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Leachate Behavior within the Domestic Seashore Landfill( 1)
- Hydrogeologic Property Identification through In-situ Tests -
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Abstract

In the case of domestic general waste landfills, cumulated leachate level is often formed in
the landfill due to the waste of high moisture content and it becomes important to characterize
the hydraulic properties of the disposed waste. Although many hydrologic studies have been
performed for leachate barriers and pheriperal subsurface environments, few studies have
been done to investigate the hydraulic property of the disposed waste and cover soils and to
analyse the leachate flow behavior within landfills.

In this paper, the geotechnical properties of the waste and buried cover soils are identified
through the field experiment including pumping and slug tests. The results of various tests
show that the field density of the cover soils is somewhat higher than the maximum
laboratory density of cover soils and the vertical flow of leachate and gas in the landfill is
prevented by the buried cover soils. The hydraulic conductivities of field pumping test and
slug tests are well matched and stayed in the range of hydraulic conductivities of well
compacted wastes in the literature.
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Reference Unit weight (/)

Hydraulic conductivity (cm/s)

Method

Fungaroli et al. (1979) 0.112~0416 (shredded waste)

10°3~2x10?

Lysimeter

Koriatis et al. (1983) 0831

512x10 3~3.15x10°

Laboratory tests

Horizontal : 2X10°3~6x10°

Fang (1983) 0573~1.137 (baled waste) 7x10'~15%10° Laboratory tests
Oweis and Khera (19%6) 0657 26x%10° Estimated based on field data
0657 103 Pumping tests
Oweis et al, (1990)
0.961~1.442 15x10™ Falling head field test
Rowe and Nadarajah _ 102~10° Field data
(1996) (Depth: 1~40m)
Laboratory tests
-1 1n2._10F
Landva et . (1958) 10 Vertical : 10710 ( 0,:1~40 t/nt,

D :44.7cm(V), 76cm(H))

* Referred from Owels et al.(1990)
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