


















































TABLES



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

2021 Analysis 2026 Analysis
Location
MHEA (g2) kn MHEA (g) kn
Surry Pond — 0.096 0.048 0.110 0.055
Profile 1
Shurry Pond —
Profile 2 0.088 0.044 0.083 0.041




Table 2. Summary of Seismic Displacemenis Calculated using the Bray and Macedo Methodoelogy

Location Section Yield Coefficient (ky) | Displacement (in)
Section C 0.11 0.6
Shlurry Pond .
184 Section D 0.11 0.8
Section E 0.11 0.8




Table 3. Summary of Safety Factor Analysis Results”

Safety Factor Case | Target FS | Cross Section C | Cross Section D | Cross Section E

Static - Maximum

Normal Storage Pool 1.50 1.76 1.69 1.85
Static - Maximum 1.40 176 |ss 140
Surcharge Pool
Seismic - Maximum
Normal Storage Pool 1.00 117 117 111
Liquefaction!!! 1.20 Not Applicable Not Applicable | 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.
3. The lowest computed safety factor for each analysis case 1s italicized.
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ATTACHMENT 1
TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY (JUNE 2025)









ATTACHMENT 2

HYDROLOGIC AND HYDRAULIC
ANALYSIS RESULTS
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Table 1. Land Use Conditions

Drainage Area Land Use Area Total Weighted
. . CN Area .
1D Description {acres) CN
{acres)
CCR 86 | 100.8
Slurry Pond 107.2 87
Water 100 64




Table 2. Time of Concentration

Time of Concentration - Sheet Flow Contribution Time of Concentration - Shallow Concentrated ¥low Contribution
Total Time of
Drainage Area ID M _— Flow 2-Yr, 24-Hr Land Time of Concentration from Velocit Flow Land Time of Concentration from Shallow C(mcggatmn
Surface arl:?{fng $ Length Rainfall Slope Sheet Flow Surface Fea:fctl)g Length Slope Concentrated Flow (min)
Deseription {n}. {L} HY {S} {Te, suees} Description fifs {L} s} {Te, ser}
(it) (in.) (ft/1t) (iin) (tt's) (it) (ft/£e) (min)
Slurry Pond Smooth 0.020 100 4.38 0.0086 23 Unpaved 16.1 1,002 0.013 9.1 114




Table 3. Slurry Pond Stage Storage

(g;i?g:g) Area Incremental Volume Cumuliative Volume

29) {ac) {ac-ft) (ac-ft)
4 0.0 (.000 0.0

5 0.3 0.1 0.1

6 1.3 0.8 0.9

7 2.2 1.8 2.7

8 3.1 2.7 5.3

9 4.2 3.7 9.0
10 5.7 5.0 13.9
11 8.4 7.1 21.0
12 10.8 9.6 306
13 13.0 11.9 42.5
14 154 14.2 56.7
15 17.9 16.6 73.3
16 215 19.7 93.0
17 26.8 24.1 117.1
18 30.1 28.4 1456
19 32.8 31.5 177.0
20 357 343 211.3
21 394 37.6 248.9
22 438 41.6 290.5
23 474 45.6 336.1
24 50.7 491 3852
25 54.0 52.4 437.6
26 57.8 559 4935
27 614 59.6 553.1
28 653 63.3 61635
29 694 67.3 683.8
30 72.6 71.0 754.8
31 758 74.2 8290
32 79.5 77.6 906.6
33 837 81.6 988.2
34 87.6 83.7 1,073.9
35 91.0 89.3 1,163.3
36 953 93.2 1,256.5




Table 4. H&H Calculation Results

. Peak Water
Normal .
Operating Surface Water
Pond ID Storm Event per: Flevation Volume Freeboard {ft}
Elevation (ft) () (NGVD (ac-£)
(NGVD 29) 29)
Sturry Pond PMF 19.6 28.3 440.0 7.7
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SAFETY FACTOR ASSESSMENT
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Table 1. Selected Material Parameters for Analysis

] Undrained
. Total Unit Weight | Drained Parameters 2]
Material (peh Parameters
¢ ; -
P ¢' (o} c’ (psf) Su/6 v 5u,min (PSf)
Dike Fill Material [ 125 33 100 0.65 100
Foundation 03510
: snls]
Materials (Clayey) [!! 100 =8 0730 0.40 ¥ 0
Foundation
Materials (Sandy) 13 32 0 i i
Riprap Buttress 150 45 0 - -
Chicora Member 130 50 0 - -
W}lhafnsburg 105 50 0 ) i
Formation Clay
FGD Residuals 14 95 40 0 0.5 0
Notes:
1. In accordance with recommendations made by Hynes-Griffin and Franklin (1984), the shear strengths of Dike

Fill Material, Foundation Soils {Clayey), and FGD Residuals were conservatively reduced during pseudo-static
analyses by 20% to account for cyclic degradation during an earthquake.

2. Undrained strength parameters for clavey foundation sotls were applied for seismic slope stability case only.

3. Cross Section C was assigned a S,/6", = 0.35 while Cross Sections D and E were assigned a /6", = (.40 based
on the interpretation of CPT soundings in the vicinity of each cross section.

4. FGD residuals were modeled using undrained shear strength ratio in each case.

5. A cohesion intercept of 50 psf was applied to “clayey foundation soils™ for Cross Section E under “Maximum

Normal Pool” and “Maximum Surcharge Pool™ conditions to address a localized slip surface, which was
identified as an artifact of conservatively modeling the clayey foundation soil as a purely frictional material in
this area.



Table 2. Summary of Calculated I'actors of Safety (IFS) 21

‘ Cross Cross Cross
Factor of Safety Case Target FS Section Section D Section E

Static - Maximum Normal 1.50 1.76 1.69 1.85
Storage Pool

Static - Maximum Surcharge 1.40 1.76 1.55 1.49

Pool

Seismic - Maximum Normal 1.00 1.17 1.17 1.11
Storage Pool

L1quefac§19n£§10pe 1.20 N/A N/A N/A

Stability

Notes:
1. The hquefaction safety factor was not evaluated since dike fill soils and foundation soils beneath the dike fill

were not found to be susceptible to liquefaction under the design earthquake.
Only critical failure surfaces passing through the perimeter dikes were considered.
3. The lowest computed safety factor for each analysis case 1s talicized.
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