for the liner cross section, liner termination, liner 
tie-in, and other items required for development of B-18.

� Sheet C-8 provides critical details for the extension of the existing leachate riser 
system as well as development of a replacement leachate riser and tank station.

� Sheet C-9 provides details to convey drainage into the new southern retention basin.

� Sheet C-10 provides additional drainage bench details and the final cover profile.

Detailed descriptions of the B-18 design are provided in the following sections:

� Section 4.2 – Phase I;

� Section 4.3 – Phase II;

� Section 4.4 – Phase III;

� Section 4.5 – Final Closure;

� Section 4.6 – Clay Borrow Operations;

� Section 4.7 – Liner Systems;

� Section 4.8 – Leachate Collection and Recovery Systems;

� Section 4.9 – Surface Water Control; and

� Section 4.10 – Utilities.
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4.2 Phase I

Phase I comprises the western 40 percent (approximately) of the existing B-18 area (see Sheets 2 to 6 
in Appendix A.1). Phase I of B-18 was configured so that:

� Disposed wastes are located within the 1990 CUP Facilities Boundary (Kings 
County, 1990).

� The number of boundary curves, which complicate excavation and liner construction, 
were minimized.

� Approximately 1,000,000 cubic yards of waste (including daily cover) were disposed 
of in Phase I.

� The waste is adequately stable under the operating and interim fill conditions.

The north, south, and west sides of Phase I form the originally-planned ultimate B-18 limits and were 
constructed as the final waste containment boundary. However, the proposed Phase III expansion will 
extend the ultimate limits of B-18 such that the Phase I area will be bordered by Phase III along the 
full length of its north, south, and west sides. The entire east side of Phase I is bordered by Phase II.  
Prior to the construction of Phase II, the east boundary of Phase I consisted of a berm (the Phase I/II 
Berm) that rises approximately 40 to 45 feet above the landfill base (see Sheets 3 and 8 in Appendix 
A.1). The Phase I/II Berm allowed waste to be filled in horizontal lifts in Phase I without having a
laterally-unsupported waste slope on the Phase I base liner system.  This minimized the risk of slope 
instability during Phase I disposal operations.  The Phase I/II Berm is a permanent feature of the B-18
floor.

Almost all of Phase I is within excavated rock of the San Joaquin Formation. The only significant 
areas that required structural fill during the construction of Phase I were along the B-18 Perimeter 
Road near the northwest and southwest corners of B-18, as shown on Sheet 3A and in Section A-
3A/15 on Sheet 15 in Appendix A.1.

The former access route into the Phase I area during its initial filling is illustrated on Sheet 5 in 
Appendix A.1. The main waste truck access included the following segments:

� Entering B-18 near the northwest corner of Phase I.

� Proceeding southward along the northern two–thirds (approximately) of the B-18
Perimeter Road on the west side of B-18.

� Proceeding down the 35-foot-wide access ramp on the west, south, and east Phase I 
waste area slopes. Special liner and road construction details for this access ramp are 
discussed in Section 4.7.3.3.

The Phase I waste area access ramp discussed above was aligned to intersect the top of the Phase I/II 
Berm near the southeast corner of Phase I. This allowed operations personnel to move landfill 
equipment and daily soil cover into the Phase I waste area along a temporary road on top of the Phase 
I/II Berm without impacting the main waste truck access. The appropriate manner for handling site 
traffic was refined on an on-going basis as operational experience was gained.
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The existing B-18 Perimeter Road (see Section A-3,8/15 on Sheet 15 and Section A on Sheet 17 in 
Appendix A.1) is typically set back approximately 20 feet from the waste disposal limit to allow for 
the future construction of the final closure cover (Section 4.5). This separation is wider at two 
locations along the western portion of the B-18 Perimeter Road to accommodate the leachate 
collection and recovery system (LCRS) riser pads.

The base of Phase I is subdivided into two separate leachate collection zones that are referred to as 
Areas IA and IB, as shown on Sheets 2 through 5 in Appendix A.1. These areas are sloped toward 
two separate leachate sumps. This arrangement reduces the flow length for leachate to be collected as 
compared to an arrangement with only one sump at either end of the Phase I base. The sump areas are 
described in Section 4.8.

Waste was placed in nearly level, 10-foot-thick lifts across the entire Phase I area. This filling method 
avoided the condition of having interim waste slopes that were supported directly on the liner system. 
The interim waste surface was sloped slightly toward the north to allow for collection of surface 
water at a single location away from the waste fill access ramp.

Sheet 6 in Appendix A.1 shows the Phase I Intermediate Closure configuration that provided 
approximately 1,000,000 cubic yards of initial airspace in the Phase I area.  The intermediate closure 
was primarily an operational condition to allow time for the then newly constructed Phase II to be 
filled to an elevation above the Phase I/II berm.  Design considerations for this intermediate fill plan 
consisted of the following:

� A maximum waste elevation of approximately 810 feet to provide the 1,000,000 
cubic yards of airspace.

� The east-facing intermediate closure slope was configured to provide adequate 
stability against a potential wedge failure occurring along the liner system.  This 
stability consideration is discussed in Section 5.3.4.

� The south-facing intermediate closure slope was configured such that the access ramp 
to the Phase I waste area was maintained to provide access into the Phase II disposal 
area. 

� The north-facing intermediate closure slope was provided to avoid having any 
laterally-unsupported portion of the waste fill directly on the liner system.

The Phase I Intermediate Closure top deck included a run-off collection sump to temporarily collect 
direct rainfall run-off from the top deck area. Control of this run-off is described in Section 4.9.3.

Once the Phase I Intermediate Closure elevations were reached, the flatter portions of the 
intermediate closure slopes (i.e., the top deck slopes) were temporarily covered by a nominal soil 
foundation layer and an overlying temporary 40-mil HDPE geomembrane for infiltration control.  
The temporary run-off collection sump in the top deck area was also lined with a 40-mil HDPE 
geomembrane to minimize infiltration during the infrequent periods when surface water was 
temporarily retained in this sump. The sideslope portions of the Phase I Intermediate Closure area 
were covered with soil as shown in Section A-6/23 on Sheet 23 in Appendix A.1 to provide stability 
and infiltration control.  This soil was recovered and used for daily cover when waste disposal in the 
Phase I area resumed.  Additionally, the 40-mil HDPE geomembrane was removed prior to covering 
the interim Phase I top deck with additional waste.
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4.3 Phase II

Phase II comprises the eastern 60 percent (approximately) of the existing B-18 area (see Sheets 2, 8, 
9, and 10 in Appendix A.1). This area encompasses the initial Phases I and II clay borrow area 
(excavated during the Phase I construction), the Phases I and II clay mixing area shown on the 
Drawings in Appendix A.1, and the Phase II clay borrow area expansion shown on Sheet 7 in 
Appendix A.1 (excavated prior to the construction of Phase II).  Phase II of B-18 was configured so 
that:

� Disposed wastes are located within the 1990 CUP Facilities Boundary (Kings 
County, 1990).

� The number of boundary curves, which complicate construction, were minimized.

� The waste is adequately stable under the operating and interim fill conditions.

The eastern portion of Phase II was located to allow for the construction of the Northeast 
Containment Basin (see Sheet C-2 and C-3 in Appendix A.2). 

Most of the Phase II area was also formed by excavation into rock of the San Joaquin Formation. A 
fill embankment was constructed along the eastern portion of Phase II where the former main natural 
drainage channel formed a low spot in the B-18 perimeter (see Figure 2.1). This fill embankment 
contains waste on its western (Phase II) side and forms the western sideslope of the Northeast 
Containment Basin on its eastern side.  A cross-section of this embankment is shown in Section A-
8/23 on Sheet 23 in Appendix A.1.  Fill was also placed along the southern portion of the B-18
Perimeter Road (see Section D-8/15 on Sheet 15 in Appendix A.1) and to form the remaining upper 
sideslopes of the Northeast Containment Basin.

Waste truck access into Phase II occurred along the previously-described (see Section 4.2) access 
route into Phase I.  This was accomplished by extending the Phase I access ramp across the Phase I/II 
Berm and then constructing an access ramp down the southern Phase II sideslope, as shown on Sheet 
9 in Appendix A.1.  This access ramp was 44 feet wide (see Section A on Sheet 16A in Appendix 
A.1) to provide adequate room for waste truck and operations equipment traffic. 

As with Phase I, the existing B-18 Perimeter Road (see Section A-3,8/15 on Sheet 15 and Section A 
on Sheet 17 in Appendix A.1) is typically set back approximately 20 feet from the Phase II waste 
disposal limit to allow for the future construction of the final closure cover (Section 4.5). This 
separation is wider at two locations along the northeastern and southeastern portions of the B-18
Perimeter Road to accommodate the Phase II LCRS riser pads.

Phase II is also provided with two separated sumps (see Sheets 8, 9, and 10 in Appendix A.1) serving 
areas designated as Areas IIA and IIB.  These sumps are located to optimize drainage distances within 
the Phase II LCRS and to provide access for the leachate pump and storage facilities along the Phase 
II perimeter.

Waste placement in the Phase II area also occurred in nearly level lifts to avoid laterally-unsupported 
slopes against the liner system. A slight slope on the waste surface was maintained toward one or two 
low areas during filling to allow for collection of direct rainfall run-off in the Phase II area. 
Procedures that were used for handling this run-off are described in Section 4.9.5.
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When the waste elevation in Phase II reached the Phase I/II berm height, the entire existing B-18
Landfill began operating as a single contiguous disposal area.

4.4 Phase III

The proposed Phase III vertical and lateral expansion of B-18 will increase the footprint area of the 
landfill by approximately 14 acres.  Most of the lateral expansion area will be along the existing 
western, northwestern, and southern edges of B-18.  Sheet C-3 in Appendix A.2 shows the limit of 
the existing B-18 liner system and the limit of the Phase III expansion area.  Phase III of B-18 is 
configured so that:

� Disposed wastes are located within the modified CUP Facilities Boundary.

� The number of boundary curves, which complicate construction, will be minimized.

� The maximum waste elevation is increased from 965 feet to 1,018 feet, which 
provides B-18 with a total airspace of approximately 15,700,000 cubic yards.  Of this 
total airspace capacity (volume between base grades and final grades which includes 
lining and final cover systems), the expansion of B-18 accounts for approximately 
5,000,000 cubic yards of airspace.

� The waste is adequately stable under the operating, interim, and final fill conditions.

Construction of the Phase III liner system will be completed in one continuous construction sequence 
in accordance with the certified EIR. However, to facilitate early use of a portion of the expansion 
area, KHF will submit a CQA certification report for the 3.5-acre Phase IIIA area in the northwestern 
portion of the Phase III expansion area. Once approval from the regulatory agencies is obtained, the 
site will begin placement of waste within the approved Phase IIIA limits. Construction of the Phase 
IIIB liner system will continue and would be expected to be completed within 6 months of the 
initiation of waste placement in Phase IIIA. A separate CQA certification report will be prepared and 
submitted for Phase IIIB.

The configuration of the Phase IIIA waste fill is shown on Sheet C-4A in Appendix A.2.  As can be 
seen on Sheet C-4A, the waste placement in Phase IIIA will involve filling to final design grades 
along the north, east, and west portions of the landfill.  The south limit of waste in Phase IIIA will 
terminate in a 2H:1V interim waste fill slope.  A lined temporary stormwater containment berm will 
be provided a minimum of 10 feet from the toe of the Phase IIIA interim waste slope as shown in 
Detail 1 on Sheet C-4A.  This temporary berm will prevent stormwater run-off from the 24-hour PMP 
storm event from leaving the Phase IIIA area and will also prevent stormwater run-on from entering 
the Phase IIIA area from the south, as discussed in Sections 5.5.5 and 5.5.4, respectively.  The Phase 
IIIA area will not involve the construction of any leachate controls; the temporary stormwater 
containment berm will also serve to contain leachate and direct this leachate to the adjacent Phase IA 
leachate collection system.

The southern limits of Phase III are located to allow for the construction of a second surface water 
run-off containment basin for B-18, herein referred to as the South Containment Basin, which will be 
built during the construction of Phase IIIB.  The layout of Phase III and the South Containment Basin 
also allows two of the existing groundwater monitoring wells along the south side of B-18 (K-51 and 
K-32R) to be protected during the construction of Phase III.  Monitoring well K-68 will be extended 
due to soil fill placement in the vicinity of this well.
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The Phase III expansion will involve the construction of an additional sideslope liner system only 
(i.e., no additional base liner will be installed).  Most of the Phase III sideslope liner will be 
constructed over either the existing B-18 Perimeter Road or the existing rock cut slopes located above 
the existing B-18 Perimeter Road.  The existing rock cut slope will be regraded to the proposed 
design subgrade for Phase III.  A fill embankment will be required along much of the southern and 
southeastern boundary of the Phase III limits to build this area up to the design subgrade elevations.  
This fill embankment will contain the waste on its northern (Phase III) side and will form the northern 
sideslope of the South Containment Basin on its southern side.  A cross-section of this embankment is 
shown in Section D on Sheet C-5 in Appendix A.2.

Waste truck access into the Phase III disposal area will be initially through the existing entry point 
into B-18 at its northwest corner.  Access to B-18 will eventually be relocated to the west side 
perimeter access road as the waste fill is extended above the surrounding topography.

The new B-18 Perimeter Road (see Sheet C-3 and C-4 in Appendix A.2) will typically be set back a
minimum of 20 feet from the Phase III waste disposal limit to allow for the future construction of the 
final closure cover (Section 4.5).  This separation will be wider at the locations of the three LCRS
riser pads (the riser pads for Areas IA, IB, and IIB) that will be relocated up to the new B-18
Perimeter Road during the Phase III construction.

Phase III will not include any additional floor areas.  Hence, no new LCRS sumps will be constructed 
as part of Phase III.  Depending upon where leachate originates within Phase III, it will flow to one of 
the four existing sumps (IA, IB, IIA, and IIB).

Similar to Phases I and II, waste will be placed in the Phase III area in nearly level lifts to avoid 
laterally-unsupported slopes against the liner system.  A slight waste surface slope will be maintained 
toward one or two low areas during operations to allow for collection of direct rainfall run-off in the 
Phase III area. Procedures that will be used for handling this run-off are described in Section 4.9.7.

4.5 Final Closure

Sheet C-4 in Appendix A.2 shows the proposed B-18 final closure configuration, which is based on 
the following parameters:

� Overall closure slope inclinations of 4H:1V.

� Approximately 25-foot wide benches at maximum vertical intervals of 50 feet. 

� Approximately 3.5H:1V slope inclinations between the individual benches.

Access to each final cover bench and the top deck will be provided by either the new B-18 Perimeter 
Road or the Cover Access Road that will run up the west sideslope of B-18 at the approximate 
location shown on Sheet C-4 in Appendix A.2. This Cover Access Road will be developed during 
operations to haul waste onto the above-grade disposal areas.

The final cover benches will be sloped to direct surface water flow to the Cover Access Road and/or 
the new B-18 Perimeter Road. The longitudinal slope of the benches will generally be about 2 percent 
to control flow velocities and to allow adjustment for differential settlement of the waste. The Cover 
Access Road and the new B-18 Perimeter Road will both be sloped at about 8 percent in most 
locations. 
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Each final cover bench will be configured as a trapezoidal drainage ditch to provide the necessary 
capacity to adequately convey surface water flows resulting from the 6-hour Probable Maximum 
Precipitation (PMP) storm event.  The 6-hour PMP is used to design conveyance structures (e.g. 
channels) since the rainfall intensity is greater than the 24-hour PMP, and is therefore conservative.  
The Cover Access Road will be configured with a lined V-ditch to convey surface water flows from 
the 100-year 24-hour storm event.  In the event of the 6-hour PMP storm event, the flow will be 
contained within the road width.

In accordance with the current Hazardous Waste Facility Permit for the KHF (DTSC, 2003), the final 
cover system for B-18 will consist of the following components (from bottom to top):

� Intermediate soil cover (minimum of 1 foot) over the last lift of waste.

� A foundation layer consisting of a minimum of 1 foot of compacted soil having a 
maximum permeability of 1x10-5 cm/s.

� 40-mil textured HDPE geomembrane.

� A 12 oz/sy nonwoven geotextile.

� A minimum 2.5-foot-thick vegetative cover soil layer.  The top surface of the 
vegetative cover soil layer will be vegetated with plants having shallow root depths.  
Seed types for the final cover vegetation are provided in Section 02924 of the final 
closure Specifications in Appendix O.2.

The portions of the geomembrane located under the Cover Access Road and benches will be sloped at 
a minimum of 2 percent toward the outside of the landfill so that any water in the geotextile drainage 
layer can flow toward the toe of the cover system around the perimeter of the landfill. 

Detail 4 on Sheet C-7 in Appendix A.2 shows the typical perimeter detail of how the final cover 
system will be terminated and toed out onto the B-18 Perimeter Road.  The HDPE geomembrane and 
geotextile of the cover system will be terminated approximately 5-feet out beyond the limit of the 
foundation layer.

In accordance with 22 CCR 66264.111 and 66264.310, B-18 has been designed to be closed in a 
manner that will:

� Minimize the need for further maintenance;

� Control, minimize or eliminate, to the extent necessary, to protect human health and 
the environment, post-closure escape of hazardous waste, hazardous constituents, 
leachate, contaminated rainfall or run-off, or waste decomposition products to 
groundwater, surface water or the atmosphere;

� Prevent the downward entry of water into the closed landfill throughout a period of at 
least 100 years;

� Promote drainage;

� Accommodate settling and subsidence so that the cover’s integrity is maintained; and 
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� Accommodate lateral and vertical shear forces generated by the MCE.

After waste acceptance ceases in B-18, the intermediate cover/foundation layer will be graded per the 
final closure grading plan, as shown on Sheet C-4.  A 40 mil HDPE geomembrane, geotextiles and 
vegetative cover will be constructed over the foundation layer. The entire cover will be vegetated for 
erosion control.  The final cover has been designed to avoid ponding, control run-off, minimize 
erosion and withstand the MCE event.  Therefore the cover will function with minimum maintenance.  
The base liner and closure cover will provide barriers to protect human health and the environment.

Post-closure inspections will be performed and post-closure maintenance will occur in accordance 
with the Hazardous Waste Facility Permit (DTSC, 2003).

4.6 Clay Borrow Operations

4.6.1 Phases I and II

The initial Phases I and II clay borrow area excavation was completed during the Phase I excavation 
as shown on Sheet 3 in Appendix A.1. Sheet 7 in Appendix A.1 shows how the Phases I and II clay 
borrow area was extended toward the southeast before the Phase II construction began.  The cross-
sections on Figure 3.2 illustrate how the area was excavated to borrow clay from the thick Stratum 
18-8 claystone in the Phase II footprint.

The west-facing sideslope of the clay borrow area was excavated along the rock’s dip as the claystone 
was recovered down to the underlying stratum. This sideslope had an inclination of approximately 25 
to 30 degrees on average.  The other sideslopes of the clay borrow area cut across bedding planes and 
were inclined at 2H:1V.

A bench was provided around the initial borrow area (see Sheet 3 in Appendix A.1) at an elevation of 
approximately 720 feet.  This bench was used to anchor the 40-mil HDPE geomembrane (see Section 
B on Sheet 13 in Appendix A.1) in the bottom of the borrow area.  This lined area served as an 
interim containment basin for run-off from the Phase I access roads.

Sheet 3 in Appendix A.1 also shows how the eastern portion of the Phase II area was initially graded 
to create a relatively flat clay mixing area.  KHF construction crews prepared the claystone in this 
area to achieve the required engineering properties for clay liner material. The clay preparation 
procedures used for the Phases I and II construction included the following activities:

� Ripping and excavation of the claystone in a manner that reduced the friable material 
to relatively small particle sizes;

� Mechanical breakdown of the excavated material to further reduce particle sizes; and

� Moisture conditioning of the clay liner material on mixing tables.

The clay liner test pad described in Appendix E.1 was constructed of Stratum 18-8 clay from the 
Phases I and II borrow source.  This clay liner test pad program demonstrated that the Stratum 18-8
clay was suitable for use as clay liner material under field conditions.
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4.6.2 Phase III

The Phase III clay borrow area will be located adjacent and north of Landfill Unit B-17 (i.e., 
northwest of B-18), as shown on Sheet C-1 in Appendix A.2.  This clay borrow source consists of a 
thick bed of the Pecten Claystone (see Appendix E.2).  The contractor will be responsible for 
excavating and processing all of the required clay liner material for Phase III.  Excavation and 
processing of the Pecten Claystone may be performed as part of the construction of various phases of 
Landfill B-17.  KHF personnel will instruct the contractor on the appropriate excavation 
configurations to be used when mining the Pecten Claystone from the borrow area.

Sheet C-1 in Appendix A.2 also shows the designated clay mixing area that will be used by the 
contractor to process and prepare the clay liner material.  This mixing area will be located adjacent to
the clay borrow area (i.e., northwest of B-18).  The final clay preparation procedures, to be 
determined by the contractor, may include combinations of the following activities:

� Ripping and excavation of the claystone in a manner that reduces the friable material 
to relatively small particle sizes;

� Crushing of the excavated material to further reduce particle sizes;

� Blending different portions of the claystone by the use of a pugmill or discing the 
material in lifts; and

� Pre-wetting stockpiled clay material with fresh water and/or a weak dispersant 
solution to accelerate weathering prior to re-excavation of the stockpiled clay.

A clay liner test pad was constructed from the Pecten Claystone material at the end of July 2008.  The 
SDRI test report was completed in December 2008 (Geosyntec, 2008a).  This clay liner test pad 
program verified the adequacy of the clay material from the Phase III borrow source when placed and 
compacted under actual field conditions.  Based on laboratory testing and the SDRI test by Geosyntec 
(see Appendices E.2 and E.3), the Pecten Claystone material meets the requirements for use as clay 
liner.  Additional pre-construction testing will be performed to confirm materials used for the 
construction meet the specified properties.

For Phase III, the compacted clay liner will be constructed using the same specifications as were used 
for the Phases I and II clay liner (see Section 4.7.2.1). Similar construction equipment will be used to 
compact the Phase III clay liner as was used to construct the Phases I and II clay liner test pad.

4.7 Liner  Systems

4.7.1 General

Liner system details and sections for Phases I and II are shown on Sheets 16 through 22A in 
Appendix A.1.  The Phase III and final closure liner system details and sections are shown on Sheets 
C-7 through C-10 in Appendix A.2.  The B-18 liner configurations are generally the same as those 
successfully used for prior KHF disposal WMUs. The primary modifications to the B-18 liner system 
design compared to KHF landfills designed prior to 1990 are:

� The use of textured HDPE geomembranes throughout B-18 and the use of 
geocomposites and geotextiles on the sideslope areas to improve the stability of B-18.
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� The use of protective liner material on the B-18 sideslopes to provide temporary 
ultraviolet protection to the underlying geotextile component of the geocomposite.  
This protective liner is removed as the operations layer soil is periodically extended 
up the slope in advance of the waste mass.

Each of the basic liner systems used in B-18 are described in Section 4.7.2.  Special liner construction 
details (e.g., anchor trenches) are described in Section 4.7.3.  Appendix F.1 contains data sheets that 
list representative properties of the geosynthetic materials used in the construction of Phases I and II.  
Similarly, Appendix F.2 contains data sheets that list typical properties of the geosynthetic materials 
that will be used in the construction of Phase III and the final cover.  The CQA reports for Phases I 
and II contain detailed information on the properties of the existing B-18 liner systems.

4.7.2 Liner System Configurations

4.7.2.1 Base Liner

The existing base (i.e., floor) areas of B-18 were each graded to drain toward a sump where leachate 
is monitored and collected in the three separate zones (primary, secondary, and vadose) described in 
Section 4.8.  The entire base of each of the four areas (IA, IB, IIA, and IIB) was graded at 2 percent 
toward a central flow line.  The central flow line in each area was sloped at 2.4 percent toward that 
area’s respective collection sump.  No new base area will be constructed for Phase III.

Detail 2 on Sheet 16 in Appendix A.1 shows the general B-18 base liner system configuration, which 
consists of the following components (from top to bottom):

� A 2-foot-thick (minimum) base soil operations layer.  This operations layer was 
constructed from on-site granular material with a maximum particle size of 6 inches. 
The purpose of this layer was to provide a working surface for waste trucks and 
landfill equipment while protecting the underlying liner system components.

� A 1-foot-thick (minimum) primary LCRS consisting of the following components 
(from top to bottom):

An 8 oz/sy nonwoven geotextile (Trevira 1125) to function as a filter below the 
operations layer soil.

A 12-inch-thick (minimum) drainage gravel layer.  A single-sided geocomposite 
filter/drainage layer consisting of an 8 oz/sy nonwoven geotextile (Trevira 1125) 
thermally-bonded to one side of a Polynet 3000 geonet.  The geocomposite was 
placed with the geotextile facing up.

An 8 oz/sy nonwoven geotextile (Trevira 1125) to provide increased interface shear 
strength.

� A composite primary liner consisting of the following components (from top to 
bottom):

A 60-mil textured HDPE geomembrane.
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A 1.5-foot-thick (minimum) layer of compacted clay having a maximum 
permeability of 1 x 10-7 cm/s.

� A secondary LCRS consisting of the following components (from top to bottom):

A 16-oz/sy nonwoven geotextile (Trevira 1155) to function as a filter below the 
primary clay liner.

An approximately 12-inch-thick layer of drainage gravel.

A single-sided geocomposite filter/drainage layer consisting of a 16-oz/sy nonwoven 
geotextile (Trevira 1155) thermally-bonded to one side of a Polynet 3000 geonet.  
The geocomposite was placed with the geotextile facing up.

An 80-foot-wide layer of Polynet 3000 geonet centered along the entire secondary 
LCRS flow line above the vadose trench.

A 16-oz/sy nonwoven geotextile (Trevira 1155) to provide increased interface shear 
strength.

� A composite secondary liner consisting of the following components (from top to 
bottom): 

A 60-mil textured HDPE geomembrane.

A 3.5-foot-thick (minimum) layer of compacted clay having a maximum 
permeability of 1x10-7 cm/s.

� A prepared subgrade that was graded smooth and proof-rolled to assure that soft or 
loose zones did not exist.

Both of the clay liners (primary and secondary) were placed in 8-inch-thick (maximum) loose lifts 
before compaction.  The Phases I and II Specifications (ESI, 1990b) required the clay to be 
compacted to a dry density of at least 90 percent of its Modified Proctor maximum dry density 
(ASTM D1557) at a water content wet of optimum (ASTM D1557). During the Phase I construction, 
the clay liner placement specifications were modified to allow the compacted clay’s dry density and 
moisture content to lie within the window defined by the following four points on a moisture-dry 
density plot:

� Two (2) percent above the optimum moisture content for a dry density equal to 90 
percent of the Modified Proctor maximum dry density.

� Five (5) percent above the optimum moisture content for a dry density equal to 90 
percent of the Modified Proctor maximum dry density.

� One (1) percent above the optimum moisture content for a dry density equal to 98 
percent of the Modified Proctor maximum dry density.

� Three (3) percent above the optimum moisture content for a dry density equal to 97 
percent of the Modified Proctor maximum dry density.
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This window, which allowed a lower water content for higher compactive efforts, was established to:

� Assure that both the required strength and permeability characteristics of the clay 
were achieved; and

� Provide the flexibility needed for controlling the clay’s moisture content in an arid 
environment.

It should be noted that an allowance was made for up to 20 percent of the clay moisture-density test 
results to be slightly outside the above-described compaction window by ±0.5 percent for moisture 
content and -0.5 percent for relative compaction as long as the average of all acceptable tests for the 
day fell within the compaction window. The above-described compaction window (along with the 
allowance for outliers) was used for both the Phases I and II clay liner construction and was formally 
documented in two design change letters prepared by ESI and contained in the CQA reports for 
Phases I and II (ECS, 1992h; GCS, 1993h).  Copies of both of these ESI letters are included in 
Appendix E.4.

4.7.2.2 Vadose Zone Trench

Section C on Sheet 16 in Appendix A.1 shows the 12-foot-wide vadose trench that is located directly 
below the secondary clay liner and along the flow line of the LCRS. Key elements of the vadose 
trench are:

� An 80-mil smooth HDPE geomembrane, which extends approximately 2.5 feet
beyond both sides of the trench; and

� A 1-foot-thick layer of drainage gravel wrapped in a 16-oz/sy nonwoven geotextile 
(Trevira 1155).

4.7.2.3 Phases I and II Sideslope Liner

Detail 1 on Sheet 16 in Appendix A.1 shows the typical existing Phases I and II sideslope liner 
system configuration.  This system includes each basic component of the base liner system except the 
drainage gravel layers and the primary clay liner, none of which are required due to the relatively 
steep inclination of the sideslope liner system and the resulting rapid drainage of any liquids in the 
LCRS. The Phases I and II sideslope liner system consists of the following components (from top to 
bottom):

� A 2-foot-thick (minimum) soil operations layer to protect the liner system from the 
disposal operations. A 1-inch maximum particle size criterion was established for the 
slope operations layer because this material was placed directly against the 
geosynthetic layers. The slope operations layer was placed in increments at least 3 
feet but not more than 10 feet above the rising waste level.

� A temporary protective liner to protect the underlying geotextile component of the 
geocomposite from ultraviolet light prior to placement of the operations layer.  This 
protective liner consisted of white 40-mil smooth HDPE geomembrane and was 
removed as the operations layer was placed.
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� A primary LCRS consisting of a single-sided geocomposite underlain by an 8 oz/sy 
nonwoven geotextile (Trevira 1125).  The single-sided geocomposite consisted of an 
8 oz/sy nonwoven geotextile (Trevira 1125) thermally-bonded to a Polynet 3000 
geonet and was placed with the geotextile facing up.  In construction of Phase II the 
components were combined in a double-sided geocomposite.

� A primary liner consisting of a 60-mil textured HDPE geomembrane.

� A secondary LCRS consisting of a single-sided geocomposite underlain by an 8 oz/sy 
nonwoven geotextile (Trevira 1125).  The single-sided geocomposite consisted of an 
8 oz/sy nonwoven geotextile (Trevira 1125) thermally-bonded to a Polynet 3000 
geonet and was placed with the geotextile facing up.  In construction of Phase II the 
components were combined in a double-sided geocomposite.

� A composite secondary liner that is the same as that used in the base liner system and 
consists of the following components (from top to bottom):

A 60-mil textured HDPE geomembrane.

A 3.5-foot-thick (minimum) layer of compacted clay having a maximum 
permeability of 1 x 10-7 cm/s.

� The sideslope subgrade that was prepared differently than the subgrade for the base 
liner in order to increase stability of the clay liner.  The sloped subgrade surface was 
scarified to a depth of approximately 4 inches as the clay liner was placed to create a 
rough interface between these two soil layers.

4.7.2.4 Phase III Sideslope Liner

Detail 1 on Sheet C-7 in Appendix A.2 shows the typical Phase III sideslope liner system 
configuration.  This system is the same as the existing sideslope liner system for Phases I and II 
except the secondary clay liner will have a minimum thickness of 3 feet instead of 3.5 feet and 
double-sided geocomposites will be used instead of single-sided geocomposites with an underlying 
geotextile.  The Phase III sideslope liner system will consist of the following components (from top to 
bottom):

� A 2-foot-thick (minimum) soil operations layer with a 1-inch maximum particle size 
criterion.  The slope operations layer will be placed in increments at least 3 feet but 
not more than 10 feet above the rising waste level.

� Prior to the placement of the 2-foot-thick operations layer on the slope, a temporary 
40 mil thick white HDPE protective liner will be installed. The protective liner will 
be removed as the operations layer is placed.

� A primary LCRS consisting of a double-sided geocomposite.

� A primary liner consisting of a 60-mil textured HDPE geomembrane.

� A secondary LCRS consisting of a double-sided geocomposite.
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� A composite secondary liner consisting of the following components (from top to 
bottom):

A 60-mil textured HDPE geomembrane.

A 3-foot-thick (minimum) layer of compacted clay having a maximum permeability 
of 1 x 10-7 cm/s.

� A prepared subgrade that will be scarified to a depth of approximately 4 inches as the 
clay liner is placed to create a rough interface between these two soil layers.

4.7.2.5 Base to Sideslope Liner Transition

Details 4 and 5 on Sheet 16 in Appendix A.1 show how geotextiles were wrapped around the ends of 
the drainage gravel and clay layers where the existing base and sideslope liner systems meet.  Since 
there will be no connection between the new Phase III side slope liner and any of the base liner areas 
of Phases I and II, this does not apply to construction of the Phase III area.

4.7.2.6 Final Cover Liner

The final closure cover liner system for B-18 will be similar to the final cover liner system approved 
in the Part B Permit and which has been used for closure of several other WMUs at KHF.  The final 
closure cover liner system is described in Section 4.5.

4.7.3 Special Liner Details

4.7.3.1 Sideslope Liner Anchor Trenches

Detail 3 on Sheet 16 in Appendix A.1 shows the typical existing sideslope liner system anchor trench 
around the perimeter of the existing landfill. The primary requirements of the anchor trench are to 
prevent the geosynthetic components of the liner system from being pulled down the slope and to 
minimize the potential for surface water to enter the LCRSs.  A vertical separation of 0.5 feet was 
maintained between the individual geosynthetic components in the anchor trench to provide soil 
friction against each of these geosynthetics. A 3-foot-tall soil berm was installed above the anchor 
trench to increase the frictional resistance on the geosynthetic components and to control surface 
water drainage.

The construction of Phase III will result in some of the existing anchor trenches being removed, as 
shown in Detail 5 on Sheet C-7 in Appendix A.2.  The new anchor trenches for the Phase III 
sideslope liner system will typically have the configuration shown in Detail 2 on Sheet C-7 in 
Appendix A.2.  The new anchor trenches will be configured similar to the existing anchor trenches 
except that the 0.5-foot vertical separation between geosynthetic components in the anchor trench is 
not required and the depth and width of the Phase III anchor trench are slightly less than that of the 
existing anchor trench.

The final closure cover system will be installed above the perimeter anchor trench as shown in Detail 
4 on Sheet C-7 in Appendix A.2. This detail was described in Section 4.5.
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4.7.3.2 Temporary Phase I/II Transition Anchors

The B-18 liner system was temporarily terminated along the eastern edge of Phase I prior to the 
construction of Phase II.  During the construction of Phase II, the Phases I and II liner systems were 
spliced together at the following locations:

� Along the top of the Phase I/II Berm.

� Along the north and south sideslopes above the Phase I/II Berm. 

Section B-5,15,23/17 on Sheet 17 in Appendix A.1 shows the temporary liner system configuration at 
the top of the Phase I/II Berm at the end of the Phase I construction. The temporary anchor trench at 
the Phase I/II Berm was relatively far from the slope (12 feet) to provide room for the splicing of the 
Phases I and II liner systems.  Also, the portion of the liner system on top of the Phase I/II Berm was 
sloped 2 percent toward Phase I to assure that leachate ponding did not occur.  A small soil berm was 
constructed on top of the temporary anchor trench to increase frictional resistance of the 
geosynthetics, control surface water drainage, and provide a foundation for the temporary lights as 
shown in Section B on Sheet 23 in Appendix A.1.

The procedure that was used to splice the Phases I and II liner systems at the Phase I/II Berm included 
the following steps:

� The temporary small soil berm, drainage ditches, and light poles were removed.

� The liner system was cut a minimum of 3 feet back (i.e., toward Phase I) from the 
temporary anchor trench and then this anchor trench was removed.

� The east side of the Phase I/II Berm was graded to match the base of the existing clay 
liner while maintaining the 2 percent slope toward Phase I.

� The existing 4-foot-thick secondary clay liner on top of the Phase I/II Berm was 
extended to connect with the clay liner on the west sideslope of Phase II.

� Each individual geosynthetic component was spliced at the cut location, resulting in a 
continuous liner system over the top of the Phase I/II Berm as shown in Section B-
9,10/17 on Sheet 17 in Appendix A.1.

Section B-4,5/16 on Sheet 16 in Appendix A.1 shows the temporary anchoring procedure that was 
used for the Phase I/II transition on the south and north sideslopes above the Phase I/II Berm. The 
temporary anchors at these locations were different than those at the tops of the sideslopes since there 
are no significant liner stresses acting perpendicular to the anchoring.  The temporary edge of the 
Phase I sideslope liner was anchored by:

� Securing approximately 6 feet of the secondary 60-mil HDPE geomembrane beneath 
2 feet of compacted clay. Clay was used to provide increased erosion resistance on 
the slope.

� Cutting and welding the primary 60-mil HDPE geomembrane and temporary 
protective liner to the secondary 60-mil HDPE geomembrane above the temporary 
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anchor trench. The geocomposites and geotextiles were also cut to end just inside 
these welds.

Section B-4,5/16 on Sheet 16 in Appendix A.1 also shows how clay was used to contain a temporary 
18-inch diameter corrugated metal pipe (CMP) on the southside slope only. This pipe was used to 
convey surface water run-off from the B-18 Perimeter Road to the temporary drainage ditch along the 
top of the Phase I/II Berm.

The splicing of the Phases I and II liner systems on the north and south sideslopes was similar to that 
described above for the liner system splice at the top of Phase I/II Berm.  Section B-9,10/16 on Sheet 
16 in Appendix A.1 shows how the Phases I and II sideslope liner systems were spliced together.

4.7.3.3 Phases I and II Access Ramp Liner

Section D-4,5/17 on Sheet 17 in Appendix A.1 shows a typical cross-section through the 35-foot-
wide access ramp along the Phase I sideslopes.  Key aspects of the design of this access ramp are:

� Both the primary and secondary LCRSs were sloped 2 percent toward the landfill to 
promote drainage without the need for water to flow the entire length of the ramp.

� An extra layer of 16 oz/sy nonwoven geotextile (Trevira 1155) was placed over the 
primary LCRS geocomposite to provide added cushioning under traffic loading. 

� Three feet of operations layer soil (1-inch maximum particle size) was placed above 
the extra 16 oz/sy geotextile to further protect the liner system.  The operations layer 
was also extended at least 10 feet up the sideslope areas adjacent to the access ramp 
to avoid the potential for traffic to accidentally drive onto the liner system.

� The roadway was finished with 1 foot of Class 2 aggregate base to provide all-
weather access.  Note that this aggregate base layer was used instead of the 4-inch-
thick asphalt pavement shown in Section D-4,5/17 on Sheet 17 in Appendix A.1.

A special detail to weld the secondary 60-mil HDPE geomembrane was provided to facilitate 
continuous access along the ramp during construction and to minimize the potential for the liner to lift 
off of the ramp before the other materials and operations layer were placed. This was accomplished 
by anchoring the secondary HDPE geomembrane from the bottom sideslope in a trench about 15 feet 
from the toe of the upper sideslope. This 15-foot zone was then used for access until the upper 
sideslope portion of the secondary HDPE geomembrane was installed.

Section A on Sheet 16A in Appendix A.1 shows the arrangement of the Phase II access ramp. This 
ramp into the Phase II area was 44 feet wide to provide adequate space for the waste trucks and 
landfill equipment.  The special liner details and protection details for the Phase II access ramp were 
similar to those described above for the Phase I access ramp.

4.8 Leachate Collection and Recovery System (LCRS)

4.8.1 General

The main features of the B-18 LCRS are the collection sumps where leachate is detected and 
removed. Phases I and II have two sumps each (see Sheets 5 and 10 in Appendix A.1), which 
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subdivide these phases into Areas IA and IB and Areas IIA and IIB, respectively.  Phase III will 
utilize the existing sumps for Phases I and II and, therefore, no additional sumps will be installed.

Phase IIIA will be constructed such that leachate from Phase IIIA will be able to flow directly into the 
Phase IA LCRS.  No interim control measures, except a temporary lined containment berm at the 
edge of Phase IIIA/IIIB (see Sheet C-4A in Appendix A.2) will be required. Stormwater contained 
on the north side of this temporary berm (i.e., between the berm and the Phase IIIA waste mass) will 
be treated as leachate and will be handled in the same manner as leachate that is collected in the 
existing B-18 leachate storage tanks (located on the concrete riser pads).  The temporary berm has 
been sized such that stormwater run-off from the 24-hour PMP event will be fully contained on the 
north side of the berm with greater than 1 foot of freeboard.

The layout of the sumps in Areas IA and IB are shown on Sheet 18 in Appendix A.1.  The layout of 
the sumps for Areas IIA and IIB are shown on Sheet 18A in Appendix A.1.  Representative cross-
sections through the sumps are provided on Sheets 19, 19A, 20, 20A, 22, and 22A in Appendix A.1.  
Sheet 21 in Appendix A.1 provides typical details for the vertical riser pipe that was installed at each 
of the four primary sump locations.  Sheets 22 and 22A in Appendix A.1 also show details for the 
existing four riser pads (one riser pad is above each sump) that enable the removal and handling of 
the leachate.  Of the four existing riser pads, three of them (the pads for Areas IA, IB, and IIB) will be 
removed during the construction of Phase III to allow for the expansion of the B-18 waste footprint in 
these areas.  Three new riser pads will be constructed during Phase IIIB as replacements for the three 
pads to be removed as shown on Sheet C-3 in Appendix A.2.  Typical details for the new riser pads to 
be constructed during Phase III are shown on Sheet C-8 in Appendix A.2.  These new riser pads will 
be very similar to the existing ones.

Each B-18 sump includes the following three leachate (or leak detection) collection and recovery 
zones (from top to bottom):

� The primary LCRS, which collects liquids that have infiltrated through the overlying 
waste and operations layer.  The design of the primary LCRS is based on providing 
adequate pump capacity so that the liquids level in each sump will not exceed the 
height of that sump, which is taken to be the elevation of the landfill base at the sump 
perimeter.

� The secondary LCRS, which is typically not expected to be affected by liquids 
infiltration but drains consolidation water from the overlying clay liner and any 
seepage that may pass through leaks in the primary liner system.

� The vadose zone collection system, which is located in a 12-foot-wide trench below 
the secondary liner system. The purpose of this zone is to detect any seepage through 
leaks in the secondary liner system. Some clay consolidation water may also be 
collected in the vadose zone as increasing amounts of waste are placed within B-18.

Each of the four sump areas is located so that leachate pumps are lowered into the respective gravel 
collection zones through sideslope riser pipes.  The primary LCRS design also includes a vertical 
riser pipe in each sump area that is extended upward in segments as the surrounding waste is placed. 
Details of the individual systems are described in the following three subsections.
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4.8.2 Primary LCRS

The maximum operating liquid level for each of the four primary LCRSs is 1 foot above the top of 
each sump, where the top of a sump corresponds to the lowest point where the 5H:1V sump sideslope 
meets the toe of the landfill sideslope. The liquid level in each sump is currently maintained as low as 
possible using a pump, which is lowered to the sump through an existing 8-inch diameter steel riser 
pipe that lies on a 60-mil HDPE rub sheet (see Section A on Sheet 22 in Appendix A.1). The bottom 
portion of this riser pipe consists of Type 304 stainless steel to resist corrosion.  Above the level of 
normal liquids exposure, the existing riser pipe is carbon steel that is double-wrapped to protect 
against corrosion.  During the Phase III construction, the primary sideslope riser pipes in Areas IA, 
IB, and IIB will be extended up the new Phase III sideslopes by connecting a 10-inch diameter HDPE 
pipe to the existing 8” diameter steel pipe as shown in Detail 3 on Sheet C-8 in Appendix A.2.  The 
existing pumps and controls will be replaced with a system capable of reaching the extended length of 
the riser and providing a pumping capacity that will maintain the liquid level below the allowable 
limit.

At each sump, the primary leachate pump is lowered through the sideslope riser pipe into a 4-foot by 
8-foot by 1.5-foot-deep gravel-filled pumping zone. This arrangement maximizes the pumping 
effectiveness of the system. Pumping is controlled manually as required. The pumping need is 
determined by a water level control bubbler system or equivalent system that provides liquid level 
sensing at the top of the riser pipe when sufficient liquids for pumping exist in the sump.

As shown in Section A and Detail 1 on Sheet 18 in Appendix A.1, the bottom of each sideslope riser 
pipe is connected to a perforated collection tee that is also made of stainless steel. This tee lies on and 
against 2-inch-thick HDPE flatstock to protect the primary liner system from impact and pipe 
movements as the pumps are operated and periodically removed for maintenance and repair.

Historically (January 2001 to December 2007), the primary LCRS has removed an average of 360 
gallons per day from the 4 sumps.  During this period, the peak flow in a primary LCRS sump was 
98,000 gallons (Phase IB) during January 2006, or 3,300 gallons per day.  The volume of liquids 
removed during Phase III waste placement and after closure is expected to remain the same or 
diminish after closure.

In addition to the sideslope riser pipes, each of the four sumps has a redundant vertical riser pipe that 
can also be used to pump leachate from the primary LCRS.  Each of the four vertical riser pipes is 
extended upward in about 10-foot increments as the level of the surrounding waste rises. The design 
of the vertical riser pipes includes several features, shown on Sheet 21 in Appendix A.1, to control the 
drag loads transmitted to the pipe as the surrounding waste settles. These features include the 
following:

� The bottom 7 feet (approximately) consists of perforated, 18-inch diameter stainless 
steel pipe founded in the small pumping sump adjacent to the perforated tee for the 
sideslope riser pipe. This bottom pipe telescopes into the main vertical riser pipe 
through a concrete footing such that drag loads are not transmitted to the pumping 
area.

� The main 24-inch diameter carbon steel vertical riser pipe is surrounded by a thin-
walled corrugated HDPE pipe. This corrugated pipe, which is very flexible in the 
longitudinal direction, deforms as the adjacent wastes settle, thereby reducing the 
potential for large drag loads to act on the steel vertical riser pipe.
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� A 6-foot by 6-foot reinforced concrete footing provides support for the 24-inch 
diameter carbon steel pipe and any drag loads that may act on the steel pipe.

The corrugated HDPE pipe has a diameter of 30 inches to provide an annular space for lateral 
deformation to occur around the 24-inch steel pipe.  Spacers were provided inside the corrugated pipe 
to keep the riser pipe alignment nearly vertical at the time of its initial installation.

As shown in Detail 6 on Sheet C-7 in Appendix A.2, slip connections will be installed in the Area IA 
and IB vertical risers due to the increased height of waste that will be placed over these areas during 
the Phase III expansion.  These slip connections will be placed at an elevation of between 900 and 
910 feet and will reduce the potential drag loads transmitted to the existing 24-inch diameter vertical 
riser pipes.  Analysis of the existing concrete pad at the base of the liner to withstand the additional 
vertical force related to the expansion was performed and is contained in Appendix L.  As shown, the 
existing pads can satisfactorily carry the additional load related to the extended risers and the down-
drag forces related to waste settlement.

Initially, a backup 350 gpm, 20 horsepower submersible pump was installed through each vertical 
riser pipe and into the primary pumping sump.  However, these backup pumps were never used and 
are no longer provided since they presented difficulties when extending the vertical riser pipes.  In the 
future, backup pumps can be provided through the vertical risers on an as-needed basis.

During the Phase III construction, there will be a period of approximately 6 months between the 
demolition of the existing LCRS riser pads and the installation of the new riser pads.  The primary 
LCRS will continue to be monitored on a daily basis for liquid level and liquids will be removed in 
accordance with site protocol during this period by placing pumps down the existing vertical riser
pipes (which will not be disturbed during the Phase III construction) and/or by placing pumps down 
the sideslope risers that will be cut off at the existing riser pads.  As the sideslope risers are extended, 
but before the new riser pads are constructed, a wye fitting will be installed in each sideslope pipe 
close to the locations of the demolished riser pads (i.e., near the bottom of Phase III).  Pumps and 
level monitoring equipment can be inserted through the wye and then lowered down the sideslope 
riser.  Once the new riser pads are completed, the wyes will be removed and the sideslope risers 
repaired at those locations.

4.8.3 Secondary LCRS

The existing secondary LCRS is provided with two 8-inch diameter sideslope riser pipes as shown in 
Section A-18/19 and Detail 2 on Sheet 19 in Appendix A.1 and in Section C-18/20 on Sheet 20 in 
Appendix A.1. The bottom portion of one of these pipes is Type 304 stainless steel connected to a 
perforated stainless steel tee. The portion of this existing pipe above the level of normal liquids 
exposure is double-wrapped carbon steel. The other riser pipe is SDR 8.3 HDPE pipe for its entire 
length.  During the Phase III construction, the secondary sideslope riser pipes in Areas IA, IB, and IIB 
will be extended up the new Phase III sideslopes.  The existing HDPE riser pipe will be extended by 
splicing to a similar diameter pipe while the existing steel riser pipe will be extended by splicing to a 
10-inch diameter HDPE pipe as shown in Detail 3 on Sheet C-8 in Appendix A.2.

A 4-foot by 4-foot by 1.5-foot-deep pumping zone was provided for the secondary LCRS. The 
perforated tee lies on and against a 2-inch-thick HDPE flatstock to protect the underlying HDPE 
geomembrane. The HDPE riser pipe terminates against the tee.
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Both secondary sideslope riser pipes are sized to contain a pump and a bubbler liquid level control 
gauge.  However, the current operating configuration has the pump in the steel riser pipe and the level 
control gauge in the HDPE riser pipe.  

Historically (January 2001 to December 2007), there has been very little liquid in the secondary 
LCRS, averaging less than 10 gallons per day from B-18 sumps.  Peak flow in the secondary LCRS 
approached 150 gallons per day in January 2006.  This peak resulted from damage to the primary 
liner system that allowed rainfall to enter the secondary LCRS.  The damage was subsequently 
repaired and leachate volumes have reduced to zero since March 2007.

The existing pumps and controls will be replaced with a system capable of reaching the extended 
length of the riser and providing a pumping capacity that will maintain the liquid level below the 
allowable limit. The maximum operating liquid level is 1 foot above the top of each secondary LCRS 
sump.

During the Phase III construction, there will be a period of approximately 6 months between the 
demolition of the existing LCRS riser pads and the installation of the new riser pads.  The secondary 
LCRS will continue to be monitored on a daily basis for liquid level and liquids will be removed in 
accordance with site protocol during this period by placing pumps down the sideslope risers that will 
be cut off at the existing riser pads.  As the sideslope risers are extended, but before the new riser 
pads are constructed, a wye fitting will be installed in each sideslope pipe close to the locations of the 
demolished riser pads (i.e., near the bottom of Phase III).  Pumps can be inserted through the wye and 
then lowered down the sideslope riser.  Once the new riser pads are completed, the wyes will be 
removed and the sideslope risers repaired at those locations.

4.8.4 Vadose Zone Collection System

Section B-18A/19A on Sheet 19A in Appendix A.1 shows the configuration of the existing sideslope 
riser pipe used for pumping liquids from the vadose zone collection sump.  A single 8-inch diameter 
pipe is provided since only a small volume of liquids (e.g., clay liner consolidation water) was 
expected to be removed from this sump. Historic (January 2001 to December 2010) LCRS pumping 
data indicate no liquids have been removed from the vadose LCRS.  The bottom portion of the vadose 
riser pipe is stainless steel.  During the Phase III construction, the vadose sideslope riser pipes in 
Areas IA, IB, and IIB will be extended up the new Phase III sideslopes by splicing a 10-inch diameter 
HDPE pipe to the existing steel pipe as shown in Detail 3 on Sheet C-8 in Appendix A.2.

A 4-foot by 4-foot by 1.5-foot-deep pumping zone is provided below the main 12-foot-wide vadose 
trench in the sump areas. The 80-mil smooth HDPE geomembrane at the bottom of the main vadose 
trench extends below the pumping sump to provide continuous containment. Two-inch-thick HDPE 
flatstock was provided as impact protection above the 80-mil geomembrane.

A pump is currently installed through the vadose sideslope riser pipe and into the vadose sump. A 
bubbler level control device is also provided through the 8-inch pipe.  The maximum operating liquid 
level is 1 foot above the top of the vadose trench at each sump.  During the period of January 2001 to 
December 2007 no liquids have been detected in the vadose sumps.

The existing pumps and controls will be replaced with a system capable of reaching the extended 
length of the riser and providing a pumping capacity that will maintain the liquid level below the 
allowable limit. 
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During the Phase III construction, there will be a period of approximately 6 months between the 
demolition of the existing LCRS riser pads and the installation of the new riser pads.  Since no liquids 
have been detected in the vadose zone in the last 10 years, monitoring of the three vadose sumps 
whose riser pads are to be removed will be suspended for the duration of the Phase III construction.  
Once the new riser pads are constructed, monitoring of the vadose zones will resume.

4.8.5 Leachate Storage

The following discussion of the leachate tank system provides information peripheral to the permitted 
unit’s design, but supports the operational needs for understanding.  Sheets 22 and 22A in Appendix 
A.1 show the existing top-of-slope riser pads above each sump area where liquids from the three 
(primary, secondary, and vadose) collection zones are handled. Flows from each pumping zone are 
monitored individually by a totalizer on each of the four (one primary, two secondary, and one 
vadose) pump discharge pipes. These pipes are then individually discharged into the top portion of a 
6,000-gallon, double-walled, HDPE tank.

The double-walled tank is provided with a centrifugal pump for transferring liquids into vacuum 
trucks. The removed liquids are treated in on-site treatment facilities located away from B-18.

A curbed concrete slab (i.e., a concrete riser pad) is provided at each pump collection and storage 
tank area to contain any spilled liquids. A collection sump is provided in each concrete slab for 
removal of spilled liquids or rainwater.   

As discussed in Section 4.8.1, three of the existing concrete riser pads (the pads for Areas IA, IB, and 
IIB) will be removed during the construction of Phase III.  Three new riser pads will be constructed as 
replacements for the three pads to be removed.  These new riser pads will be very similar to the 
existing ones and it is anticipated that the existing HDPE tanks and appurtenances will be salvaged 
and re-used for the new system or replaced with similar components.

4.9 Surface Water  Control

The B-18 design includes surface water control features for the following conditions described in the 
indicated sections:

� Section 4.9.1 - Offsite Diversion of Run-on

� Section 4.9.2 - Active Area Run-off Control for Phase I Operations

� Section 4.9.3 - Phase I Direct Rainfall Control

� Section 4.9.4 - Active Area Run-off Control for Phase II Operations

� Section 4.9.5 - Phase II Direct Rainfall Control

� Section 4.9.6 - Run-off Control During the Above Grade Filling Period 

� Section 4.9.7 - Phase III Direct Rainfall Control

� Section 4.9.8 - Run-off Control at Closure 
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Run-on is surface water that originates outside of the B-18 limits and it can therefore be discharged 
into natural stream channels.  Active area run-off is surface water that flows from roads used for 
waste truck and/or landfill equipment access or from portions of the landfill with intermediate cover. 
This run-off does not come into direct contract with the waste disposal area.

The primary surface water design criteria for B-18 are the following:

� Precipitation falling directly into the disposal area must be contained within the waste 
prism. Resulting ponding on the waste surface must be managed as stipulated in the 
existing KHF permits.

� Active area run-off must be contained in surface water retention (i.e., containment) 
basins.

The permanent surface water controls that are used for conveying peak flows are designed based on 
rainfall intensity and duration relationships for the PMP storm event.  The 24-hour PMP rainfall event 
for the site is 10.3 inches as reported by the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
(NOAA, 1998).  The original design of B-18 (ESI, 1990a), used a 24-hour PMP storm event for the 
site of 7.4 inches, based on data from the California Department of Water Resources (CDWR, 1976).  
The CDWR used a statistical method, based on historic rainfall data, to determine the PMP rainfall 
depth.  The CDWR no longer publishes data pertaining to PMP events as they apparently now defer 
to the PMP data provided by NOAA.  The NOAA value is “theoretically, the greatest depth of 
precipitation for a given duration that is physically possible over a given storm area at a particular 
geographical location at a certain time of the year.”  Hence, the current design PMP storm event of 
10.3 inches has increased substantially from the 7.4 inches used in the original design.

4.9.1 Off-site Diversion of Run-On

Sheets 5 and 10 in Appendix A.1 show the existing configuration for diverting run-on away from the 
B-18 area. This is accomplished by providing run-on collection ditches outside of the entire existing 
B-18 Perimeter Road that are capable of diverting run-on from the PMP storm event.  These run-on
collection ditches begin near the northwest corner of Phase I.  One of these ditches diverts run-on 
flows along the outside of the B-18 Perimeter Road along the north side of the existing landfill. The 
other ditch diverts run-on flows along the outside of the B-18 Perimeter Road along the west and 
south sides of the existing landfill.  These V-shaped run-on collection ditches are 5-feet-wide, 
earthen, and vary in depth from one to three feet.  Sheets 5 and 10 in Appendix A.1 show the 
locations where changes in the depths of these ditches occur.

A buried culvert is used to convey flows from the southern-most run-on collection ditch under the B-
18 Stockpile access road.  This culvert is a 24-inch diameter corrugated metal pipe (CMP) that is 
capable of conveying the 25-year storm event.  Larger storms can be safely conveyed over a swale at 
this road intersection. This swale is graded to maintain the entire surface water flow from the PMP 
storm event in the run-on collection ditch system.

Upon the completion of the Phase I construction (Sheet 5 in Appendix A.1), the run-on collection 
ditches were discharged into the natural drainage channel at the northeast corner of the B-18 area, 
near the limit of the Phases I and II clay mixing area.  Upon the completion of Phase II (Sheet 10 in 
Appendix A.1), the run-on collection ditches were directed to an existing culvert under the KHF main 
access road. That culvert is capable of conveying flows from most of the storms that may be expected 
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to occur during the B-18 operations.  Surface water from large, infrequent storms is allowed to flow 
across the KHF main access road with no potential for drainage to the existing waste disposal areas.

The final elements of the existing run-on collection ditch system are smaller V-ditches (brow ditches) 
along the tops of the existing B-18 Perimeter Road cuts.  These brow ditches divert run-on from the 
natural hill slopes into drop inlets that discharge into the collection ditches that run along the outside

of the B-18 Perimeter Road.  Due to the relatively steep slopes along the tops of these road cuts, the 
brow ditches are lined with asphalt to reduce erosion.  The locations of the brow ditches and drop 
inlets are shown on Sheets 5 and 10 in Appendix A.1.

During the Phase III construction, most of the existing collection ditches along the outside edge of the 
existing B-18 Perimeter Road as well as the smaller brow ditches at the tops of the existing B-18 
Perimeter Road cuts on the north, south, and west sides of B-18 will be removed and relocated to 
accommodate the expanded landfill footprint.  The new collection ditches and brow ditches generally 
have a similar or increased capacity design as those of the existing ditches and they will be located 
along the outside edge of the new B-18 Perimeter Road (collection ditches) and at the tops of the cuts 
along the new B-18 Perimeter Road (brow ditches), as shown on Sheet C-3 in Appendix A.2.  The 
permanent stormwater controls for B-18 are designed to convey the design PMP storm event.  To be 
conservative, the stormwater controls were designed to convey the flow of the 6-hour PMP.  The 6-
hour PMP has a higher rainfall intensity and therefore greater peak flow than the 24-hour PMP event.  
During a PMP storm event, the drainage channels will reach capacity and some flows extend into the 
roadway.  This design approach maintains reasonable size channels that convey a majority of storm 
events, however, flows from the PMP are controlled within the roadway assuming trafficable 
conditions would not need to be maintained during such an event.

During operation of Phase IIIA (while Phase IIIB is being constructed), there will be no potential for 
stormwater run-on into Phase IIIA from the adjacent portion of Phase IIIB due to the presence of the 
lined temporary Phase IIIA stormwater containment berm that will be constructed along the Phases
IIIA-IIIB interface (see Detail 1 on Sheet C-4A in Appendix A.2). The top of this berm will be 
approximately 8 feet higher than the nearby high point on the Phase IIIB “bench liner” area, meaning 
that stormwater run-on from Phase IIIB will flow to the existing Northeast Containment Basin before 
it could overtop the temporary Phase IIIA berm.  It is estimated that a maximum of approximately 2 
feet of stormwater run-on could accumulate on the south side of the temporary Phase IIIA berm; this 
stormwater would be clean and would therefore be pumped by site personnel to just south of the 
nearby high point, where it could then flow to the Northeast Containment Basin. Once Phase IIIB is 
completed, the need for conveying stormwater run-on will be eliminated.

4.9.2 Active Area Run-Off Control for Phase I Operations

Sheets 5 and 6 in Appendix A.1 shows how surface water run-off from active areas for the PMP 
storm event was controlled during the Phase I disposal operations. The main aspects of this control 
were:

� Active area roads were sloped inward to a ditch system that was separate from the 
run-on ditch system described in Section 4.9.1.

� The active area run-off was directed to a lined retention basin located in the bottom 
of the initial clay borrow pit.

The west and south portions of the B-18 Perimeter Road adjacent to Phase I slope inward to an 
asphalt-lined V-ditch as shown in Section A-3,8/15 on Sheet 15 in Appendix A.1.  This ditch flows in 
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the south and east direction to a former culvert inlet on the south portion of the B-18 Perimeter Road 
approximately 12.5 feet beyond the limit of the sideslope liner system for Phase I.  The former culvert 
was an 18-inch diameter CMP that dropped down the south sideslope (see Section B-4,5/16 on Sheet 
16 in Appendix A.1) and into an 18-inch diameter, concrete-encased CMP culvert beneath the 
entrance of the Phase I/II Berm road to the Phase I access ramp.  This culvert then discharged into a 
V-ditch (see Section B-5,15,23/17 on Sheet 17 in Appendix A.1) that flowed along the west side of 
the Phase I/II Berm to a drop inlet.  This drop inlet discharged into a 30-inch diameter CMP that 
passed beneath the Phase I/II Berm crest and down its eastern embankment slope and into the lined 
basin in the clay borrow pit.  The V-ditch and culvert also collected run-off from the road on top of 
the Phase I/II Berm, which sloped at two percent toward the west for its entire length.

An additional concrete-encased, 12-inch diameter CMP culvert was provided where the Phase I 
access ramp met the west portion of the existing B-18 Perimeter Road.  This culvert drained the small 
flow from the northern part of this portion of the B-18 Perimeter Road and was concrete-encased to 
support waste truck traffic.

The north portion of the B-18 Perimeter Road adjacent to Phase I and the access road around the top 
of the initial clay borrow pit were also considered to have active area run-off because of the daily 
cover and landfill equipment that used these roads.  Hence, these roads were also sloped toward an 
inside ditch that conveyed surface water flows to an 18-inch diameter CMP culvert along the 
southeast corner of the initial clay pit slope.

The clay pit retention basin was lined with 40-mil HDPE geomembrane from a bench at an elevation 
of 720 feet to its base at an elevation of 680 feet.  Although not normally required for retention basins 
of this type, the liner was provided to avoid saturation of the clay borrow area because this area would 
later form part of Phase II floor.  The retention basin and its liner system were completely removed 
when Phase II was constructed.  The capacity of this temporary containment basin was sufficient to 
contain the 24-hour PMP run-off from the areas discussed above.  Section A on Sheet 13 in Appendix 
A.1 shows a cross-section through this retention basin.

4.9.3 Phase I Direct Rainfall Control

The control of direct rainfall into the Phase I disposal area consisted of sloping the waste surface 
toward a low spot where the collected surface water was removed by vacuum trucks (or other 
appropriate means) and transported to the appropriate storage, treatment, and/or disposal facilities.

The amount of water that was handled by vacuum trucks was reduced by installing slope gutters on 
the temporary liner portions of the slopes.  Water collected in these gutters drained into a clean tank 
and was then pumped into the run-on collection ditch system discussed in Section 4.9.1.

Initially, the low spot on the waste surface was located in the northern portion of Phase I to minimize 
interference with traffic at the Phase I access ramp.  As the waste level in Phase I rose, the low spot 
was moved to best suit operational conditions.  Once the waste height rose above the top of the Phase 
I/II Berm, it was necessary to keep the low spot away from the east-facing Phase I waste slope to 
avoid localized instability of this slope.

4.9.4 Active Area Run-Off Control for Phase II Operations

Sheet 10 in Appendix A.1 shows the configuration that was used for containing active area run-off 
during the Phase II operations. The collection system for this period consisted of an extension of the 



Engineering and Design Report Revision 2: August 2011
Landfill Unit B-18 - 49 - 083-91887

Golder Associates

Phase I ditches located along the inside of the B-18 Perimeter Road as described in Section 4.9.2.  
These ditches sloped toward the east-northeast portion of Phase II and conveyed run-off into the lined 
Northeast Containment Basin that was constructed in conjunction with Phase II.  This basin is sized 
to contain run-off from both the existing B-18 Perimeter Road and from waste slopes with interim 
cover that are located above the level of the existing B-18 Perimeter Road.  Surface water from the 
inside ditches flows into either of two culverts (one culvert is a 30-inch diameter CMP while the other 
culvert is a 24-inch diameter CMP) at the eastern portion of the B-18 Perimeter Road above the 
Northeast Containment Basin. These culverts discharge into asphalt-lined swales in the corners of the 
Northeast Containment Basin.  For very large storms, the roadway profile above the culverts is 
depressed to direct flows across the road and into the asphalt-lined containment basin swales.

4.9.5 Phase II Direct Rainfall Control

Direct rainfall into the Phase II waste disposal area was handled using procedures similar to those 
described in Section 4.9.3 for the Phase I operations.

4.9.6 Run-Off Control During the Above Grade Filling Period

Currently, the B-18 waste mass is in the above grade filling period.  As the waste mass rose above the 
level of the existing B-18 Perimeter Road, rainfall run-off began to be handled in the following two 
ways:

� The top deck area, where waste disposal is ongoing, is graded to direct surface water 
toward a low spot (with temporary earthen berms, as needed) where the collected 
surface water is removed as discussed for the Phase I and II areas in Sections 4.9.3 
and 4.9.5, respectively.

� Surface water from sloped areas with interim cover is handled as run-off water. This 
run-off is collected from the sideslopes of the existing landfill and conveyed into the 
inside B-18 Perimeter Road ditches, which ultimately direct the run-off into the 
Northeast Containment Basin.

The asphalt-paved ditches on the inside of the existing B-18 Perimeter Road contain run-off from 
storms with recurrence intervals less than 100 years (based on original design storm event).  During 
larger storms and up to the PMP event, the flow may extend outside of these paved ditches but is 
maintained within the larger channel formed by the inward-sloping perimeter road.  Flows up to the 
PMP storm condition are currently directed into the Northeast Containment Basin. During operations 
within Phase IIIA (while Phase IIIB is still being constructed), stormwater run-off from the north, 
east, and west facing Phase IIIA waste slopes will be diverted to the Northeast Containment Basin.  A 
temporary lined containment berm will be constructed at the interface of Phases IIIA and IIIB (see 
Sheet C-4A in Appendix A.2) to provide containment of stormwater run-off from the lower portions 
of the south-facing temporary Phase IIIA waste slope. This temporary berm has been sized to contain 
the entire run-off volume generated by the 24-hour PMP event (while maintaining a freeboard of 
greater than 1 foot); this run-off will be contained on the north side of the temporary berm.  
Therefore, no pumping will be required to prevent the overtopping of the temporary berm.  Site 
personnel will treat the stormwater run-off contained on the north side of the temporary berm as 
leachate.  Accordingly, the impounded stormwater run-off will be pumped into tanker trucks and 
transported to the appropriate on-site facility for treatment as leachate.
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The Phase III expansion of B-18 will involve the construction of a new B-18 Perimeter Road around 
most of the landfill.  Similar to the existing configuration, the new B-18 Perimeter Road will be 
sloped inward toward the landfill during the above grade filling period.  Also, asphalt or shotcrete-
lined V-ditches will run along the entire inside edge of the new B-18 Perimeter Road to convey run-
off to containment basins in a similar manner as is currently done.

Due to the change in the PMP storm event (see the discussion at the beginning of Section 4.9) and the 
increased landfill area after the construction of Phase III, a second stormwater basin, the South 
Containment Basin, will be required to provide adequate run-off storage capacity for the PMP storm 
event after Phase III is completed.  The new South Containment Basin will be constructed as part of 
the Phase IIIB expansion as shown on Sheet C-3 in Appendix A.2.  The surface water flow patterns 
around the expanded landfill will be such that all run-off will be directed to and contained in the 
South and Northeast Containment Basins.

4.9.7 Phase III Direct Rainfall Control

Direct rainfall into the Phase III waste disposal area will be handled using procedures similar to those 
described in Section 4.9.3 for the Phase I operations.

4.9.8 Run-Off Control at Closure

The surface water drainage capacities of the final benches, Cover Access Road, and the new B-18 
Perimeter Road are designed to be capable of conveying the 6-hour PMP storm water run-off without 
damage to the landfill.  This storm water flow will drain to either the existing Northeast Containment 
Basin or the new South Containment Basin, as shown on Sheet C-4 in Appendix A.2. The stormwater 
containment basins are designed to contain the runoff from the 24-hour PMP storm event.  After site 
closure, the basins may be modified to release the stormwater run-off in a controlled manner.

4.10 Utilities

The existing utilities for B-18 consist of the following:

� A perimeter lighting system that currently serves the existing B-18 Perimeter Road 
and that formerly served the waste disposal area before the waste mass grew to its 
current level above the lights.

� Electrical power to operate the various leachate control pumps and the perimeter 
lighting system.

As part of the B-18 Phases I and II construction, permanent lighting fixtures were placed around the 
entire existing B-18 Perimeter Road as illustrated in Section A-5,10/23 on Sheet 23 in Appendix A.1. 
However, this existing lighting system is no longer needed and it will be removed as part of the Phase 
III construction.

Power for the existing lighting system and leachate pumps is provided by an electrical transformer 
located along the northern boundary of B-18, as shown on Sheet C-2 in Appendix A.2.  During the 
Phase III construction, this transformer will be removed and relocated to allow for the construction of 
the Phase III expansion.
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5.0 ENGINEERING ANALYSES

5.1 General

This section describes the engineering analyses that were performed to support the design of B-18. 
The B-18 analyses are discussed in Sections 5.2 through 5.9 with calculations provided in Appendices 
G through N for Settlement, Stability, Cover Soil Erosion, Surface water drainage, leachate collection 
and removal, riser pipes, cover infiltration, and frost and biotic protection, respectively.

5.2 Settlement Analyses

5.2.1 Conditions Evaluated

The following four settlement conditions were analyzed for B-18: 

1. The elastic settlement of the landfill’s foundation to assess the minimum slope of the 
LCRSs.  Ideally, the post-settlement slopes of the LCRSs should be maintained at 2 
percent or greater.

2. Evaluation of the degree of consolidation of the primary and secondary clay liners at 
interim and final closure to assign appropriate strength properties for these materials 
for use in the stability analyses. 

3. Estimation of the magnitude of settlements of the primary and secondary clay liners 
to assure that adequate thicknesses (i.e., 3 feet or more) will be maintained after 
compression and consolidation of the liners are completed.

4. Estimation of the post-closure waste settlements to assure positive drainage of the 
cover, benches, and the Cover Access Road. 

The settlement calculations are provided in Appendix G and described in the following sections.

5.2.2 Foundation Settlement

The rock strata beneath B-18 have and will continue to settle in an approximately elastic manner as 
each layer of waste is placed.  Therefore, essentially all of the foundation settlement is anticipated to 
occur prior to closure and, hence, foundation settlement will not be a factor with regard to the closure 
cover configuration or drainage control.  The foundation settlement will, however, result in slope 
changes at the base of the landfill that will impact the LCRS.  These settlements will not cause abrupt
changes on the base (e.g., large differential settlements over short distances), but they could 
potentially reduce the slopes of the LCRS to below the desired minimum of 2 percent.  A minimum 
LCRS slope of 2 percent is desired to assure positive leachate drainage to the sumps. 

The foundation settlement estimates presented in Appendix G.1 were calculated using Boussinesq’s 
stress distribution theory in conjunction with the elastic properties of the foundation materials.  
Elastic properties of the claystone and siltstone were conservatively considered to be the same and 
were estimated based on the measured plasticity index and strength characteristics of the undisturbed 
claystone samples using the procedure described by Duncan and Buchignani (1976). The elastic 
modulus and Poisson’s ratio of these fine-grained rocks were estimated to be 6,000 ksf and 0.38, 
respectively. The sandstone was assumed to be incompressible since information obtained from the 
boring logs and laboratory test data indicate that deformation of the coarse-grained rock strata (i.e., 
sandstone) would be negligible in comparison to that of the claystone and siltstone.
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In Appendix G.1, landfill base settlement profiles are estimated for four representative cross-sections 
through the waste mass to evaluate both the total and differential settlements. The total estimated 
settlements range up to about 15 inches.  According to the computed settlements, the resulting slope 
of the base of the landfill will be greater than 2 percent. Hence, it is concluded that the LCRS will 
remain sloped at a minimum of 2 percent.

5.2.3 Degree of Consolidation of Clay Liners

Calculations of the time rate of consolidation of the clay liners due to placement of the overlying 
waste are provided in Appendix G.2.  These calculations were carried out in order to evaluate the 
appropriate clay strength parameters for use in the stability analyses.  Shortly after clay liner 
construction, UU triaxial strength parameters are appropriate.  After “complete” consolidation (i.e., an 
average degree of consolidation greater than about 95 percent) of the clay due to the weight of the 
overlying waste has occurred, CU triaxial strength parameters are appropriate.  The selection of clay 
strength parameters to assess stability at a certain stage of waste disposal is based on the expected 
degree of consolidation of the clay liner at that particular time.

The clay liners will be continually consolidating during waste placement such that the undrained 
shear strength of the clay liners will be continually increasing.  Based on the consolidation test data 
for compacted (remolded) clay discussed in Section 3.5.7, it is estimated that the average degree of 
consolidation for both the primary and secondary clay liners will be greater than 95 percent by the
time the final closure cover is installed.    Therefore, the undrained shear strength of the clay liners for 
long-term, post-closure conditions should be based on its fully-consolidated strength as evaluated 
from the CU triaxial tests.

Another calculation was performed to evaluate the degree of consolidation of the clay liners when the 
Phase I Intermediate Closure was completed about two years after initial clay liner construction.  This 
calculation shows that approximately 30 percent of clay consolidation will have occurred at that time, 
resulting in a modest gain in strength.  To be conservative, the UU triaxial test data were used in the 
stability analyses for the Phase I Intermediate Closure condition.  Also, because all of the excess 
porewater pressures were not dissipated at that time, the friction angle (�) portion of the UU triaxial 
test data was not relied upon in the Phase I Intermediate Closure stability evaluation.

5.2.4 Magnitude of Clay Liner Consolidation

The clay liner consolidation calculations in Appendix G.3 were performed to estimate the clay liner 
thickness reductions once “complete” consolidation of the clay had occurred under the weight of the 
overlying waste mass. Calculations are provided for the following:

1. A primary and secondary clay liner thickness of 1.5 feet and 3.5 feet, respectively, at 
the landfill base and a maximum waste thickness of about 300 feet (compared to a 
maximum waste thickness of 230 feet without Phase III).

2. A clay liner thickness of 5 feet beneath the vertical riser pipe, where additional load 
will be applied to the clay liner by the vertical riser pipe foundation (see Section 5.7).

The calculations show that the maximum consolidation settlement of the primary and secondary clay 
liners at the landfill base will be approximately 0.1 and 0.3 feet, respectively, under loading from 300 
feet of waste (similar to the result for Phase I and II).  Therefore, it is concluded that the primary and 
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secondary clay liner’s required minimum thickness of 1 and 3 feet, respectively, will be maintained 
after consolidation settlement is complete.

The maximum primary and secondary clay liner settlements beneath the vertical riser pipe foundation 
were calculated to be about 0.4 and 0.7 feet, respectively, under loading from 300 feet of waste.  
These magnitudes of settlement are acceptable because the original clay liner thicknesses in this area 
were about 3 and 5 feet for the primary and secondary clay liners, respectively.

5.2.5 Post-Closure Waste Settlement

Appendix G.4 contains the post-closure waste settlement calculations that were performed in order to 
assess the minimum closure cover slopes for positive drainage.  It was assumed that the primary 
consolidation of waste material will fully occur during waste placement. Therefore, the post-closure 
waste settlements were estimated based on the fo1lowing factors:

� Crushing of disposed drums and the related settlements due to:

Closure of void spaces in the drums within the waste mass; and

Consolidation of loosely-placed materials in the drums.

� Secondary consolidation (or creep) settlement of the main, soil-like waste matrix. 

It is anticipated that settlement of waste within B-18 will be less than prior WMUs at the KHF 
because of more restrictive disposal regulations, especially since a significant portion of the waste has 
been and will continue to be solidified prior to disposal. The waste settlement estimates discussed 
below do not fully account for these changes and are therefore considered to be conservative.

The waste settlement calculations were based on KHF’s estimate that 15 percent of the waste volume 
within B-18 consists of drums that are distributed randomly throughout the waste. The drums are 
conservatively assumed to contain 10 percent voids and the wastes within the drums were calculated 
to consolidate an additional 30 percent.  Long-term creep settlement of the waste was estimated based 
on characteristics for normally-consolidated soft to medium stiff clay.

By analyzing representative cross-sections through the entire B-18 waste mass, it is estimated that the 
post-closure waste settlements will vary from approximately zero at the edge of the landfill to a 
maximum of about 27 feet where the waste thickness is greatest.  On the basis of the calculations in 
Appendix G.4, it is concluded that the proposed final cover grades shown on Sheet C-4 in Appendix 
A.2 will be adequate to assure appropriate drainage after waste settlement is complete.

It is recommended that survey monuments be monitored at areas with interim cover on the landfill 
sideslopes once these areas are filled to their final elevation.  As this settlement data is obtained, it 
may be appropriate to re-evaluate whether or not a portion of the primary settlement may occur 
during the post-closure period and to re-assess the final cover grading plan.
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5.3 Stability Analyses

5.3.1 General

Appendix H includes static and seismic slope stability analyses for the conditions discussed in the 
following sections:

� Section 5.3.2 - Temporary Rock Cut Slopes;

� Section 5.3.3 - Compacted Fill Slopes;

� Section 5.3.4 - Temporary Phase I Intermediate Fill Slopes;

� Section 5.3.5 - Temporary Phase IIIA Intermediate Fill Slope; and

� Section 5.3.6 - Final Closure Conditions.

Table 5.1 summarizes the shear strength and unit weight parameters assigned to each of the materials 
and material interfaces modeled in the stability analyses.  The right-hand column in Table 5.1 
identifies the data sources for these parameters, which include the site-specific laboratory testing 
discussed in Section 3, prior KHF landfill investigations, and published data and information.

Table 5.2 summarizes the results of the stability analyses and lists the criteria used to evaluate 
acceptability. For static conditions, the minimum acceptable factor of safety is considered to be 1.5.  
This criterion was satisfied for all of the critical conditions analyzed.  For seismic conditions, 
acceptability is evaluated based on a design displacement during the MCE event (see Section 2.5.1).  
A maximum design displacement of 6 inches was established for all cases where the failure plane 
could intersect the base liner system, based on the recommendations of Seed and Bonaparte (1992). 
This minimizes the potential for large displacements that could potentially disrupt the HDPE 
geomembrane/clay composite liner or the LCRS. As shown in Table 5.2, the estimated displacement 
for most of the cases considered is less than 1 inch for the applicable MCE event.

The following seismic displacements during the MCE event were considered maximum acceptable 
values for locations where permanent liner systems are not affected:

� A 6-inch seismic displacement for the Northeast Containment Basin embankment, 
primarily to minimize the potential of overall embankment instability occurring.

� A 12-inch displacement entirely within the waste mass for the Phase I intermediate 
fill slope because it is temporary and regrading improvements could easily be made 
without exposing the underlying liner systems.

� A 12-inch displacement would be allowable for the geotextile/HDPE geomembrane 
and vegetative cover soil/geotextile interfaces of the final cover system.  This 
maximum displacement minimizes the potential for damage to the HDPE 
geomembrane and any resulting near-surface cracking could be repaired relatively 
easily.

The static factors of safety were calculated using:
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1. The STABL5 computer program, developed by Purdue University (1986), for the 
stability analyses performed during the original design of B-18 (ESI, 1990a).

2. The computer program GSTABL7 version 2.003, developed by Gregory 
Geotechnical Software, for the stability analyses performed for the current design.

Displacement estimates for the seismic conditions were calculated using the following procedures:

1. Newmark (1965), as modified by Franklin and Chang (1977), for temporary rock cut 
slopes, compacted fill slopes, and the Phase I intermediate waste fill conditions.  A 
conservative velocity-to-acceleration ratio of 30 was used for the Newmark and 
Franklin and Chang methods for these cases, based on measured velocity/acceleration 
ratios published by Donovan (1983).  The maximum acceleration of the waste mass 
for these cases was assumed to be 80 percent of the PHGA, based on comparisons 
with site response analyses performed by Woodward-Clyde (1987) for the OII 
Landfill in Monterey Park, California.  However, no attenuation was allowed for very 
shallow potential failure surfaces because the lower portions of the slide mass were 
close to the ground surface.

2. Makdisi and Seed (1978), which is based on the Newmark (1965) method, for the 
final closure configuration.  In order to evaluate the average acceleration time 
histories of the critical slide mass, two-dimensional dynamic finite element analyses 
were performed using the computer program QUAD4M (Hudson et al., 1994).

3. Bray et al. (1998) for the final cover veneer stability analyses.  Two-dimensional site 
response analyses were also performed for this case using QUAD4M to evaluate the 
average acceleration of the cover system.

The PHGAs corresponding to the MCE events (near-field and far-field) used in the current design are 
discussed in Section 2.5.3.  These PHGAs and MCEs were used in the stability analyses of the final 
closure configuration and in the cover veneer analyses.  During the original design of B-18 (ESI, 
1990a), a single MCE event was considered, as discussed in Section 2.5.2.  This MCE event and its 
associated PHGA differ from those used in the current design due to advances in geotechnical 
earthquake engineering since the time of the original design.  The temporary rock cut slopes, 
compacted fill slopes, and Phase I intermediate waste fill conditions were not re-analyzed for the 
current design since these conditions no longer exist due to the placement of overlying waste.  The 
rock cut slope on the west side of B-18 will be flattened and will be more stable than the current 
configuration.  Hence, the computed seismic displacements for these conditions correspond to the 
MCE event from the original design (ESI, 1990a), as discussed in Section 2.5.2.

5.3.2 Temporary Rock Cut Slopes

Appendix H.2 provides stability analyses for the two rock cut slope conditions illustrated in Figure 
5.1. East-, south-, and north-facing slopes were excavated at a 2H:1V inclination across bedding 
planes.  West-facing slopes, which were in the general direction of the weaker bedding planes, were 
excavated at a shallower 3H:1V inclination.  Table 5.2 shows that the static factors of safety for these 
two conditions are 2.4 and 2.2 for the 2H:1V and 3H:1V slopes, respectively.  Table 5.2 also shows 
that essentially no displacement of either slope configuration is anticipated during the original 
design’s MCE event (Section 2.5.2).  Therefore, the designed temporary rock cut slopes were 
adequate for both the static and seismic criteria for Phases I and II and are considered to be adequate 
for the comparatively minor proposed Phase III temporary rock cut slopes.
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5.3.3 Compacted Fill Slopes

Phases I and II of B-18 were formed primarily by excavation into rock and there were no large fill 
embankments required.  A relatively small fill embankment was necessary in the former natural 
drainage area at the northeast edge of Phase II.  This fill embankment forms a portion of the eastern 
Phase II sideslope and also forms one of the sideslopes for the Northeast Containment Basin. A cross-
section through this embankment is shown in Section A-8/23 on Sheet 23 in Appendix A.1.  Stability 
analyses were performed for this fill embankment.

Table 5.2 shows that the Phase II/Northeast Containment Basin fill embankment is satisfactory for 
both static and seismic conditions. The static factor of safety for this embankment is 2.2 and 
essentially no displacement was projected for this slope during the original design’s MCE event 
(Section 2.5.2).  Appendix H.3 contains the detailed stability computations for this condition.

Phase III will require some relatively small fill embankments along the south side of the existing 
landfill.  The slopes of these fill embankments will have inclinations equal to or less than those of the 
existing Phase II/Northeast Containment Basin fill embankment.  Based on the stability analysis 
results for the Phase II/Northeast Containment Basin fill embankment, the proposed fill embankments 
for Phase III are considered to be adequately stable for both the static and seismic conditions.

5.3.4 Temporary Phase I Intermediate Fill Slopes

The typical configuration of the temporary Phase I intermediate waste fill slopes is shown in Section 
A-6/23 on Sheet 23 in Appendix A.1.  This slope condition existed from the time that initial filling of 
Phase I was completed until the Phase II area was filled to the top of the Phase I/II Berm.  This 
temporary waste slope was constructed at the relatively steep 1.5H:1V inclination because the 
stability analyses showed that the factor of safety along the critical liner interface is higher when the 
waste slope is steeper due to the added frictional resistance along the toe portion of the potential 
sliding wedge.

Appendix H.4 presents the detailed results of the stability analyses conducted for the Phase I 
intermediate fill slopes.  Figure 5.2 illustrates the various potential failure mechanisms considered for 
the Phase I temporary fill slopes. The most important potential sliding mechanism (Cases A1 and A2 
in Figure 5.2) involved shearing through the waste, along the base liner of the landfill, and up the 
lined Phase I/II Berm sideslope, resulting in a wedge-shaped slide mass. This mechanism is critical 
because the liner interface strengths are much lower than those of the underlying foundation or the 
overlying waste materials.  Also, a failure at this location could damage the liner and LCRSs.  Figure 
5.2 shows the following two potential shear surfaces for this sliding mechanism:

� Case Al: A shear surface that would occur entirely along the liner interface, including 
at the intersection of the landfill base and the Phase I/II Berm sideslope.

� Case A2: A shear surface that would include an approximately 50-foot-long diagonal 
shear zone through the waste near the base/berm intersection to simulate a circular 
failure surface across that intersection angle.

The results in Table 5.2 for these cases show a static factor of safety of at least 2.5 and essentially no 
displacement during the original design’s MCE event (Section 2.5.2). These results are acceptable for 
this important stability condition.
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The potential for a shallow circular failure (Case B in Figure 5.2) to occur through the intermediate 
fill slope without intersecting the liner system was an additional consideration for the Phase I 
temporary waste slope. This condition was less important than Cases Al or A2 because, if some 
movement were to occur along the potential sliding surface, the underlying liner system would not be 
damaged. Table 5.2 shows that the static factor of safety for Case B is approximately 1.5 and the 
estimated displacement for the original design’s MCE event (Section 2.5.2) is about half an inch. 
These results are based on shallow waste strength parameters of � = 27 degrees and c = 300 psf as 
compared to � = 31 degrees and c = 0 used for deeper zones of the landfill. Use of the cohesionless 
waste strength parameters would result in a lower static factor of safety (approximately 1.3) for very 
shallow potential failure surfaces. However, it is reasonable to assume that the waste will have a 
small degree of cohesion. Therefore, the factor of safety and estimated MCE displacement discussed 
above were considered to be appropriate and the intermediate slope was acceptable for this temporary 
and non-critical condition.

During the preliminary stability analyses, calculations were also performed to evaluate whether a 
failure could potentially occur along the entire Phase I liner interface (i.e., along the west sideslope, 
the landfill base, and the Phase I/II Berm sideslope). The factor of safety for this condition was found 
to be much higher than for the Cases A1 and A2 conditions.

Finally, because of prior experience at the KHF, an evaluation was made as to whether or not it would 
be appropriate to analyze the Phase I intermediate fill slope for a three-dimensional potential failure 
surface. However, because of the designed configuration, it was concluded that such an analysis was 
not necessary. Phase I was purposely configured to avoid three-dimensional driving forces that were 
significantly different than those realized for the two-dimensional (Cases Al and A2) condition. 
Therefore, the factor of safety for a three-dimensional case would essentially be the same as the 
acceptable values for the two-dimensional cases discussed above.

5.3.5 Temporary Phase IIIA

The configuration of the temporary Phase IIIA intermediate waste fill slope is shown on Sheet C-4A 
in Appendix A.2.  As can been seen on Sheet C-4A, the Phase IIIA interim waste slope is a south-
facing, 2H:1V slope that contains an approximately 30-foot wide bench to allow for access to the 
landfill during waste placement operations.  This interim slope condition will exist for only a short
time, if at all, as it is anticipated that no more than 6 months of waste will be placed in Phase IIIA 
before waste placement in Phase IIIB begins.  After waste placement in Phase IIIB commences, the 
interim Phase IIIA waste slope will be covered with waste relatively quickly. The north, east, and 
west facing Phase IIIA waste slopes will be built to the final cover grades (i.e., 3.5H:1V inclination 
between benches); therefore, these waste slopes were analyzed as part of the final closure 
configuration (Section 5.3.6).

Intermediate Fill Slope

Appendix H.4 presents the detailed results of the stability analyses conducted for the south-facing 
2H:1V Phase IIIA intermediate fill slope.  Due to its temporary nature, only static stability analyses 
were conducted for the Phase IIIA intermediate waste slope.  Also, as can be seen in Appendix H.4,
the shear strength parameters of the Phase IIIA liner system were assumed to lie between its peak and 
residual values since the slope will be temporary and the portion of the Phase IIIA liner modeled in 
the stability analyses will be graded at only 10 percent, thereby making it similar to a base liner from 
a shear strength standpoint.

Figure 5.3 illustrates the potential failure mechanism considered for the south-facing 2H:1V Phase 
IIIA temporary fill slope. This critical potential sliding mechanism involves shearing down through 
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the waste and then along the Phase IIIA liner toward the toe of the south-facing 2H:1V temporary 
waste slope, resulting in a wedge-shaped slide mass. This mechanism is critical because the liner 
interface shear strength is much lower than that of the underlying foundation or the overlying waste 
materials. The result in Table 5.2 for this interim case indicates a static factor of safety of 1.5, which 
is considered acceptable for this temporary condition.

The potential for a shallow circular failure to occur through the south-facing 2H:1V Phase IIIA
intermediate fill slope without intersecting the liner system was not performed since analyses for the 
Phase I temporary waste slopes indicated that a temporary waste fill slope inclined at 1.5H:1V would 
be adequately stable (Section 5.3.4) with respect to this potential sliding mechanism.  Since the Phase 
IIIA intermediate waste fill slope will be inclined at 2H:1V, it will be expected to be more stable than 
the Phase I temporary waste slopes were.  In addition, the Phase I temporary waste slopes were
observed to perform well after their construction, which further demonstrates that the 2H:1V Phase 
IIIA intermediate fill slope should be adequately stable with respect to a circular failure entirely 
through waste.

5.3.6 Final Closure Conditions

The three potential failure scenarios of importance for the final closure configuration, as shown 
conceptually on Figure 5.3, are:

� Displacement of the final cover system on the 3.5H:1V sideslopes between benches.

� A large wedge failure through the waste and along the base and perimeter sideslope 
liner systems.

� A circular failure entirely through the waste.

The stability analyses for the final closure conditions were performed by HAI, under subcontract to 
Golder, as part of the current design.  Appendix H.5 contains HAI’s slope stability report while the 
results of HAI’s stability analyses are summarized in Table 5.2 and discussed in the following 
paragraphs.

The weakest interface in the B-18 final cover system is the nonwoven geotextile/40-mil textured 
HDPE geomembrane interface.  Large seismic displacements at this interface could result in a tensile 
failure of the HDPE geomembrane.  The current state-of-practice is to generally limit seismic 
displacements of the cover system to less than about 12 inches.  Table 5.2 shows that the static factor 
of safety for veneer-type sliding of the cover system along the geotextile/HDPE geomembrane 
interface is 1.6, which is well above the allowable 1.5.  The estimated seismic displacement along this
interface was calculated to be about 2.7 inches for the updated MCE event (Section 2.5.3).  Hence, 
the final cover system of B-18 is considered to be adequately stable under the design static and 
seismic loading.  Minor repairs to the cover system may be required if the seismic displacement of the 
cover system exceeds about 2 to 3 inches. 

In order to evaluate a deep, wedge-shaped failure mechanism (along the base liner) for the final 
closure condition, HAI evaluated 6 representative cross-sections (A-A’ to F-F’) through B-18.  The 
locations of these 6 cross-sections are shown in Appendix H.5.  For each cross-section, multiple 
sliding mechanisms were considered.
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HAI reviewed the interface shear strength test data for B-18 to determine the weakest interface for 
each phase of construction.  The original design report for B-18 (ESI, 1990) assumed the most critical 
interface would be located at the interface of the textured geomembrane and the geonet side of the 
geocomposite.  The interface was found to have a residual friction angle of 9 degrees and 800 psf 
adhesion.  However, during construction of Phase II, a bonded geotextile was included below the 
geocomposite to increase the shear strength of the liner system (i.e., a geocomposite with geotextiles
heat bonded to both sides of the geonet was used during construction). Therefore, the lower shear
strength properties used for the Phase I side slope liner were based on a different critical interface in
the liner system. Based on the URS 2005 report, archived samples of the existing Phase II liner
system components were recovered from storage and tested for interface shear strength. Two shear
tests were performed on multiple components that represented all of the possible interfaces in the
existing B-18 Phase II liner systems. Tests performed on these "sandwich-like" specimens of the
Phase II liner system demonstrated that failure occurred along the clay/textured geomembrane
interface in one test and the clay/geotextile interface in the other test. The results of these tests
yielded a peak interface friction angle of 20 degrees with an adhesion of approximately 1,900 psf, and
a residual interface friction angle of 19 degrees with approximately 1,800 psf adhesion. For the
stability analysis the adhesion was conservatively considered to be 0 psf.

It should be noted that failure in a liner system occurs along the interface with the lowest peak shear
strength. Therefore, the weakest interface in the liner system is the interface with the lowest peak
strength. Based on the direct shear testing performed by SGI Testing Services, LLC (2003) on the
archived Phase II liner system materials (see Appendix A of the URS 2005 report), the lowest peak
shear strength is along either the textured geomembrane/compacted clay liner interface or the
geotextile/compacted clay interface (peak friction angle of 20 degrees). Even though the clay liner
has a lower residual friction angle of 13 degrees with lower adhesion (SGI, 2003), the higher internal
peak shear strength of the clay (26 degrees) in comparison with the two above-mentioned interfaces
(20 degrees) results in detrimental shear displacements occurring along either of the two geosynthetic
liner/clay interfaces and not within the clay liner itself. The "sandwich-like" specimen tests presented
in the URS 2005 report demonstrated this.

To confirm the friction angles for the B-18 Phase III liner system, similar "conformance" testing was
completed on stock materials from geosynthetic manufacturer's that will supply materials for the
Phase III expansion. Based on the testing conducted by Precision Geosynthetic Laboratories (results
included in Appendix H.5), the weakest interface is the geocomposite to textured HDPE
geomembrane. The measured peak friction angle was approximately 28 degrees with a residual
friction angle of 12 degrees. For the stability analysis, the 12 degree residual friction angle was used
for the Phase III expansion area. The initial stability report by HAI assumed that the friction angle for
Phase III would be similar to Phase II. Based on the recent testing, HAI lowered the Phase III friction
angle. An addendum to the original report is included in Appendix H.5 to address the stability
analysis using the lower strength values.

Using the above interface shear strengths, Sections D-D' and F-F' were found to be the most critical of 
the 6 cross-sections considered since their potential failure mechanisms had the lowest static factor of 
safety and lowest yield accelerations. HAI therefore performed two-dimensional site response
analyses (using QUAD4M) and seismic displacement analyses for sections D-D' and F-F'. In the two-
dimensional response analyses, four different input ground motion time histories were used to provide 
a range of anticipated waste mass accelerations (both from the near-field and far-field events). The 
results of the seismic displacement analyses performed for section D-D' and F-F' indicate that, under 
the updated MCE ground motions (Section 2.5.3), the maximum seismic displacements will be less 
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than I inch. Therefore, the overall final landfill configuration is considered to be adequately stable 
with respect to deep, wedge-shaped failure mechanisms.

The last closure configuration condition analyzed was a circular failure entirely through the waste.  
Section D-D’ contained the critical circular shear surface.  As can be seen on Table 5.2, the calculated 
static factor of safety for this case was 2.2 and the seismic displacement during the updated MCE 
event (Section 2.5.3) is anticipated to be less than 12 inch.  Hence, the final landfill configuration is 
considered to be acceptable with regards to static and seismic stability of circular shear surfaces 
through the waste.

Finally, the need for a three-dimensional stability analysis for the final landfill configuration was not 
deemed necessary since no conceivable three-dimensional movements could be hypothesized that 
would lead to significantly lower factors of safety than those for the two-dimensional cases discussed 
above.

5.4 Cover  Soil Erosion

Appendix I contains the analyses performed to assess the erosion rate of the B-18 vegetative cover 
soil layer based on the planned vegetation, slope steepness, slope length, and climatological 
conditions.  The soil erosion analyses were performed using the computer program RUSLE2 (NRCS, 
2004), which uses the Revised Universal Soil Loss Equation (RUSLE) along with the appropriate 
site-specific parameters listed above to calculate the potential soil erosion loss in tons per acre per 
year.

The results of the soil erosion analyses indicate a maximum cover soil erosion rate of about 1 ton per 
acre per year for the typical 3.5H:1V closure slopes between benches.  This maximum rate is 
approximately half of the maximum allowable rate of 2 tons per acre per year suggested by the 
USEPA (1989).  This cover soil erosion rate assumes that vegetation is established on the final cover.  
If no vegetation (i.e., bare ground) is assumed, the calculated cover soil erosion rate is about 9 tons 
per acre per year.  Hence, it will be important to establish and maintain an acceptable amount of 
vegetation on the B-18 final cover to control soil erosion losses.  As such, a specification for 
revegetation of the final landfill slopes is provided for in Appendix O.

5.5 Surface Water  Drainage

5.5.1 General

The surface water analyses presented in Appendix J are divided into sections that address the 
following requirements:

� The general hydrology and design criteria.

� Phases I and II run-on control.

� Phases I and II run-off control.

� Phase III run-on control. 

� Phase III run-off control.
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� Closure drainage control.

The B-18 surface water drainage control systems are described in Section 4.9.  As discussed in 
Section 4.9, run-on control refers to the collection and off-site diversion of surface water that has 
originated outside of the B-18 limits and, therefore, has not been affected by the active disposal area.  
Run-off control refers to the collection of surface water from roads used for waste truck or landfill 
equipment access and from portions of the waste area with intermediate cover.  This run-off does not 
come into direct contact with the waste disposal area, but it will be retained on-site in accordance 
with the KHF permitting requirements.

The basic surface water drainage control design criteria for B-18 are:

� Hydraulic structures should be capable of conveying the 6-hour PMP storm event 
that is considered to have maximum intensities based on the rainfall-duration curve 
data shown Appendix J.  Culverts may be designed for flows as low as those from the 
25-year storm event as long as water overtopping the culvert is contained within a 
drainage control system that has been designed for the peak PMP discharge.

� All run-off containment basins, except the temporary one for the Phase I intermediate 
condition, are designed for the 24-hour PMP event, which is 10.3 inches of rainfall 
(NOAA, 1998).  It is noted that during the original design of B-18 (ESI, 1990a), the 
24-hour PMP event used in the analyses was only 7.4 inches based on the available 
data at that time (CDWR, 1976).  The temporary Phase I intermediate basin was 
required only during the Phase II construction period and was designed for the 25-
year, 24-hour storm.

� During the original design of B-18 (ESI, 1990a), peak storm run-offs were calculated 
using the rational method for small watersheds along with run-off coefficients of 0.40 
for natural areas, 0.90 for roads, and 0.60 for interior cover areas.  Volume 
requirements for the former and existing containment basins were also based on these 
run-off coefficients.  These methods and parameters are applicable for the Phases I 
and II run-on and run-off calculations presented in Appendices J.2 and J.3.

� For the current design, peak storm run-offs were calculated using the computer 
program HEC-HMS version 3.1.0, developed by the United States Army Corps of 
Engineers.  In the HEC-HMS analyses, an SCS curve number of 81 was used to 
model the final cover soil and areas surrounding B-18, except a SCS curve number of 
74 was used for the natural terrain west of      B-18.  The volume requirement for the 
proposed South Containment Basin was based on the design flows calculated from 
the HEC-HMS analyses.  These methods and parameters are applicable for the 
closure drainage control calculations presented in Appendix J.4.

� In the original B-18 design (ESI, 1990a), Manning’s roughness coefficients used in 
the design of ditches and culverts were 0.013 for smooth asphalt, 0.018 for earth 
channels (which extend onto roadway slopes), and 0.019 for CMP.  In the current 
design for the closure condition, the following Manning’s roughness coefficients 
(i.e., “n” values) were used:
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Channel Lining Manning’s n 
for Stability

Manning’s n for 
Capacity

Grass 0.030 0.035
Turf Reinforcement Mat 0.030 0.035

Rip-rap 0.035 0.040
Asphalt or Shotcrete 0.016 0.016

5.5.2 Phases I and II Run-On Control

Figure 5.5 shows individual water shed areas that contribute run-on flow to the diversion ditches 
located along the outside edge of the B-18 Perimeter Road.  These ditches intercept the run-on and 
direct it away from the B-18 active area.  Table 5.3 summarizes the previously calculated maximum 
flows for Phase I and II during the PMP event at key locations along the diversion ditch system and 
shows the estimated peak flow in comparison with the ditch capacity.  In each case, the asphalt-lined 
ditch is capable of containing the design flow.

A 24-inch diameter CMP runs beneath the B-18 stockpile access road to convey the computed 25-
year peak flow.  The roadway above the culvert is graded as a swale to convey higher flows for the 
PMP event, across the road and into a natural drainage channel at the toe of the B-18 Perimeter Road 
fill slope, which eventually discharges back into the asphalt V-ditch system.

5.5.3 Phases I and II Run-Off Control

Table 5.4 summarizes previously calculated run-off conditions for Phase I and II at each of the 
hydraulic structures required to convey the PMP run-off from roads used for waste truck or landfill 
equipment access. In each case, the ditch or culvert capacity exceeds the appropriate estimated peak 
flow.

Table 5.5 compares the capacity of the former temporary Phase I containment basin and the Northeast 
Containment Basin (see Sheets 5 and 10, respectively, in Appendix A.1) with the estimated run-off 
volumes from the respective design storms. The capacity shown for the temporary Phase I 
containment basin in the clay borrow pit is for a height to the top of the lined area. Freeboard is not 
required for this basin because the basin could not be overtopped above the clay pit walls which 
extend high above the lined area.

The Phase I Intermediate Closure basin was on the top of a liner that was installed to prevent 
infiltration into the waste. This containment basin was sized only for run-off from the interim closure 
slope. This basin was only required until the Phase II construction was completed.

The capacity for the Northeast Containment Basin is based on allowance for a 2-foot freeboard 
because embankment overtopping could occur at this location.

5.5.4 Phase III Run-on Control

Run-on control during Phase III will be performed in a similar manner as it has historically been 
performed during Phase I and II with the use of ditches on the outside of the perimeter road as well as 
brow ditches at the top of cut slopes.  Figure 5.5 shows individual water shed areas that contribute 
run-on flow for Phase III and at Closure to the diversion ditches located along the outside edge of the 
B-18 Perimeter Road.  These ditches intercept the run-on and direct it away from the B-18 active 
area.  The run-on areas have decreased in size compared to Phases I and II; however, the run-on 
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control ditches have remained the same size.  To avoid ponding around the southeast side of B-18 
some additional fill is added to provide positive drainage from localized low points.  Buried 18-inch 
diameter HDPE solid wall pipe is to be installed below the B-18 south berm to provide drainage of 
two localized low points.  The drainage pipe is maintained outside the limits of the landfill.

The permanent stormwater run-on controls, such as the brow ditches, within the Phase IIIA watershed 
will be constructed as part of Phase IIIA.  During the subsequent placement of waste in Phase IIIA 
(while Phase IIIB is being constructed), a temporary lined stormwater containment berm will be 
utilized to prevent stormwater run-on from contacting the Phase IIIA waste.  The configuration of this 
temporary lined containment berm is shown on Sheet C-4A in Appendix A.2.  The top of this berm 
will be approximately 8 feet higher than the nearby high point on the Phase IIIB “bench floor”;
therefore, overtopping of this berm by stormwater run-on from the south will not occur.  If necessary, 
portable pumps will be used by site personnel to convey the clean ponded stormwater run-on retained 
on the south side of the temporary berm to just south of the nearby high point on the Phase IIIB 
“bench floor,” where it can then gravity flow to the Northeast Containment Basin. A maximum of 
approximately 2 feet of stormwater could pool against the south side of the temporary berm.  
However, it should be noted that only small amounts of stormwater are anticipated since Phase IIIB is 
planned to be constructed during the dry season and, once Phase IIIB is completed, run-on control 
between Phase IIIA and Phase IIIB will no longer be required.

5.5.5 Phase III Run-Off Control

Run-off control during Phase III operations will be very similar to the current operations.  The 
existing B-18 waste fill is above the existing perimeter road and capable of diverting flows to the 
Northeast Containment Basin.  Initially Phase III waste will be placed in the “valley” formed by the 
existing waste and the Phase III lined slope.  Active areas will control run-off with soil berms to keep 
stormwater from reaching the basin.  Areas covered with interim soil cover will drain within the 
“valley” to the Northeast Containment Basin.  In the event of a PMP prior to the Phase III waste fill 
reaching the elevation of the perimeter road, where run-off can be diverted to the South Containment 
Basin, active pumping from the Northeast Containment Basin to the South Containment Basin would 
be required to maintain adequate capacity. 

Appendix J.4, Table 4 summarizes run-off conditions at each of the hydraulic structures required to 
convey the PMP run-off. In each case, the ditch capacity exceeds the appropriate estimated peak flow.

Table 5.5 compares the capacity of the Northeast Containment Basin and South Containment Basin 
(see Sheets C-3 and C-4 in Appendix A.2) with the estimated run-off volumes from the 24-hour PMP 
design storm.  Sufficient on-site storage capacity exists to contain all run-off within the basins, 
however, some active pumping during the 24-hour PMP storm will be required (approximately 1 acre 
foot) from the northeast basin to the south basin.

The permanent stormwater run-off controls, such as the perimeter channels, within the Phase IIIA 
watershed will be constructed as part of Phase IIIA.  During subsequent placement of waste in Phase 
IIIA (while Phase IIIB is being constructed), a temporary lined stormwater containment berm will be 
utilized to contain stormwater flowing off of the south-facing Phase IIIA temporary waste fill slope.  
This temporary berm will be 10 feet tall (see Sheet C-4A in Appendix A.2).  As shown in the Phase 
IIIA hydrology calculations in Appendix J.3, the basin that will be formed on the north side of this 
berm will have sufficient capacity to contain the entire run-off volume generated by the 24-hour PMP 
event while maintaining a freeboard of greater than 1 foot.  Stormwater run-off that is impounded on 
the north side of the temporary berm will be considered leachate and will be managed in an 
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appropriate manner by site personnel (i.e., through the use of portable pumps to convey the 
stormwater into tanker trucks for transportation to an on-site treatment facility). Stormwater run-off 
from the north, east, and west facing waste slopes of Phase IIIA will flow to the Northeast
Containment Basin.  It should be noted that only small amounts of stormwater are anticipated for this 
temporary case as Phase IIIB is planned to be constructed during the dry season and, once Phase IIIB 
is completed, run-off control between Phase IIIA and Phase IIIB will no longer be required.

As described in the Phase IIIA hydrology calculations in Appendix J.3, during the construction of 
Phase III (i.e., before the South Containment Basin is constructed), the existing Northeast 
Containment Basin will not have sufficient capacity to contain the stormwater volume generated by 
the 24-hour PMP event.  Specifically, there will be approximately 14 acre-feet of water that will have 
to be conveyed from the Northeast Containment Basin to the site’s existing East Retention Basin 
(located approximately 2,000 feet north of the Northeast Containment Basin, as shown on Sheet C-1
in Appendix A.2).  A 21-inch orifice outlet device will be set 3 feet below the top of the existing 
embankment of the Northeast Containment Basin.  Water will flow through this orifice and into a
pipeline (preliminarily sized at 21-inch inside diameter) that will convey this overflow by gravity to 
the East Retention Basin.  During the Phase III construction, the orifice outlet device and gravity flow 
pipeline will prevent the overtopping of the existing Northeast Containment Basin during the 24-hour 
PMP event.

5.5.6 Closure Drainage

At closure, the trapezoidal earthen ditches along benches and the Cover Access Road are designed to 
convey the flow from the 6-hour PMP event as shown in Appendix J, Table 4.  As previously 
discussed, the 6-hour PMP event has a higher rainfall intensity than the 24-hour PMP and is therefore 
more conservative for sizing the conveyance structures.  Conveyance of surface water from the cover 
and the adjacent areas will occur along the final B-18 Perimeter Road, which will be graded to slope 
into the closure cover as shown in Detail 4 on Sheet C-7 in Appendix A.2. The peak surface water
run-off generated by the 24-hour PMP event will be contained in either the Northeast Containment 
Basin or the South Containment Basin.  

5.6 Leachate Collection and Removal

In accordance with USEPA guidance for landfill geosynthetic designs (USEPA, 1987), Appendix K 
includes the following calculations to support the design of the B-18 LCRS:

� The capacity of the primary LCRS at each area to transmit the mean 
annual precipitation during the operating period.

� The capacity of the primary LCRS at each sump to convey significantly greater 
volumes of leachate than historically measured without the build-up of 12 inches of 
hydrostatic head on the base liner system.

� The suitability of the geotextile to act as a filter between the base operations layer 
and the primary LCRS drainage gravel layer.

The calculations are based on the conservative assumption that, during operations, all rainfall will 
percolate through the waste and into the primary LCRS.
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The calculations show that the transmissivity of the existing Trevira 1125/Polynet 3000 geocomposite 
drainage layer used on the sideslopes will have a transmissivity greater than that required to convey 
the mean annual precipitation considering the maximum waste overburden pressure of nearly 25,000 
psf.

The transmissivity of the existing base geocomposite is approximately equal to that required to 
convey the mean annual precipitation drainage case. However, considerable redundant capacity is 
provided by the 12 inches of drainage gravel above the base geocomposite in the primary LCRS. The 
base portion of the secondary LCRS also includes a redundant, 12-inch-thick drainage gravel layer. 
Furthermore, a geonet layer was provided for a width of 80 feet above the vadose trench to provide 
drainage in this area.

Filter calculations for the geotextile between the base operations layer and the primary LCRS 
drainage gravel indicate that the existing Trevira 1125 geotextile is adequate.

Historic records (January 2001 to December 2007) indicate that the primary LCRS generates an 
average of 360 gallons per day for all four sumps.  This volume is significantly less than the 36,000 
gallon per day system capacity.

The secondary LCRS, has averaged 10 gallons per day over the period of January 2001 to December 
2007.  Peak flows have approached 150 gallons per day.  Recent monitoring has indicated that no 
liquids are being collected in the secondary LCRS.  The Response Action Plan (RAP) (SEC Donohue 
1992a) determined that the Action Leakage Rate (ALR) for each sump ranged from 1,250 to 3,500 
gallons per day.  These values have a minimum calculated safety factor of 3.  Liquids collected in the 
secondary LCRS have not approached the ALR.  The current ALRs remain valid for the proposed 
expansion since the limiting factor was the length of geocomposite at the toe of slope and this length 
remains unchanged, conservative transmissivity values are used in the calculations.

The vadose zone collection system has not collected any liquids during the period January 2001 to 
December 2007.  The Vadose Zone Response Plan (SEC Donohue 1992b) allows from 3.5 to 6.6 
gallons per day to be collected in the vadose sumps based on a de minimus leakage rate of 20 gallons 
per acre  per day.  The vadose system will not be modified by the proposed expansion: therefore, the 
allowable leakage rates remain valid.

In the event leakage in the secondary or vadose collection systems exceeds the ALR, then appropriate 
actions in accordance with the RAP will be implemented.

5.7 Riser  Pipe Designs

Appendix L includes the engineering calculations performed to support the following riser pipe 
requirements:

� Design of the main 24-inch diameter steel vertical riser pipe and its foundation, 
located about 6.5 feet above the primary liner system in the sump area, as illustrated 
in Section B on Sheet 21 in Appendix A.1.

� Provision of adequate crushing strength for the lower 18-inch diameter stainless steel 
vertical riser pipe that is approximately 7 feet long and is located immediately below 
the 24-inch diameter steel vertical riser pipe.
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� Assurance that the pressure exerted by the main vertical riser pipe foundation will not 
create a bearing capacity failure in the underlying clay liners.

� Evaluation of the stresses and deflections in the bottom portions of the sideslope riser 
pipes.

As shown in Section B on Sheet 21 in Appendix A.1, the main vertical riser pipe will be placed inside 
of a larger, 30-inch diameter corrugated HDPE pipe to avoid the development of high drag loads on 
the 24-inch diameter steel pipe. The corrugated pipe will not develop significant vertical stresses 
because it will readily deflect in an accordion-like manner in the longitudinal direction as the 
surrounding waste settles. The corrugated pipe will be held away from the steel pipe with flexible 
spacers at about 10-foot centers to avoid long sections where the two pipes would otherwise be in 
continuous contact. To be conservative, the calculations assume that a contact area of 10 percent of 
the total contact area between the two pipes develops and that it is capable of transferring drag loads 
to the inner steel pipe. In addition, significant factors of safety are provided for each of the key 
components of the system to minimize the potential for large deformation of the riser pipe to occur.

The 6-foot by 6-foot by 1.5-foot-thick reinforced concrete foundation for the main riser pipe was 
designed to spread any load on the pipe over a sufficient area so that there is a high factor of safety 
against potential bearing capacity deformations of the underlying clay liner.  This is accomplished 
because the minimum bearing capacity factor of safety is estimated to be between 7 and 10 when 
using a conservative estimate of the strength of the clay liner.  A slip connection has been included in 
the riser pipe at approximately elevation 900 ft-MSL to reduce the load on the foundation.  The loads 
above the slip connection will be transferred within the waste.

Compression loading on the lower stainless steel pipe is calculated considering at-rest pressures 
resulting from the main riser pipe foundation loading. The factor of safety against crushing is greater 
than 5, which is considered appropriately conservative for this system.

Finally, calculations of deflection for the lower portions of the sideslope riser pipes show that:

� The carbon and stainless steel pipe deflections will be on the order of 0.1 inches, 
which is relatively small with regard to the allowable deflections for these pipes.

� The maximum deflection of the 8-inch diameter HDPE SDR 8.3 pipe is estimated to 
be on the order of 20 to 30 percent of its diameter.

Although the deflection of the HDPE pipe is higher than would normally be desirable, it is considered 
to be acceptable because this pipe is included as a second (i.e., redundant) system for pumping from 
the secondary LCRS.  From an operations viewpoint, it was determined that it would be better to have 
these two redundant types of pipes to minimize the potential for pump access loss because of material 
deterioration.

5.8 Cover  Infiltration

Appendix M includes calculations similar to those performed to support the design of the currently-
permitted final closure cover system for B-18 (DTSC, 2003).  These calculations were performed 
using the updated computer program HELP version 3.07 (Schroeder et al., 1994) to estimate the 
amount of infiltration through and head on the final cover system.  The infiltration analyses were 
conducted by assuming the following parameters:
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� The vegetative cover soil layer is 2.5-feet-thick with a permeability of 2 x 10-4 cm/s, 
based on past experience with this type of material at the KHF.

� The HELP program’s default climate data for Fresno, California and Bakersfield, 
California were used to model the climatological conditions at the KHF.  Use of 
Fresno climate is a conservative assumption since Fresno receives approximately 50 
percent more rainfall annually than the KHF, based on historic precipitation data.

� The HDPE geomembrane will have 0.50 holes per acre resulting from manufacturer’s 
flaws (where each hole has a 1 mm diameter), 1.0 hole per acre resulting from 
installation defects (where each hole has an area of 1 cm2), and “excellent” placement 
quality.

� The nonwoven geotextile component of the final cover system has an in-plane 
permeability of 0.25 to 0.40 cm/s.

� The foundation layer has a permeability of 1 x 10-5 cm/sec

� The slope of the final cover system is 25 percent (i.e., 4H:1V).

Based on the above assumptions, the results of the HELP analyses indicate that a maximum head of 
about 3 to 4 inches will develop on the geomembrane during extended rainy seasons (similar to 
Fresno) and that acceptably low infiltration rates will occur through the HDPE geomembrane.  Since 
a head of only 3 to 4 inches on the geomembrane is not anticipated to compromise the stability of the 
final cover system, the permitted final cover system is considered adequate for B-18.  Additionally,
the permitted cover system has been used to close other facilities at KHF since 1994 without failure 
or apparent build up of liquids within the cover.

5.9 Frost and Biotic Protection

The effects of frost penetration on the B-18 final closure cover were evaluated.  Appendix N.1 
provides two maps that each show estimated depths of frost penetration for the United States.  Both of 
these maps indicate that the maximum depth of frost penetration at the KHF is less than 6 inches.  
Past experience and observations at the KHF corroborate this finding.  Hence, any frost penetration 
that occurs is anticipated to be confined to the uppermost portions of the 2.5-foot-thick vegetative 
cover soil layer and should not present a significant potential to deteriorate the cover system or to 
cause special maintenance requirements.

The effects of burrowing animals on the B-18 final cover system were also evaluated.  Information 
presented in Appendix N.2 indicates that burrowing animals will be confined to the vegetative cover 
soil layer due to the presence of the underlying HDPE geomembrane.  Past experience at the KHF 
indicates that HDPE geomembranes are effective barriers to burrowing animals.  Hence, the 
performance of the B-18 final cover is not expected to be impacted by burrowing animals.
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14' - 147.5 a II~ 

ISO - U2.S a II .. 

us - 1".5 a 11 .. 

160 ·16l...5 a II~ 

1M· 167.5 .. 11.7 

170·172.5 a II·' 
5-7.5 u " .. 

10. 11.5 .Ihy u "" 15-17.5 .Ihy A "" 
'" .22.5 .Ihy A II .. 

15 ·17.5 u 11 .. 

".n.> -" 11 .. 

35· :n.:z .Ory .. " .. 
.co. 41.5 .i11y .. II" 

4' .47 .h II., 

SO· Sl.5 -" 11 .. 

5'·57.$ -" 1109 

6O·61.S -" II .. 

65·67.2 .. "" 70·72.5 IUty I' II·, 

75·76.' .illy II 11 .. 

10 _ 11.1 u II·' 

IS·17.5 a " .. 
9O·92.S a " .. 
95·97.5 a 11 .. 

PIoJC' or) 

RECOVERY 
(1') 

PURPOsE 

100 

100 

100 

100 

100 

100 

100 

92 

II 

II . CIbuiD _p* ofUait II·'. n..1IttIta 
92 

wiD ba _yccd CCIDCUmIDIIy with the da,.,.,. ill onI .. ~ d~.p the day 
100 bmawpiL 

'" . Scp. "- &hi. bona, will be lltiu-l .. , .. ""- COCDbia.u- 01 da)'l'-C UI 
.... iDelhc~IOf"·Watoflll& 

100 
two rodr: l)'pa as they __ va\ld hID .. Ibe ImmlOW pI.. 

92 ., 
II .. 
56 

16 

100 .. 
>2 

II 

100 

100 

.,.,71 (1I121!iO) 
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TABLE 3.2 

MATRIX OF INVESTIGATION ACTIVITY VS. ROCK STRUCTURE 

~STIGATIONACTIVITY 

STRAllGRAPIIIC UNIT TEST TRENCHES TEST PITS BORINGS EXISTING AND PREVIOUS 
MONITORING WELLS 

Colluvium All Test Trenches All Test Pits L18·C LI8-D L18·E Ll8·1 -
18·1 - - - K·19 K·29 

18·2 - - L18·E K·19 K·29 

18·3 - - L18·D Ll8·E K2 K·19 

18-4 DT·E - LI8·D K·I K·2 K·26 

18·5 DT·E - L18·D K·I K·2 K·26 K·38 

18.{i DT·E - - K·I K·2 K·26 K·38 

18·7 DT·B. DT·E. T·I, T·2 TP·5, TP.{i, TP·20, TP·21, Ll8·C, L18·F K·I, K·2, K·8, K·26, K·32, 
TP·28 K·38 

18·8 DT·A, DT·B, DT·C, T·3 TP·I, TP·6, TP·7, TP·8, TP·9, LI8·F, L18·1 ,Ll8·] K·8, K·32, K·33, K·38 
TP·27, TP·36, TP·37, TP·38, 

TP·39 TP-40 TP-41 

18·9 DT·A,DT·D TP·I, TP·2, TP·3, TP-4, LI8-K K·8, K·33 
TP·26 TP-42 TP-43 

18·10 DT·A,DT·D TP-4, TP·12, TP·13, TP·18, Ll8·A, Ll8·H K·8, K·33 
TP·29 TP·35 TP·35A 

18·11 DT·A DT·D TP·ll TP·19 TP·25 TP·30 Ll8·B K·8 K·18 K·33 

18·12 DT·A,DT·D TP·IO, TP·16, TP·\1, TP·31, Ll8·B, Ll8·G K·21, K·33 
TP·34 

18·13 DT·A, DT·D, DT·F TP·14, TP·15, TP·22, TP·23, L18·G K·18, K·21, K·33 
TP·24 TP·32 TP·33 

18·14 - - - K·18 K·21 

89·977 (8/14/90) 



TABLE 3.3 

GEOTECHNICAL PARAMETERS FROM PRIOR INVESTIGATIONS 
Pqeio(2 

SEED. RAYMOND B. G!!NERIC EMPIRICAL OR PHASES lilt m lIT AI.. - PARAMI!l'ER B-19LANDFILL INVESTIGATION OF EVALUATIONS OF MEASURED DATA 

DESIGN PHASE I B-19 KHF LANDFILL FROM PUBLISHED 

LANDFILL FAILURE a.OSURES LITERA'I1JRE 

1_ STRENGTHPROPER~ 

SANDSTONE 
Cross-bed Saength 

800(1) (In-dipping) C (psI) 
o (Degrees) 40 

............... ............................ ..................... .................... .................... . .................... 
Anisotropie SlrCIlgth 
(Out-dipping) C (PSI) --o (Degrees) --
SILTSTONE 
Cross-bed Sttmgth 

800(1) (In-dipping) C (psI) 
o (Degrees) 40 ............................ ........ .. ..... ..................... .................... .................... ..................... 

Anisotropic Strength 
0(1) (Out-dipping) C (psI) 

o (Degrees) 36 

!;;Le,Y~mN!; 
Cross-bed Saength 

800(t) (In-dipping) C (psI) 
o (Degrees) 40 ........................................... ..................... .................... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .................... 

c Anisotropic Saength o (t) (Out-dipping) C (psI) 
o (Degrees) 36 

!;;OMfe,C I ED EILL 
C (psI) 600« 400 500(1 
o (Degrees) 26 38 _ 31 

CLAY !.IN!;R 
2.200(S) C (psI) 1300 (pcak)(6). o (Degrees) 600 (residual) 

We,rn Unit Weight (PC1) 85(3 85(3) 110<' 
C (psI) 700 0 0 31 (6) 
o (Degrees) 0 27 28 

lJl:l!;B ~YmM INTERFe,!;;!;S 
Waste/Protective Soil o (Degrees) -- »8 0 31(6) .. -........................................ 

-:::::: -::: -~::: --: -]::::::: ~:~:::::::: -: 
.................... ..................... 

Protective SoillGeotextile o (Degrees) ........................................... . ................... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
Geotcxtile/GtanuJar Layer 0 (Degrees) >30 ...................................... _ .... . ................... .................... . 
Gcotextile!Geonet o (Degrees) -- >12 (Residual) ........................................... ..................... .................... . ................... . .................... 
HOPE/Geonet 
- Smooth HOPE o (Degrees) -- 85 (Residual) 

- Tex~HDPE o (Degrees) -- -- 23 (8) ........................................... ..................... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .................... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
HOPE/Compactc<! Clay 
- Smooth HOPE o (Degrees) -- 0 11 (6) 17 (9) , (psf) -- 900 0 --
- Textured HOPE o (Degrees) -- -- .. __ ~r) _1_. _2r)._ -- -- --- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --- _. -- -- --:. ~~~ --.- -- --. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
Compacted Clay!Gcotextile. 0 (Degree, ) -- 24 (Residual ) 

(1) S«: FootnOles next page. 
89-9TI (8/1:190) 
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TABLE 3.3 

GEOTECHNICAL PARAMETERS FROM PRIOR INVESTIGATIONS 
(Continued) 

PARAME1ER 

HOPOOeo1.extile 
- Smooth HOPE o (Depes) 

• TexlUred IIDPE o (Depes) .... ... ..... .... .. ....... .... .... ........ 
HOPE/Soil 
- Smooth HOPE o (Depes) 

- TexlUred HOPE 0(De_) 

.. ...... .. .. ... .............. .. ... ... .... 
HDPOOeoco:;rlSite 
• SmoothHOP 0(De_) 

- TexlUred HOPE o (Depes) 

11. CONSOUDA nON PROPERTIES 

SANDSTONE 
E (KSF) 

Recompression Ratio (Pe:rcent)(l) 

SILTSTONE 
eo 

E(KSF) 

Recompression Ratio (percent) (I) 

CI AYSl'ONE 
e. 

E (KSF) 

Recompression Ratio (percent) (I) 

QlMPACTEQ Ell.! .. 
TypicaJ Value of Compression 
(pen:cnt of origin&! heighJ) 

S::l aY 11Nl'R .. 
Second Compression Index 

Cv (Ft2/Yr) 

~ 

Typical Value of Compression 
(perce", or oriSinal heigh!) 

Second Compression Index 

(I) Donohue 1988. Appendix F. 
(2) EMCON (pood P·9 Ie\'ees). Reference 3. 
0 ) Donohue 1988, Appendix F. Fiaun: V·9. 
(04) KoerueJ.1986. 
(S) Seed, Cl al ., 1988) 
(6) Golder. 1 988c. 
(7) Kavy. 1982. 
(8) SLT. Friction FleJ. . 

SEED. RAYMOND B. 
PHASESnAm F:TAL 
1>-19 LMmFIU. IIM!Sl1GA TION Of' 

DESKlN PIIASE 11>-19 
UNDFIll. FAILURE 

- SO (Residual) 

- -.. ..... ... ..... ..... ......... .... ... ... 

- -
-

...... ....... ....... .. .... ..... .... ... .. 

-

-
0 

.74 

.. 

1.4 

.93 

.. 

1.4 

.S2 •. 83 •. 87 

2 

(9) Gundle, 19881. 
(10) Gundle. 1988c. 
(II) Win1en.om et aI ., 1975 
(11) Yell , et at~ 1915. 
(13) Gundle. 1987. 

Paae 2 of2 

GENERIC EMPDUCALOR 
EVALUATIONS Of' MEASURED DATA 

ICHF u.NDFIU. FIl0M PUBUSHED 
a.ostJR.ES Lm;RATURE 

9(6) 9 (9) 

32(9) 
• • •••••• •• • ••••• • 0 • • .............. ...... . 

18.18.26.23.15.21.15 

29.8.34,33.35,29.27. 
26.25,35 ... ... .... ... .. ..... ..... ....... .. ...... . 
11°. 16.6 

42 •• 38.5 (10) 

(250-SOO){a! -<>, )/") 

(250·SOO){a -a )1") ! , 

/') 

.005 to .oJ 

10.14.5(') 

.1 to ./7~ .09(12) 

89·977 (8114190) 
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. 

l ~ 
~ 

u = 
~ 

K! 
0 g t: z " III t: § ~ ~ 

~ ~ 
.. 
e :E :E .. < < M ~ ~ 

I DT·A Sad< I 5 c.u. ...... 

2 DT·A S.c:I: 2 5 18-8 

3 DT-C Sad: 2 Colluvium 

4 DT·C S.c:I: I 8 18·8 

5 TP·1 Sac:I: B·l 7 18·9 

6 TP·2 Sac:l: B·l 10 ColluVIum 

7 TP·3 Sac:l: B·l 15 CoUuvtUln 

) 8 TP·7 Sac:l: B·l 10 CoU\lYium 

9 TP·8 Sad< D·l 7 ColliJvium 

10 TP·II Sad< B·l 7 CoU\lviwn 

II TP·13 Sad< B·l 4 COlli1Vium 

12 TP·15 Sac:l: B·l 7 CoUuvium 

13 TP·17 Sad< B·l 8 ColhtvWm 

14 TP·18 Sad: B·l 2 CoUwium 

15 TP·18 Sad< B·2 12 Colluvium 

16 TP·23 S.c:I: B·l 0-4 Colluvwm 

17 TP·25 Sac:l: B·l 0·7 CoUuvium 

18 TP·26 Sad: B·l 0-10.5 ColluYium 

19 TP·27 Sac:I: B·l 0·12 CollllvWm 

20 TP·28 Sack B·l 0-12.5 Colluvium 

21 TP·28 Sad: B·2 12.5·13.' 18·7 

n:sTTOTALS FOR 1~ITlAL 
n:sTprrs 

ANTICIPATED TESTS FOR 
TEST PITS TP·29 TIlROUGH TP-43 

TABLE 3.5 

LABORATORY TESTS OF 
TEST PIT SAMPLES 

INDEX PROPER11ES 

15 ~ 

~ ~ E 

~ i ~ ~ 

~ ~ 

~; ~ I 
~ ,., 

~ ~ ~ 
~o 
~" ~ ~ ;;;~ > 

cI 

CS X rx :x 
cI 

CS X X X 
SS X X 
cI X rJ< 
cI 

cI 

cI [X !)( 
SIC [X X 
cI rx X 

SIC 

cI 

cI [X ~ 
CIS 

S/M [X rJ< 
SCiS/M [X [)Z 

SIC [X ~ 
SIC [X ~ 
SIC 

CSISLT 

12 2 9 3 

4 4 - 3 

~ 
:i 
0 
u 
Ii: 

!il .. 
~ 

3 

.. 

COMPAcnON STRENGTH MlSCEU.ANB:KJs PROPI!lt11ES 

~ I ~ 

~~ I 0: 

~ e g ~~ 
z ~~ 5 ~ ~ r:: r:: 

" ~I ~I Ii! § !1 i ~ ~ ~ h ~ 

M ~ 8 !l! :E ~ 

X [)<: X A )Z DZ 

X X ~ )( CS\ 
IX 

~ 1)\ [)< 

4 2 (Seri,,) 3 2 3 

.. .. .. - -
19-971 (S/14fiO) 
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c 

l 
~ ~ 0 0 z z c 

gj t: § § i ... .. 
~ ~ :i :i ., 

22 TP-29 Sack B-1 4-65 

23 TP-30 Sack B-1 7 

24 TP-31 Sack B-1 3.5 

25 TP-32 Sack B-1 5 

26 TP-33 Sack B-1 8 

27 TP-34 Sack B-1 4 

28 TP-35A Sack B-1 7 

29 TP-36 Sack B-1 4 

30 TP-37 Sack B-1 6 

31 TP-38 Sack B-1 9 

32 TP-39 Sack B-1 10 

33 TP-40 Sack B-1 3 

34 TP-41 Sack B-1 3.5 

~ 
~ 

1/ 

~ 
0 
1= 

~ ., 

11-10 

18-11 

18-12 

18-13 

11-13 

18-12 

11-10 

18-3 

18-1 

18-8 

11·8 

18·8 

18-8 

TABLE 3.5 

LABORATORY TESTS OF 
TEST PIT SAMPLES 

(Continued) 

INDEX PROPERTIES 

z !! 
S g 
is €: 

i 0 

~ 
Iii l; !; ~ ~ 6 ~ i ~ 

~o 
~ [; ~o: 

~ I<! ~ Ole 
> ;;;:: 

cs 

SS!CS 

cs lX X 
SS 

SS 

cs 

SS 

cs lX ~ X 
cs 

cs IX X iX 
cs 

cs ~ X X 
cs 

~ 
~ 
~ .. 
e; 

3S TP-42 Sack B-1 6 11-9 SS ~ X X 
36 TP-43 Sack B-1 6 18·9 SS/SLT 

TESTTOTALS TP29 4 4 3 THROUGH TP-43 -
TEST TOTALS ALL TEST PITS 16 6 9 6 

NOTES: 

(I) - 8 03 - oil, .12 k.s.r. 
(2) Sample at ~ Rlative compa::tion and op.imunl moiSUlrc cotllent. 
(3) U permeAbility cmcr .. is wisf.ed, sampk at ~ n:lllivc c:omp&Ction and optinurm moia.ure conlcnt. 
C") Samp'c at 9S'k rcl&Iivc oompactioo AI. optimum mot5WfC content. 

-

J>oae20(2 

COMPAcnON S'11WIG1l{ M1SCElUNEOUS PROPER11I!S 

~I I ~ 
~ ~ 

e ~ 
~~ ~g ~ .. S ~ ~ d ~~ ~ 

.. 
~ 

~i ~~ 
~ ~ 

~ ~ ~ ~ 8 %~ 
8 ::E ., ~~ 8~ ., 

X 

rx [X 

- - - -- --

3 4 2 3 2 3 
(s.n .. ) 

89·977 (8/14t90) 

(5) Loedinr: &c.qUCDCC: o..s,I. 2,4, I , 16.321c.5o£. 
(6) 8ued on the: pcro:nla,C panin, no. 200 lest ret;ulu prepare a composite umpk: using !.he lhrec. wnples wid! smancr pcrca'll.agc or fines . Run compacliorl, 

pcnnc.ability IJId mrink/swell poLttltia1 &I 9090, rdalj..,c eompt.Clion and optimum moistllfc content. MixinG with claYSlOne '-U11plcs will be COJlsidm:.d uron ~vie ..... 
of preliminary re,ulu. 

(7) Sievc.analy,is ir percentage pauins no. 200 sieve j, leu than 40%. Hydrometer aoalysi, if llre&tb'" than 40%. 
(I) Time rcadinS' reque"ed.. 

ENVIRONMENTAL SOLUTIONS 



o 

TABLE 3.6 

GEOTECHNICAL/GEOCHEMICAL 
ANALYSIS METHODS 

TYPEOF1EST STANDARD 

Geotechnical 

Moisture Content ASTM 02216-80 

Liquid and Plastic Limits ASTM 04318-84 

Shrinkage Limit ASTM 0427-83 

Grain Size Analysis ASTM 0422-63 

Specific Gravity ASTM 0854-83 

Moisture Density Relations: 

• (Modified Proctor) ASTM DI557-78, Method A 

• (Standard Proctor) ASTM 0698-78, Method A 

Direct Shear ASTM 03080-72 

Unconsolidated Undrained Triaxial CoIpS of Engineers EM 1110-2-1906 

Hydraulic Conductivity COIpS of Engineers EM 1110-2-1906 

Background Geochemistry 

friority Pollutants: 

• Volatile Organics EPA 8240 

· Semi-Volatile Organics EPA 8270 

• Pesticides EPA 8080 

California Regulated Metals CCR Title 22 Section 66699 

Total Organic Carbon EPA 9060 

Specific Conductance EPA 9050 
pH EPA 9045 

Nitrate EPA 9200 
Sulfate EPA 9035 
Cyanide EPA 9010 
Chloride EPA 9250 

ENVIRONMENTAL SOLUTIONS 



STRATIGRAPHIC 
UNIT 

COLLUVIUM 
COLLUVIUM 

IS-2 

IS-3 

IS-4 

IS-5 

IS-7 

IS-7 

IS-7 

IS-7 

18-9 

IS-10 

IS-10 

IS-10 

( IS-12 

1B-12 

IS-12 

IS-12 

IS-S 

IS-8 

IS-S 

IS-S 

IS-S 

IS-8 

IS-8 

IS-S 

IS-S 

IS-8 

IS-S 

IS-8 

IS-8 

IS-8 

IS-S 

IS-8 

IS-S 

IS-S 

IS-8 

TABLE 3.7 

SUMMARY OF PLASTICITY INDEX DATA 
BY STRATIGRAPHIC UNIT 

BORING SAMPLE DEPTIi UQUID PLASTICITY 
NO. NO. (fL) LIMIT(%) INDEX(%) 

·LlS-C B-1 6.0 - 7.5 35 19 

LlS-D B-2 10.0 - 11.5 29 13 

LlS-E S-S 60.0 - 62.5 53 32 

LlS-E S-6 43.0 - 45.0 32 6 

LlS-D 5-6 52.0 - 54.3 67 42 

LlS-D 5-2 22.0 - 24.3 49 29 

LlS-C 5-1 15.0 - 17.3 3S 17 

LlS-C 5-3 25.0 - 27.5 46 23 

LlS-C 5-7 56.0 - 5S.0 60 36 

LlS-C 5-11 87.0 - S9.0 41 17 

LlS-K 5-10 SO.O - S2.3 30 11 

LlS-H 5-1 6.0 - S.5 SI 50 

LlS-H 5-4 35.0 - 37.5 78 51 

L1S-H 5-6 55.0 • 57.5 71 49 

LlS-B 5-1 6.0 - S.5 64 36 

LlS'() 5-7 50.0 - 51.S 7S 49 

L1S'() 5-9 65.0 - 67.0 60 36 

TP-31 B-1 3.5 70 49 

LlS-F 5-1 6.0 - S.5 7S 55 

LlS-F 5-3 26.0 - 28.5 69 57 

Ll8-F 5-6 56.0 - 5S.5 59 39 

LlS-J 5-2 16.0 - IS.5 5S 36 

LlS-] 5-1 5.0 - 7.5 55 ;lO 

L1S-] 5-3 15.0 - 17.5 67 41 

LIS·] 5-5 25.0 - 27.5 79 50 

LlS-] 5-7 35.0 - 37.5 64 40 
LlS-] S-9 45.0 - 47.5 74 49 

LlS-] 5-11 55.0 - 57.5 69 46 

LIB-] 5-13 65.0 - 67.5 74 50 
LIB-] 5-15 75.0 - 77.5 33 17 

LlS-] 5-17 S5.0 - 87.5 56 3S 

LlS-] 5-22 110.0 - 112.5 71 47 

LIS·] 5-24 120.0 - 122.5 70 42 

LlS-] 5-26 130.0 - 132.S S8 60 

LlS-] S-2S 140.0 - 142.5 S5 53 

LlS-] 5·30 150.0 - 152.5 SS 62 

LlS-] 5·32 160.0 • 162.5 55 30 

USC 
SYMBOL 

CL 

CL 

CH 

ML 

CH 

CL/CH 

CL 

CL 

CH 

CL 

CL 

CH 

CH 

CH 

CH 

CH 

CH 

CH 

CH 

CH 

CH 

CH 

CH 

CH 

CH 

CH 

CH 

CH 

CH 

CL 

CH 

CH 

CH 

CH 

CH 

CH 

CH 

89·977 (8112190) 
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TABLE 3.8 

PERCENT PASSING NO. 200 SIEVE 

STRA TIGRAPIDC MA1ERIAL BORINGI SAMPLE DEPTH PERCENT PASSING 
UNIT TYPE 1ESTPITNO. NO. (ft.) NO. 200 SIEVE 

Colluvium Soil TP-2 B-1 10 57 

Colluvium Soil TP-8 B-1 7 81 

Colluvium Soil TP-ll B-1 7 39 

Colluvium Soil TP-l3 B-1 4 48 

Colluvium Soil TP-18 B-1 2 58 

Colluvium Soil TP-23 B-1 0-4 33 

Colluvium Soil TP-25 B-1 0-7 57 

Colluvium Soil TP-26 B-1 0-10.5 52 

( 
- Colluvium Soil TP-27 B-1 0-12 69 ,. 

18-3 sslsl! U8-D S-lO 81-83.5 24 

18-3 ss U8-E S-2 15-17 .5 24 

18-9 ss U8-K S-I 5-7.5 11 

18-9 sslsl! U8-K S-4 20-22.5 26 

18-9 sslsl! U8-K S-8 40-42.5 21 

18-9 ss U8-K S-13 65-67.5 19 

18-10 slt/c5 L18-A S-3 17-19.5 55 

18-10 55/sl! LJ8-A S-4 25-27.5 73 

18-10 CS/S5 L18-A S-6 37-38.7 47 

18-10 ss L-18H S-2 15-17.5 37 

18-13 55 L18-G S-1 6-8.5 11 

18-13 S5 Ll8-G S-5 40-41.3 11 

89·977 (8/12190) 
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BORINGNOJ 
TESrPITNO. 

1. Modified Proctor Test 
(ASTM DI557-7S) 

LIS-l 

LIS-l 

LIS-l 

L\S-lJLIS-K 

LlS-lJLIS-K 

LlS-)JLIS-K 

() LIS-)JLIS-K 

LIS-)JLIS-K 

LIS-1JLIS-K 

TP-lI, TP-25, 
TP-26 

TP-42, B-1 

DT-A. B-2 

DT -<::, B-1 

f--------
2. Standard Proctor, 

ASTMD69S 

TP-36. TP-37. 
TP-3S 

Ll8-lJLIS-K 

TABLE 3.9 

COMPACTION TEST RESULTS 
(MOOmEO PROCTOR, ASTM 01557·78) 

COMPOSITE MATERIAL SAMPLE PREPARATION 
SAMPLE NO. TYPE 

No.1 Claystone 5-1,5-2,5-3,5-5, and 5-6 

No.2 Claystone 5-9,5-10,5-11,5-12, S-14,and 
5-15 

No. 3 Oaystone 5-22, S-24, 5-26, S-28, and 5-30 

No.4 30% Sand$tonc/ 5-1 through 5-5, Boring LlS-14 
70% Claystone rus claystone from Boring 

IS-) 

No.5 50% Sand$tone! 5-1 through 5-5, Boring LlS-K 
50% Oaystone eus claystone from Boring 

IS-1 

No. 6 30% Sandstone! 5-6 through 5-10, Boring LlS-K 
70% Oaystone plus Claystone from Boring 

LIS-) 

No. 7 50% Sandstone! 5-6 through 5-10, Boring LlS-K 
50% Oaystone rus Claystone from Boring 

IS-) 

No. S 30% Sand$tone! 5-11 through 5-15, Boring 
70% Oaystone L\S-K plus claystone from 

BOring LlS-) 

No.9 50% Sand$tone! 5-11 through 5-15, Boring 
50% Claystone L\S-K plus claystone from 

Boring LIS-) 

No. 10 Colluvium 
(Silly Clay) 

Mixture from all test pits 

- Sand<tone -
- Claystone -
-- Claystone -

---- ----- ----------

No. 11 Claystone Mixture from all test pits 

No. 4 30% Sand$tone/ 5-1 through 5-5, Boring LlS-K 
70% Oayslone plus clayslone from Boring 

LlS-) 

OPTIMUM MAXIMUM MOISTIJRE DRY DENSITY 
COmENT (PC!') (%) 

22.S 9S.7 

21.7 100.7 

24.9 96.2 

2O.S 104.9 

19.6 106.6 

21.9 102.9 

20.4 103.7 

19.5 104.0 

19.4 100.S 

12.3 123.3 

15.0 114.S 

21.5 104.2 

23.5 99.0 

---- -----

29.7" S7.7" 

27.0" 94.2' 

89·977 (SlIlflO) 
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TADLE3.10 

SUMMARY OF PERMEABILITY TESTS 

PERMEABILITY TEST 

I 
z 
0 z 
6 6 g ~ ~ ~ 

~ t:: u ., 
~ ~ ~ ci 

~ ~ 
~ d 8 z 5 !!l ~ 

., 

I 
r: 8 

'" ~ ~ 
J:: § 0 .. 

~ 7. « ~ ;,; ~ ~ 
u 

~ ~ 

"' .. 0 
~ ~ ~ 

0 
~ " r: ~ E 3 '" ~ " ::l h !I ~~ 

,. 

I; ~ ~ " ~ u il: ! I .. ~ ~ " Ei h ~~ ~ h ~~ 
5 

~ -.! -.! -.! ~ 0 ~ 
CI- ~~ 0;,; ~O~ H ~ ~ u ::lit ,,~ u~ " w 

LIS·) 2 Oaystone 18·8 21.7 100.7 63 40 CH 2.S 3/8 22.4 91.6 91 33.6 90.1 89 40 41.2 2.0 x 10" 

DT·A. B·2 .. Clays(one 18·8 21.S 104.2 82 54 CH 2.S 3/8 24.0 93.3 90 29.S 96,4 93 40 82,4 1.9 x 10.9 

TP·36. TP·37. TP·38 I I C1ays1one 18·8 23.5 99.0 76 4S CH 4 1/4 28.7 89.4 90 33.2 90,4 91 40 82.4 4.1 x 10.9 

TP·36. TP·37. TP·38 II Clayslone 18·8 23.S 99.0 76 4S CH 4 114 28.6 89.S 90 33.7 89.7 91 40 82.4 S.O x 10.9 

LIB·). S·21 -- Claystone 18-8 24.9 99.0 76 4S CH 4 (I) 31.2 89.3 90 34.4 88.S 89 40 82.4 2.1 x 10" 

19·977 (8/12190) 
(I) Welthered by fqlClted wettin, and drying (01' two .... eek •. M.dmum particle ~ize resulted from the .catha!n, rrocen only. 



DORING SAMPLE 
SAMPLE 

NO. NO. DEPTH 
(11.) 

18·] S·1 5.0·7.5 
18·] S·1 5.0·7.5 

18·] S·7 35.0·37.5 
18·] S·7 35.0·37.5 

18·] S·24 120.0· 122.5 
18·] S·24 120.0·122.5 

18·] S·32 160.0· 162.5 
18·] S·)2 160.0·162.5 

TAIlLE3.11 

SUMMARY OF SWELL TEST RESULTS 
(UNDISTURBED SAMPLES) 

NATURAL 
STRATI· MATERIAL 

LIQUID PLASTICITY 
GRAPIIIC TYPE 

LIMIT INDEX WATER DRY 
UNIT (%) ('11.) CONTENT DENSITY 

('11.) (PCF) 

18·8 ClaySlOne 55 30 23.4 87.7 
18·8 Clays lone 55 30 20.6 89.6 

18·8 ClaySlOne 64 24 25.0 96.0 
18·8 ClayslOne 64 24 26.5 93.9 

18·8 ClayslOnc 70 42 29.4 93.2 
18·8 OaySlOne 70 42 29.7 94.0 

18·8 ClayslOne 55 30 21.2 96.7 
18·8 ClaySlOne 55 30 20.6 97.6 

(I) As a percenl of lite sample heigh! afler applicalion of lite pressure. 

APPLIED SWELL(I) 
PRESSURE 

('11.) (('SF) 

600 4.0 
12.000 ·1.0 

600 1.8 
12,000 0.7 

600 1.6 
12,000 0.7 

600 0.4 
12,000 ·0.4 

89·911 (8/12HO) 



TABLE3.t2 

SUMMARY OF SWELL TEST RESULTS 
(REMOLDED SAMPLES) 

IJORTNOI COMPOsrrn MATCRIAL 
TYP!i 

STRATI· 
CkAMI1C 

UNIT 

SAMM..P. 
OM'lMUM MAXIMUM 
MOLqtJRF.!oRY nr..Nsm UQUID 
CONTENT (reF) UMIT 

("I ("I 
n:.o:;T MT NO. SAMrLf: NO. PREPARATION 

OT·A,n·2 

DT·C,n·1 

UI·Jn .. II·K 

1.1 ",UI K 

LII·JJl.IS·K 

Tr·11. 11'·25, 
Tr·26 

II·' 2U 

Ol)'ltone 11-' 2I.S 

II·. 21' 

II.' 13.' 

I'" 

II·' 13.5 

.. 301. Snlstone 
10'10 C1ayllOne 

11·9/11.. s..1 \trouah S·5. 20.' 
Borina LU-K plus 

cll,,1\One from 
Borin. ua.,. . . . . . . . . . .. ............. ........ . 

4 ,.,.s_... \I·9n'·' 
70'1' CI.,nonc 

$.1 throuah S·5. 
Borin, LII-K plus 

C",,"OM from 
8Oftn, US-I. 

20.' 

• ~Slndlt_ ,a..9nS·. S-6 ... ~$·IO 21.9 
~ CJ'Y1tone Borin, LII·K plm 

• 

• lO","SlIIdsIonc II·MI-. 
7()'5. CJ.ylltlnt 

I 10" S~_ IS·MI·I 
7M. C1'yMnC 

I. Calhrt"-n 
(dltyel.y) 

10 Colluvh.m 
(Silly elay) 

cl'yltone from 
BorInl L11·J. 

S.61trqhS.IO 
Bomt: Ltl-K plus 

dly"one (rom 
80rint LlI-J. 

21.9 

S.1I1hOU#l S-1.5 19.' 
80rina LII·JC, plus 

cllyl\OM (rom 
Dorine LII·" 

S·1I tJwuah S-I$ IU 
SoMa LIl-K pI~ 

cllYJ11'11'1e from 
Dorlllit LlS·J. 

Mhlt\.W'C from.n 12.1 
test rtu. 

MI~11n from.n 12.l 
test piu. 

(Il Iu I pet"~nt of !he ~.mrlc he1aht .ficr 'rpliation of pressure, 

IOU 

IOU 

104.2 

99.0 

99.0 

99.0 

104 9 

1~.9 

IOU 

1029 

I~.O 

104.0 

123.3 

ID.l 

" 

7' 

76 

7' 

rLAsnCITY 
INDEX 

("I 

" 
" 

" 
" 
4S 

U 
s 
e 
s 

01 

01 

01 

01 

CH 

ell 

CL 

CL 

CL 

CL 

CL 

"'mAL 
WATER 

COtlTENT 

("I 

:tA.' 

lA.1 

21.1 

26.0 

:!S .• 

21.1 

13.' 

13.0 

lA.' 

:IA.' 

nl 

21.5 

14.9 

U.O 

IHTllAL 
DRY 

DIlNSfTY 
(reF) 

".1 

93.1 

91.1 

11.7 

11.8 

19.4 

94.1 

94.' 

92.' 

92.l 

91.4 

"., 

110.3 

110.' 

IHT11AL 
IItFJ..AnVB 

COMl'AcnON 
("I 

19 

19 

19 

.. .. .. 

.. 

.. 
90 

.. 

.. 
90 

19 

APPLIED 
PRESSURB 

(PSF) 

o 

I~'" 

'.000 

o 

I~ 

',000 

o 

o 

I~'" 

no 

7.1 

1.0 

1.0 

9.7 

2.7 

lU 

, .. 

o n.4 

1.2(0 3.9 

o 4j 

1,200 0.2 

19·9n (1/14/90) 



o 
TABLE 3.13 

GEOTECHNICAL LABORATORY TEST RESULTS ON PECTEN CLAYSTONE 
Source: Geosyntec (2008) 

",IS 

Boring Sample 
10 10 

Depth (n) 
uscs 

Moisture 
Content • {~\ 
(02216) I Dry Densltj Fines, .• , LL PL PI 

From To (%) (pcQ <%L (%) (%) 

Maximum Optimum 
OIVDerlSitvl Moisture 

"(pcQ'''' (%) 
(emls) 

Test 

S(MC, 
RC) 

,-3 10 15.' CH - Fat Clay 16.0 

18.5 

92.2 100 35 65 1---+----1 7.0E-OS 1+2,90%' 

,-4 20 21.5 CH - Fat Clay 100.6 96.0 88 32 56 

76.0 55 21 34 122 
:;A-IA lA-2 10.5 

:::: :::: i+:~,~:ttJ5@i1:::~:·~~:!:::~=2O~I .. t=:3t=~~ ~ 97 44 53 6.2E-08 .?~, 
1-i<i:;Ai-. __ 'I::::+A-';:':';IA_7~-';35;-!f-~36;'.5;-! 23.1 8~,.......~t-..;;8H9-;3;T-J91--rr-50+~~~~~t~~~~~+-9_.6E_-08-1I-' _"'_ ~~-l 

_ 41.0 "'" 21 .2 89.'0 78 .. 31 47 
CA-IA tA-9 45 46.5 CH-FatClay 24.4 98.2 877 82 35 47 

CA-IA lA-II 55 56.5 C~~ ~~ay 18.6 95.8 84.2 58 2929 

CA- lA- 3 ,5 SC ~~y.y 3.4 17 4 

;~ Bulk CH _ Fat Clay 14.1 96 3 104 36 68 113.1 156 37E-09 +3,92% 

CS 2-: CH - ... , clay 16.- 106.4 95.2 100 34 66 
CS- 2- ~H - Fa'Cla. 21. ~3 92 39 53 8.6E-OB +2,90%' 

~~CC~~~-;~~'-+~~-~3'~~CCH~I-~-F~a"c~,aY+--2~,. ~+-~1~()()).'-5~89.~8~9~31-~~~oo~I----+---~~~~~~ 
~~~+i;-t-ii-+i~5 CH-FatClay 24.7 99. ~.6 104 37 67 

56.5 ,CH: "a' clay 24.' 9If 

CS-2 2-14 70 71.5 CH-FatClay 25.1 

~--: CC~S-2~7' 2-1=--6t-=-80~-::81I:7-1 .. 5 CH - Fat Clay 
CS- 2-17 85 1111.5 

25.4 

TP- fPI-l 9 I C 1- lay 
TP- rP2-I 0 I C '-'-
fP-: fP~1 11 Ie 1- ~y 

t- ,clay 

97.7 
98.4 

91.1 

93.0 

91 . I 
88.5 

112 40 72 1---+---.., 1.7E-OB +2,90%' 

129 41 88 

37 63 
31 61 
30 6j 
34 59 

1----+---1 5.3E-OS _ +2, 90%' 

109.9 
111.7 
1OS.2 
105.5 

17.8 
16.2 
17.4 
20.1 

~~-09 I+'~ 
1.4E-OB I+'~ 

Note: -Samples collected With a Callfomla type sampler tested for hydraulic conductivity were compacted at 90% relative compactkm of the maximum dry density 
of similar materlals1rom the test pad construction of Landfill 8-18 Phases 1A11B (Environmental Construction Services, 199t) 

Golder Associates 

, 
I 
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TABLE 5.1

MATERIAL AND INTERFACE PROPERTIES USED FOR STABILITY CALCULATIONS

Material or Interface

Material/Interface Properties

Source/RemarksTotal Unit 
Weight

(pcf)

Cohesion 
Intercept, 

c
(psf)

Friction 
Angle, ��
(degrees)

Used by ESI (1990a) for the analysis of temporary rock cut slopes, compacted fill slopes, and temporary Phase I intermediate fill slopes:

Hazardous Waste and Operations Layer (Shallow Sliding) 115 300 27 conservative parameters due to lack of site-
specific testing

Hazardous Waste and Operations Layer (Deep Sliding) 115 0 31 Golder (1989a), conservative

Bedrock (Cross Bedding Strength) 130 800 40 Donohue & Associates (1988) and direct shear 
test results in Appendix D.8

Bedrock (Along Bedding Strength) 130 0 36 Donohue & Associates (1988) and UU triaxial 
test results in Appendix D.5

Structural Fill 125 2,000 30 UU triaxial test results on compacted sandstone 
in Appendix D.5

Clay Liner and Clay Liner/Textured HDPE Geomembrane Interface 
(Long Term) 125 1,150 20 CU triaxial test results on compacted claystone 

in Appendix D.7
Clay Liner and Clay Liner/Textured HDPE Geomembrane Interface 
(Short Term or Low Confining Stress) 125 3,600 0 UU triaxial test results on compacted claystone 

in Appendix D.6
Textured HDPE Geomembrane/Geonet Interface - 0 15 Gundle (1987a) and Geosyntec (1988)
Geonet/Geotextile (Heat Bonded) Interface - 0 >30 Fluid Systems, Inc. (Appendix F)

Geotextile/Drainage Gravel Interface - 0 >21 expected to be stronger than the geotextile/clay 
liner interface

Geotextile/Clay Liner Interface - 0 21 Golder (1990b)
Textured HDPE Geomembrane/Geocomposite Interface - 0 24 Golder (1990b)

Geocomposite/Drainage Gravel Interface - 0 >21 expected to be stronger than the geotextile/clay 
liner interface

Geotextile/Operations Layer Interface (Shallow Sliding) - 300 27 the strength of the operations layer controls
Geotextile/Operations Layer Interface (Deep Sliding) - 0 31 the strength of the operations layer controls
Used by HAI (Appendix H.4) for the analysis of the temporary Phase IIIA intermediate fill slope:
Hazardous Waste 115 0 31 ESI (1990a), Rust E&I (1998), URS (2005)
Bedrock 150 800 40 ESI (1990a), Rust E&I (1998), URS (2005)
Phase IIIA Liner Interface - 0 22 HAI (Appendix H.4)
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TABLE 5.1 (continued)

MATERIAL AND INTERFACE PROPERTIES USED FOR STABILITY CALCULATIONS

Material or Interface

Material/Interface Properties

Source/RemarksTotal Unit 
Weight

(pcf)

Cohesion 
Intercept, 

c
(psf)

Friction 
Angle, ��
(degrees)

Used by HAI (Appendix H.5) for the analysis of the final closure configuration:
Hazardous Waste 115 0 31 ESI (1990a), Rust E&I (1998), URS (2005)
Clay Liner 115 1,150 20 ESI (1990a), Rust E&I (1998), URS (2005)
Bedrock 150 800 40 ESI (1990a), Rust E&I (1998), URS (2005)
Phase I Bottom Liner Interface - 0 17 ESI (1990a), Rust E&I (1998), URS (2005)
Phase I Sideslope Liner Interface - 800 9 ESI (1990a), Rust E&I (1998), URS (2005)
Phase II Bottom Liner Interface - 0 19 ESI (1990a), Rust E&I (1998), URS (2005)
Phase II Sideslope Liner Interface - 0 19 ESI (1990a), Rust E&I (1998), URS (2005)
Phase III Liner Interface - 0 12 HAI (Appendix H.5)
Vegetative Cover Soil/Geotextile Interface 110 100 21 HAI (Appendix H.5)

Geotextile/40-mil Textured HDPE Geomembrane Interface 110 0 25 HAI (Appendix H.5), conservative based on 
site-specific direct shear laboratory testing

40-mil Textured HDPE Geomembrane/Foundation Layer Interface 110 0 28 HAI (Appendix H.5)
Foundation Layer/Hazardous Waste Interface 110 0 31 HAI (Appendix H.5)
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TABLE 5.2

SUMMARY OF SLOPE STABILITY ANALYSES

Case1 Static Factor of 
Safety2

Seismic Stability
Allowable Design 
Displacement for 

the MCE
(inches)

Estimated 
Displacement for 

the MCE
(inches)

Temporary Rock Cut Slopes (see Figure 5.1 and Appendix H.2):
2H:1V Slopes Across Bedding Planes 2.4 1 0
3H:1V Slopes Subparallel to Bedding Planes 2.2 1 <0.1
Compacted Fill Slopes (see Appendix H.3):
Northeast Containment Basin Embankment 2.2 3 0
Temporary Phase I Intermediate Fill Slopes (see Figure 5.2 and Appendix H.4):
Wedge Sliding Along Landfill Base and Phase I/II Berm Slope 2.5 6 <0.1
Circular Sliding Entirely Through Waste 1.5 12 0.5
Temporary Phase IIIA Intermediate Fill Slope (see Figure 5.3 and Appendix H.4):
Wedge Sliding Along Phase IIIA Liner System 1.5 N/A N/A
Final Closure Configuration (see Figure 5.3 and Appendix H.5):
3.5H:1V Cover Slopes Between Benches (i.e., Veneer Stability) 1.6 12 2.7
Wedge Sliding Along Base and Sideslope of Landfill 2.3 6 <1
Circular Sliding Entirely Through Waste 2.2 12 <12
Notes:

1. Several scenarios were analyzed for most of the cases but only the critical values (i.e., lowest factors of safety and highest seismic 
displacements) for each case are shown. See Appendix H for complete results.

2. The minimum acceptable static factor of safety is considered to be 1.5.
3. N/A = not analyzed.



TABLE 5.3 

PERIMETER RUN-ON DIVERSION DITCH FLOW 
AND CAPACITY SUMMARY 

ASPHALTV·DITCH MINIMUM 
DITCH LOCATION DIMENSIONS DITCH 

WIDrn DEPTH SLOPE 
(feet) (minimum) (%) 

fhils!: I Arl:U (see Sheet 5 in Appendix A.1) 

Brow Dilches 2 1 5.6 
North Portion of West Perimeter Road 5 1 0.6 

South Portion of West Perimeter Road 5 3 0.6 

South Perimeter Road to South Borrow Pit Road 5 2 8.3 

West Portion of North Perimeter Road 5 1.25 1.0 

East Portion of North Perimeter Road 5 1.0 8.0 

Phas!: II An:lI (see Sheet 10 in Appendix A.1) 

North Portion of South Perimeter Road 5 2.5 3.6 

PMPFLOW DITCH 
ESTIMATE CAPACITY 

(cfs) (cfs) 

8.5 13.5 
10.4 13.3 
61.5 64.6 

121.5 139.6 

24.0 24.3 

26.4 48.5 

121.5 124.8 
89·977 (8/W}O) 



TABLE 5.4 

ACTIVE ROAD RUN-OFF CONTROL SUMMARY 

ESTIMATED 
MINIMUM FLOW FLOW 

STRUCTURE STRUCTURE SLOPE (cfs) CAPACITY 
DESCRIPTION (%) 25-YEAR PMI' 

(cfs) 
STORM 

I. Phase I (see Sheet 5 in 
AppendixA.1) 

Inside Perimeter Road 5-feet wide x 0.6 N/A 14.4 18.8 
V.<Jitch 1.25-feet deep 

Concrete-enclosed CMI' 12-inch diameter 0.6 2 N/A 4.7 
pipe along West Perimeter 
Road at access ramp. 

CM!' culvert down south 18-inch diameter 50 N/A 14.4 15.1 
landfill slope to the 
Phase 1m Berm. 

Concrete-encased CMP pipe 18-inch diameter O.S 3.9 N/A 4.8 
at Phase 1/11 Berm Access 
Road. 

c Top of Phase 1/11 Berm 5-feet wide x 0.5 N/A 14.4 17.2 
V-Ditch. 1.25-foot deep 

CM!' culvert beneath 30-inch diameter 0.5 N/A 15.6 33.8 
Phase 1/11 Berm crest 
toward the clay pit retention 
basin. 

Corrugated pipe at top of 30-inch diameter 50 N/A 15.6 33.8 
Phase 1/11 Berm to convey 
run-off into the clay pit 
containment basin. 

Corrugated pipe to convey 
run-off from North Bench 

18·inch diameter 50 N/A 7.8 8.5 

Road into the clay pit. 

II. Phase II (see Sheet 10 
in Appendix A.1) 

CM!' culverts to convey 
run-off from Bench Road to 
northeast containment basin 
at the following locations: 

- End of South Bench 30-inch diameter 0.5 N/A 21.0 33.9 
Road 

- End of North Bench 24-inch diameter O.S N/A 11.2 21.3 
Road 

89·977 (8/1'/9U) 
N/A = No! Applicable 

ENVIRONMENTAL SOUJTIONS 



TABLES.S 

CONTAINMENT BASIN CAPACITY SUMMARY 

Estimated 

Basin 
24-hourPMP Basin Capacity 

Run-off Volume (acre-feet) 
(acre-feet) 

Temporary Basins: 

Phase I Containment Basin (see Sheet 6 in Appendix A. I) 8 33 

Phase I Intermediate Closure Basin (see Sheet 6 in Appendix A. I) 5 5 

Permanent Basins: 

Northeast Containment Basin (see Sheet C·3 in Appendix A.2) 34' 33 

South Containment Basin (see Sheet C-3 in Appendix A.2) 32 48 

·wlll reqUire pumping to South Contamment Basm to mamtam full containment of nm-ofT 

Golder Associates 



TABLE 5.6 

FINAL CLOSURE RUN-OFF CONTROL SUMMARY 

Dimensions 
Minimum 

Estimated 
Maximum 

Bottom PeakPMP 
Structure Depth Slope Flow Depth 

Width Flow 
(feet) 

(feet) (%) 
(cfs) 

(feet) 

Final Drainage Benches (see Detail 2 on Sheet C-IO in 
12 2 2 51 0.8 

Appendix A.2): trapezoidal, earthen 

Cover Access Road (see Detail 5 on Sheet C-I 0 in Appendix 
43.5 2 to 3.5 8 104 1.6 

A.2): Asphalt-Lined V-Ditch + Earthen Road 

New B-18 Perimeter Road (see Detail 4 on Sheet C-7 in 
Appendix A.2): Asphalt-Lined Trapezoidal Ditch + Earthen 37 2 to 3.5 1.4 270 2.9 
Road + Earthen V-Ditchl2-Foot-Tall Earthen Benn) 

Golder Associates 
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LIQUID LIMIT (%) 

100 

SYMBOL 
STRATIGRAPHIC BORING SAMPLE 

UNIT NO. NO. 

0 18·8 L18-J S-1 

0 18-8 L18-J S-3 

b. 18-8 L18-J S-5 

0 18-8 L18-J S-7 

• 18-8 L 18-J S-9 

• 18-8 L 18-J S-11 

Jt.. 18-8 L 18-J S-13 - 18-8 L 18-J S-15 

@ 18-8 L 18-J S-17 
@ 18-8 L18-J S-22 

A 18-8 L18-J 5-24 

IblI 18-8 L 18-J 5-26 • 18-8 L18-J 5-28 • 18-8 L 18-J S-30 

-$- 18-8 L 18-J S-32 

DEPTH LIQUID PLASTICITY USC 
(FT.) LIMIT (%) INDEX (%) SYMBOL 

5.0 -7.5 55 30 CH 

15.0-17.5 67 41 CH 

25.0 - 27.5 79 50 CH 

35.0 - 37.5 64 40 CH 

45.0 - 47.5 74 49 CH 

55.0 - 57.5 69 46 CH 

65.0 - 67.5 74 50 CH 

75.0 - 77.5 33 17 CL 

85.0 - 87.5 56 38 CH 

110.0-112.5 71 47 CH 

120.0-122.5 70 42 CH 

130.0-132.8 88 60 CH 

140.0-142.5 85 53 CH 

150.0-152.5 88 62 CH 

160.0-162.5 55 30 CH 

FIGURE 3.3 

PLASTICITY CHART 
STRATIGRAPHIC UNIT 18-8 

LANDFILL UNIT B-18 
KETTLEMAN HILLS FACILITY 

ENVmONMENT AL SOLUTIONS, INC. 
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PHASE III AND FINAL CLOSURE DRAWINGS 

Golder Associates 
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