


















































TABLES



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

2021 Analysis 2026 Analysis

Location
MHEA (g) kn MHOEA (g) kn

Ash Pond B 0.063 0.032 0.063 0.031




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

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

Ash Pond B Section C 0.11 07




Table 3. Summary of Safety Factor Analysis Results

Safety Factor Case Target FS Cross Section C#
Static - Maximum Normal Storage Pool 1.50 1.80
Static - Maximum Surcharge Pool 1.40 1.80
Seismic - Maxin}l:j}r; Normal Storage 1.00 18
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 critical 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 B CCR 36 65.7 65.7 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)
AshPond B Smooth 0.020 1060 4.42 0.0306 14 Unpaved 16.1 1,496 0.0081 17.2 18.6




Table 3. Ash Pond B Stage Storage

Elevation (ft)

(Plant Vertical Area Incremental Volume Cumulative Volume

Datum) {ac) {ac-ft) (ac-ft}
13 0.0 0.0 0.0
14 0.0 0.0 0.0
135 02 0.1 0.1
16 1.7 0.9 1.0
17 6.3 4.0 5.0
18 12.7 9.5 14.5
19 221 17.4 320
20 298 26.0 57.9
21 38.9 343 923
22 46.4 42.6 1349
23 51.8 49.1 184.0
24 55.2 33.5 237.5
25 57.4 56.3 2937
26 58.7 538.0 351.8
27 59.4 59.1 410.8
28 60.0 59.7 470.3
29 60.4 60.2 5307
30 60.8 60.6 591.3
31 61.2 61.0 6523
32 6l.5 61.4 7137
33 61.9 61.7 7754
34 623 62.1 837.6
35 62.7 62.5 900.1
36 63.1 62.9 963.0
37 63.3 63.2 1026.1




Table 4. H&H Calculation Results

Normal Peak Water
Blovation (19 |  Etevation | Vol
Pond ID Storm Event (Plant (1) (Plant Volume Freeboard {ft}
Vertical Vertical (ac-ft)
Datum) Datum)
Ash Pond B 100-Yr Flood Dry 20.1 60.4 16.9
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ATTACHMENT 3
SAFETY FACTOR ASSESSMENT



























TABLES



Table 1. Selected Material Parameters for Analysis

Undrained
. Total Unit Weight Drained Parameters [
Material (peh? Parameters
P ¢' ) <’ (psf) Su/6've | Suamin (psf)
Dike Fill 125 38t 0 - -
Foundation Soils
100 18 250 0.36M 100
(Clayey)
Upper Sandy
. . 115 38l 0 - -
Foundation Soils
Lower Sandy
. . 115 318 0 - -
Foundation Soils
Chicora 130 st
Williamsbur
epns 105 5012] 0 - -
Formation Clay
Fly Ash 100 3412 0 - -
Riprap Buttress 150 45 0 - -
Notes:

1. Undrained strength parameters for clayey foundation soils were applied for the seismic slope stability case
only.

2. The selection of shear strength parameters for Chicora, Williamsburg Formation Clay, and Fly Ash, as weli as
total umit weights for all materials. 15 explained in the 2016 Safety Factor Assessment Report (Geosyntec,
2016).

3. These drained shear strengths (¢ vary by location. Interpretation of in-situ results applied in the selection is
provided in Figure 4.

4. The selected undrained strength ratio (5./0°,,) varies between locations.  lnterpretation of in-situ  results

apphlied m the selection 1s provided i Figure 4. A more detailed explanation of the undramned strength ratio for
clayey foundation soils is provided in the 2016 Safety Factor Assessment Report {Geosyntec, 2016).



Table 2. Summary of Calculated Factors of Safety (FS)

Safety Factor Case Target FS Cross Section CV¥!
Static - Maximum
Normal Storage Pool 1.50 1.80
Static - Maxamum 140 150
Surcharge Pool
Seismic - Maximum 100 /s

Normal Storage Pool

Liquefaction Slope ,
Stabilityil] 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 not found to be non-liquefiable.
2. Only critical failure surfaces passing through the peruneter dikes were considered.
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