















































TABLES



Table 1. Comparison of MHEA and ky Values at the Critical Slip Surface Depth ausing

Chart
2021 Analysis 2026 Analysis
Location
MHEA (g) kn MHEA (g) ky
Ash Pond A 0.053 0.027 0.050 0.025

MHEA: maximum horizontal equivalent acceleration



Table 2. Summary of Seismic Displacements Calculated using the Bray and Macedo
Methodology

Location Section Yield Coefficient (ky) | Displacement (in})

Ash Pond A Section E 0.12 3.5




Table 3. Summary of Safety Factor Analysis Results

Safety Factor Case Target FS Cross Section E
Static - Maximum Normal Storage Pool 1.50 247
Static - Maximum Surcharge Pool 1.40 245
Seismic - Maxiﬁ;gréll Normal Storage 1.00 1.50
Liquefaction! 1.20 Not Applicable

Notes:

1. The liquefaction safety factor was not evaluated since dike fill soils and foundation soils beneath the dike fill
were found to be non-liquefiable.
2. Only cnitical failure surfaces passing through the perimeter dikes were considered.
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ATTACHMENT 1
TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY (JANUARY 2026)






ATTACHMENT 2

HYDROLOGIC AND HYDRAULIC
ANALYSIS RESULTS


















TABLES



Table 1. Land Use Conditions

Drainage Area Land Use Area Total Weighted
.. CN Area .
D Description {acres) CN
{acres)

Ash Pond A CCR 36 26.3 263 86




Table 2. Time of Concentration

Time of Concentration - Sheet Flow Conftribution Thne of Concentration - Shallow Concentraied Flow Contribution
Toetal Time of
Dratnage Area ID Manning' Flow 2-Yr, 24-Hr Land Time of Concentration from Velocity Flow Land Time of Concentration from Shallow Conc{e]r?gatmn
Surface ml:?{:“g $ Length Rainfall Slope Sheet Flow Surface l:a(c;tctlir} Length Slope Concentrated Flow (min)
Description n }' {L} {1} ol {1, sheet} Description (ft's) {1} s} {Te, set}
(f) (in.} (Ft/ft) (min) (1) (ft/ft) {min)
Ash Pond A Smooth 0.020 1060 4.42 0.0588 1.1 Unpaved 16.1 424 0.0174 34 4.5




Table 3. Ash Pond A Stage Storage

(g:::t‘l’?e l; t(ii:;l 13(1;':)3 Increm(e:;ai}t;folume Cumu!z(a;icv?g’olume
Datum)

22 2.9 0.0 0

23 6.2 4.6 4.6

24 98 8.0 12.6
25 13.3 11.6 24.1
26 159 14.6 388
27 17.9 169 557
28 19.3 18.6 74.3
29 20.0 19.7 94.0
30 206 20.3 114.3
31 211 20.9 1351
32 21.6 21.3 1565
33 22.0 218 178.3
34 224 22.2 2005
35 228 22.6 2231
36 231 23.0 246.0




Table 4. H&H Calculation Results

Normal Peak Water
Plovation (9 | Flevation | Yot
Pond ID Storm Event (Plant (1) (Plant Volume Freeboard {ft}
Vertical Vertical (ac-t)
Datum) Datum)
Ash Pond A 100-Yr Flood Dry 25.0 24.2 11.0
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ATTACHMENT 3
SAFETY FACTOR ASSESSMENT



























TABLES



Table 1. Selected Material Parameters for Analysis

- :
. Total Unit Weight Drained Parameters Lndrame(%l}
Material (peh! Parameters
P ¢' (0) ¢’ (psf) Su/6've Su,min (pSf)
Dike Fill 125 4001 0 - -
Clayey Fqundatmn 100 18 250 03204 100
Soils
Sandy Po.undatlon 15 330 0 i 3
Soils
Loose Fogndauon 110 2001 0 i )
Soils
Chicora 130 S0 0 - -
W 1111a%nsburg 105 5021 ) } )
Formation Clay
Fly Ash 100 0 34 - -

Notes:

Undrained strength parameters for clayey foundation soils were applied for the seismic slope stability case
only. Dike fill soils were observed to consist primarily of poorly graded silty sands in the vicinity of Ash
Pond A.

The selection of shear strength parameters for Chicora, Williamsburg Formation Clay, and Fly Ash, as well
as total unit weights for all matenials, 1s explaimed in the 2016 Safety Factor Assessment Report (Geosyntec,
2016).

These drained shear strengths (¢") vary by location. Interpretation of in-situ resulis applied in the selection 1s
provided in Figure 3.

The selected undrained strength ratio (S./0'w) varies between locations. Interpretation of in-sifu  results
apphied mn the selection 1s provided in Figure 3. A more detailed explanation of the undramed strength ratio
for clayey foundation soils is provided in the 2016 Safety Factor Assessment Report (Geosyntec, 2016).




Table 2. Summary of Safety Factor Analysis Results

Safety Factor Case Target FS Cross Section EP
Static - Maximum Normal Storage Pool 1.50 247
Static - Maximum Surcharge Pool 1.40 245
Seismic - Maxiﬁ;;r; Normal Storage 1.00 1.50
Liquefaction!') 1.20 Not Applicable

Notes:
1. The hiquefaction safety factor was not evaluated because dike fill soils were found to be non-hquefisble.

2. Only critical failure surfaces passing through the perimeter dikes were considered.
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