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Abstract: HDPE geomembrane-bentonite composite barrier is known as one of the most reliable and effective technologies for containing underground
contaminants. Analytical solution for one-dimensional diffusion of an organic solute in three-layered membrane-bentonite composite barrier was presented ,
particularly for the case that the vertical barrier is keyed in bedrock and active ground-water flow exits at the downstream boundary of the barrier. Based
on the solution, the barrier performances for hydrophilic organic pollutants and hydrophobic organic pollutants were investigated. The results showed that
the geomembrane-bentonite composite barrier exhibits much better performance against hydrophilic organic pollutants than hydrophobic organic pollutants.
This is because of smaller partition coefficient between the hydrophilic organic pollutants and the HDPE geomembrane. For the hydrophobic organic
pollutants, the barrier performance can be significantly improved by increasing the retardation factor of bentonite and the barrier thickness. It is found that
when the retardation factor of bentonite increases by ten times and the thickness of barrier increases from 0.6 m to 1.0 m, the performance of the enhanced
barrier against the hydrophobic organic pollutants can reach the excellent level for the hydrophilic organic pollutants. In engineering practice, the
performance of the composite barrier can be improved by making a surface treatment of HDPE geomembrane to decrease the partition coefficient or
enlarging the retardation capacity of the bentonite.

Keywords: organic contaminant; HDPE geomembrane-bentonite composite barrier; one-dimensional diffusion; analytical solution
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(FPAE R LA E SRR, 2010 ) . T 4R [ 1R B 7
WA Y75 e O s 1 IR BT T Y O &, 2010
AEA A T ER A i R e I R U o B AT
TTHEKIGRFMS K T A 5HE G, I W &
REATEHIR. R AR b5 Yo 230 0 b T i 42 ik
T AT B 25, 2R FH 5% 1) 7 ¥ e B i o) ¥ Y Y
17 Rl AW L Bk 42 R B 28 3% A AL TS e
Tk Z —.

FE] A A1 1D B 7 W 2 28 R AR 4i 61 R Y AN []
AIAR R - s R EE BT g K
Je-fiid - B B 5% HDPE JE-J i £ e 3% 2 4 B B
1%, Horp HDPE - + 82 & B 15 MR o 2 H
TR R %8 4 5 800 M 75 Y U5 BELBR B R (EPA,
1998 ; Jo e aHE 45, 2000 ) . % B A B 15 MEHE e L 4
- + B s oK R TE £ RS A 1.5 ~3 mm
J& HDPE 9% i (1, A HDPE 15 52 8 (1) 7 35 % Bk
(k<1.0""cm-s™") Brfb2F bk AE Al i 4
(=100 4F) %545 04, 5 0 + /Y = W BHPE e A E A
GRS A, U A — P AR g 11 18 ) 5 B, AT X6
T5 G IR S LA RL ) B 35 ( Thomas et al. , 1996
Rumer et al. , 1995).

ZHEAR T 20 20K T Uh 76 B2 A& 1 5K 0
(Jefferis,1997) , 3% FE & JLAE 51 #HZEOAR I 7E4R
A b B R Al R R U v BT AR R A 3 .
SHEALS 0 % b FE A0 L, B AT E NS HDPE
HEE-REE 0 -+ 52 G B Vs M s IR A% P B 1 IF 9 34 N 8
HA.

5 YA % ) B T S AR B L S B
T T HORAILBR 7R L, W55 4R TS Y i I
BRI R 21— (9 BELIREAE 3R B o A — i
FHXH - 04 il 7 B R4 8 (Shackelford, 1990) .
BEXT A G0 1 18 ) 7 7 e 2 0 R B PR K2
B, V5 038 3 158 v 7 ¥ W 4 S 8 T R Ak — 4
BN % B — A J5T 1) 8 [6] B 15 M 4%, Rabideau
S5 (1998) KA T AN ) iy A 45 — 4 X6 -5/ k)
I AT A, (H H RTIA A WA £ X% HDPE - i +
KA BT 5 MR = 2 A5 W AT . XI5 e
IR 1 B 5 A 48 B TS () L, 5 S AR 5% o R A
TORTE 0L 45 14 F 19 f# AT . Ogata 55 (1961) |
Shackelford (1990 ) {5 T # y~f- JoBR 1 A4k 45 17—
YEXT -] A E T, Foose (2002) B = 8055
(2006 ) £ X 7K - 1) 52 B Aef #9345 T 15 Y W AE U2
B —4E Y BORTIR , Li 25 (2010) &% 4% Fli 7

HAIRAG T U5 Y 7E RUZ £ i — e BT .
XL 5 R A SO ST 4 TR 1 S % M.

ASCHES T A LTS G 7€ HDPE JE-IZ i + &
A BT R = R 5 th— 4R Y B AT, R
HDPE REFZIE +335% 1A S HO M7 IR A% PR B Y
S, SR X A I R ST i T B e )T R R AR
FRIE S HE.

2 fEMTREAEEY (Analytical model )

2.1 e Ak

BGRB8 W 4 s Y WA B8 8w LAY I
YHOCh 3, T HDPE JE-IE + 8 & By 15 i ke oL #%
WA AR . Q% &4 h HDPE B2 5 24
AR (E<1.0 "cm-s™") B 1 BE R BB E RN
F1.0x10 7em-s ', >4 HDPE ¢t @t 2 &
WS P X A A FH PT 20 R T, U5 25 8 B
QU A SCHk A 54 & % oL B T3l i HDPE [
P HUE A AT DL Z W, 22 8 PL TS e Wy i
HDPE i 19 4 # ( Haxo, 1990; Rowe et al. , 1995;
Sangam et al. ,2001) ; @HDPE JEAR ¥, H0% BF1E
AT LA, HURE % I - W B L IR, X T
SEHE1Y HDPE - + 2 & Bhis e, L5 e
BLYS S A E0E i R 1 A O B LT A .

mE 1 FR , A H0E G e 5E 5 R HDPE -
AP MER: R T4 5 46 OFF I
fgziE P B9 8, @7E HDPE 5 1 3 52 1 L B /K A
% 43 B, B7E HDPE BN 19 43197, @7E HDPE
T Ui T FL B K 55 B 1 P43 B , 76 T T g
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Fig.1 Schematic diagram of Geomembrane-bentonite composite

barrier wall
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XI5 Y Y 7E HDPE J 5 1 AL B K 18] 19 43
BC, HDPE b {5 3¢y i) - fir ik B2 C, 5 2Bz LB K
HRS AR B C 22 AT — B YOG 2R 3 R
Henry € ff:38/R ( Sangam et al. ,2001) .

C, = S,C, (1)
S, e AR, HAH 22 A n AR
HDPE [i5535- 45K PR8Il B 5552 0.

QORI , 24 By 175 M %5 4 A S &5 B 7K 2 I ]
N5 G AE B 15 Wi v O — 2 B8 BOAS SCIESE
XFG AT LG R e 25 T = )2 4540 h ) — 4
Pk m L
2.2 FRAIEH 7R ROR A

R4k YR 8 4 il 7 B ((Crank , 1979
Shackelford et al. ,1991) U0 .

U R A
aC, (z,1) D, " 9C (z,0
2L = 220 2
o Rdl 8z2 ,U <z <z ( )
HDPE i,
aC, (z,1) 3°C, (2,0
Py =D, P <z<z (3)
T UERZE 1
aC,(z,1) Dy " 3Cy (2,0
o = k. P 2, <z <z (4)

K, C(z,0) HE i N5 3w BE D, " |
D, A BRI b A R, DN
HDPE B 70 F 9 R EG R, R, 00 EUF
Vi X5 Y 0 (0 BELVS DR 5 ¢ RS fe) 52 SR KO
5 1] AL .
IR A B0 I i 2 B2 V5 Yo AR A P Y
WA
C,(z,00=f(,i=1,23 (5)
L (2) R 2 R pRER, A0 4 i 25 TC 5 e
Y,k 0.
NG A PO S A
O E Ll Yk BT, 2 P (). W 1
C,0,0=P (6)
2, P () B o W R 25 IR RS
a5 M P (o) HEL
@ bR - F0 HDPE J5 5L AL | 3 S 75 Ye )
W BEIE L (Henry 2 ) Al EE LA

SgC (2,00 = Cy (7, 1) (7)
aC t aC t
nlDl* 1(219 ) :Dz 2(21’ ) (8)
0z dz

K, n, o BRI AL, S S Bz E +
A1 HDPE J& 22 [8] (%) 43 e 72 54

@A, Fu#hEiE + F1 HDPE A AL W 2 T
7P L

CZ(Zz,t)/Sg{’ = C3(Zz,t) (9)
L0055, 1) aC, (z,,1)
R (10)

A, ny 9 T URIZ I A FLBR, S, O TR IE L
1 HDPE JREZ 81 73 1C 28 %5 24 1T fdf FHAR ] ) 1
T B A RHE S AL S, AR AR
@ N 13 FA B R Dirichlet 357 4%
PF(EMEEDR) .
Cy(z,0=0 (11)
N FEAFIE T )28 B PR MR K3
TEERI S, Uk A 0 i TS de s T il T
PR B al . G Y 2 kAT
)2 B 3 Ve B 1Y Hb T, BRI AR S R R
Dirichlet 31 %t 55 4. i A — Bl F AR Ui 4 I 2
A Neumann $I F- 5514 (FREEEH T
aC; (z,,1)
T — 0
MR L E B A 22, HU T KO I BRI AR
H. H Neumann i1 575 2| 19 75 44 i@ & W /), B
Dirichlet 1 #7521 14 75 YL 38 &l ok, 11 55 b i Bt 4%
PR TF X RGO H 8], A1 F Dirichlet 31 B 44145
SRR AR TR0 75 Gl 38 fE B S BRAR Dl A, HEZh
Hefiv 2 4=, W WHEE T R <7 0T (Rabideau
et al. ,1998).
2.3 FAEXME
H T 5 Ge ik B AE 20 - 5 HDPE By A 1
FAAE—A B R AT TR 5 b A e B i 282 5%
PEASN TR T - S v B A 2 5
L C (z,0=S,C G0 ,C z,0=C(z0,
Cy Gz, =S,C;(z,0) ,n =n/S

(12)

o o n; = n3/S,gf9
n, =mn,.
MR B 0 L ( Ozisik , 1993 ) KAl 57U A 5%
PHEAL R FFUGH A B
CG,p=0,Gp+e ()P, =1,2,3
(13)
FISRATTS Y B A 1 B 2 AT

Cl(z,p= (P, + Q2P+ z Cmgim(z)e#"T,
m=1

i=1,2,3 (14)
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ac;

Ji =-nD; Fy nD; | Q.P(1) + ’LZ C.A, [A,m-COS(Mi)‘m =) = Bsin(A, =) ]efA%"T] (15)
=1 2 2

2 m=

3R R R L AR A o R R R R e R S
AP A 2R B R 5%

3 HRBILEEZ ( Comparison analysis)

3.1 Gy

T HECEAS NS Li 55 (2010) R RUZE £
PRI LLER. Li 25 (2010) YA A7 e B0 SUZKERL,
AN =2 ST A, T g = 2 A B Y R
M2 ()2 2 FZ 3) O R 9 S 880, (AR R S B T
S OB A JBT. % FEAR Y B4 B Li 45 (2010) 3CH
LA, AR SR WU IR R BE f; (2) R O, Ll # vk
BEVE, B P () R 80, BT BEREL S, =S =1, HiAlh
SHILTE 1.

®1 RIEILRAANITESE

Table 1  Calculation parameters for comparison of analytical solution

2

i b n Ry JE/m
/(m?-s7h)

EN T | 5x1071° 0.4 2.0 0.50

J=2 40 x 10710 0.4 2.0 0.25

J=3 40 x 1010 0.4 2.0 0.25

Li,2010 )21 5x10710 0.4 2.0 0.50

J=2 40 x 10710 0.4 2.0 0.50

B2 25 T ¢ = 10 4F I A ME 35 P 750 A0 9 2 )
Ais. T LA G PR [R] D i A A i L 5 0 45 2R 5
B0, W] W AS SR AT 100K LA

1.00 g

eSS 3
—= Li(2010)

C
<
9
3

T

0 | | )
0 025 0.50 0.75 1.00
KB x/m

2 AENRP 10 EHHRESHILER
Fig.2  Comparison of concentration profiles in the double-layered

media for t =10 a

3.2 5RBERNUK
Kalbe %5 (2002) {18 T — R 5 i 12 4ER0 4

B IE K2 G R R BRI IR 25 51 O 1t —
AR AR SO AR BB 1 5 B, AR SCIE R T Kable
45(2002) 25 1 4 AR IR A5 R STl AL 4E 2 Fb
AR VA B SR, = OR = 1 ARl 4 2) A2 i
A HJEEE (15 cm 130 em) . BT5 Je W) 3E BUR SCH
R RN R, 32 # 2 BOBRE 1 W] J 30— 20, E2EH
BISHIEIT . + TR 0. 23 em, HeSORE 4 8
JEEEA 15 em F130 cm PFP, 4 T RRFNTA RS K 2
1A 43 i 58S, = 0. 022, PY R 7 + TR T R &
SR - ALBRK Z 18] ) 73 B R & S7 =0. 032, R
FEL TR BREN 0.6 x 107" m* s~ | NAITE
FESORE A B i R RO 3.5 x 107 m*s 7!,
PR e SRS Ao B BE PR 500 1.0, FE SRS £
MIFLBRZEE 0. 4. A BL NERRI iR v B R 0, Tl
RZUPEDLGE. SR SCT 4t 9 T e S E Oy
WP BN mg kg™ DL S K &R 25% , FF
HEAL R T LB KR . A SOy TR o = 2 25
) K52 45 Ao 38 Sk RUZ 45 0, SR FH AR S ) A5 70 A5
UM 5 X 2 BB A 2 1 T 3k L 3 ek BB T
I SR R JEERE A% /1N (0. 023 em) , FLBR AR K
(n=1, R3S <107 m>s™") BN, " Z
WX — J2 A BN AZ #8152 0, DA AR > T 5 G e
AR FLARBLIZE SR & 3 .

ClgL™)
0 6 12 18 24 30

—— kit 15 30 cm) BB {E
- = = bt 2( J5 30 cm) BIE{E
o kit 1(J& 30 cm)

z/lem
LA
*
o
~

o K+ 2(JE 30 cm)
..... it 1 15 em) BEBAE
———e Kl 20 J5 15 cm) BRIB{E
A FEI(JE15cm)
o KR 2(JE 15cm)

24

30

3 12 F£RURHERPRERES kbR
Fig.3  Concentration profiles of acetone in clay layer after about 12

years

Kl 3 on T AT R AT Kalbe 45 (2002 ) A1k
IRZE LY L, HL A BB (W AR SRR R AR L 45 A
SN Kalbe 55 (2002 ) B B0 25 1. (i FrR | 84
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SCRATT A T A 2 ) SRS 1 )2 B P B R
145 Kalbe 45 (2002) AU B0 25 SR 8 23, Ul
AR SO R R 1 3.

4 HDPE R-BEETE SRR TIHEESN
( Performance analyses of HDPE geomembrane-

bentonite composite barrier)

4.1 M FERSEHBMA

I TR AR SO i A i 53 At HDPE - i +
2 A e %o 2 KM g K A T 28 AT YL 1 B
TRCR I 22 5. 43 B i 25 0E U Ry R R IR RD
P(0) HH B WA Ry 0 BT L. BRSO %
Wk 2.

ST, S EUE S % A 5% SCHk (Sangam
et al. ;2001 ;Park et al. ,1993; WHEEEE2008) : £ HL
1YL YA HDPE B8 b i 4 10 R BOIUE i R 1 x
1077 ~ 1 x10™""m>s ™" ZERIE L A 300 B &
BAEO ~9 x 10 "m?- s Z [, MLHI(E (1.5 ~
6.0) x10 “m’ s, ZBE A HLERSS BES WK E
FEKMER LTS YL HDPE [ 2 [a] 43 i 28 45 3 75
{H40.01 ~0.02; A&k )R Fm KA LG
YL F HDPE Ji§ 22 [8] (%) 43 TiE 72 %k 0y S AUE 2 10 ~
300. B £ XA HLI5 YL 2 A BRI R R SR 1
LA 08 43 b7, AR SR BAR U E DL 3 2,
WS HDPE BRI 1. Smm 2 b2 1915
ZHH4 x 10 7"° m®s ™' HDPE J 4195l 2 50
2.8 x10 "m™s ™' ,HDPE BERYBHAF K F R, =1, I
LR 0 = 0.5, HDPE P n = 1, W R
P(t) =100 mg-L~".

xk2 SMIARSHEE

Table 2 Scheme and input parameter for analysis

T JEEBE h/m
A= L s NS RdJ_ ng
G bWt Rt
1 0.3 0.3 3.3 0.015
2 0.3 0.3 3.3 100
3 0.3 0.3 3.3 1
4 0.3 0.3 33 100
5 0.5 0.5 33 100

4.2 HIEREG®
T 1.2 i HDPE BR-fg i 1= 52 4 1l %% XF 35 7K
PEFNBT K 1 P2 LTS Y 1 B 15 50O 1 Lt T
B T00 3 2 4 TS A BeAE R X L T30
K4 ST TH 1.2 3 MR s e b ik
W B Ay A, A A B XF HDPE Y5 [l (« =

0.3000 ~0.3015m) 7345 BT HCKR , PAE 7R 15 549
T£ HDPE J I S 9 ok &

IKP BB x/m
0 0.15 030 045 0.60
1.00 g=— T F T T ]
05000 03015
| BTSN 1.0p —
a. Sy=0.015 """ "
075 |- 0.8
L 0.6~
S 050 0.41-
L 0.2
025 |- 5a 0
| -20a
------- 50a
0
K- BEE x/m
0 0.1 02 03 04 0.5 0.6
100 g7 T T 7 T T T T 1
- 0.3000 0.3015
O\ bl =100 50 ' ' '
015\ Vo 0F o
N - i b
| \\\ . 30 : E
NN - |
- e i
<050 - 20 :
© 1011 !
S~ .‘0
025 52 -
L ‘20a ~. \
"""" o —
ol S
KB x/m
0.15 0.30 045 0.60
1.00 T T T T T T ]
RN 03000  0.3015
B Seol T 1.00 Co
075 - S o
¢ Sl | orsk
— Il [ v
- i
S 050 .00
3 i L
]
B i 025k _
! TN e
025 5a \
208 e 0
------- 50a T
oL .

B4 MEEhERETBRESEE

Fig.4 Profile of concentration of pollutants through barrier wall

HEL 4 /] L, 6F AR [l B B IE], S, = 0. 015 B,
HDPE J5 9 {1 5 v B2 AH 22 AR K, A — I B BR
S, =1 [, HDPE J57 fll] ¢ 1 4 B2 (4 B BR8N 5 S, =
100 B, HDPE 5 4 ) S 1 e 8 AR 7% 252, B BRI 52
AN Pt HDPE X 73l R 550/ N S 7K PE A L
Y3 TARGF RIBEL R AE % 43 e R AR i K
PEA LAY R BELRE 1 A B 4.

H & 4 1Y JmaBE Al UL 7E BiF 1+ 5 HDPE JEE5
1L, B 4a HAALE—A 1 T RYBEER, 1] 4b HfEfE—
A1 A BkER ; 76 HDPE B 5 i A A L, WA
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B S, =1 By, HDPE 5 F R i+ At bk s
HEE. BOE T W E ALK 5 HDPE 22 8] /4 43
P B I, PRI v B A 4 S B T b 4 R A kR, A
Il I HDPE 5 im Ye ik B 55 B £ rh vk B 22 L
Sy Be R A (.

(Kt , HDPE JRO0 A #1497 1) BEL b 2k S 3 22 02 32
e i A PR AL T 19 43 B 2R B /IS T 43 i 2R B
IN N LB K FE A HDPE J5 (4 75 4 49 5t e 2.
HDPE BEXT 55K A ML A AR 4 ) BELBR AR, X i
IKYER ML BB AR FHAS B . TEHLE F B 40 il R
AE 0. 0001 ~0.001 Z[H],Z/NTF 0. 01, HITCHLTE
PN E 4 8NN P AR 2R 52 38 1) HDPE 5.

Kl 5a R T 3 FhAS[R] 53 T 5 BOBE I il T
U300 S P ik 38 i B ) A k. W L B ) TR] Y
B E N 0 BB, Y B[R]k B — 2 E, 15
QRIS BR BT — M RUE(E. S, =0.015
X IO P Vi Ik e HE AR E (R 0. 0088 mgra ™ 'em 2,
S,o= 1 XN AY R U B I 3 AR E N 0. 3774
mg-a”'*m ™, S, =100 XJ L 1T % B I A E (A
4 1.0328 mgea'-m . S, =100 X AR E (HE K
a. [ iE

~ 01
B
=
S - D ittt I
é -
& 10°
2 - == T 18,0015
==3
b —— T 2 5,100
""" T3 Syl
1075 & | ! ] ! ] ] |
0 25 50 75 100
Wik /a
B
=
o0
£
i e - — = TP 15,0015
% e — LBL2 Sy=100
B A T3 Syl
!
1
1
s I 1 I I I l ! l
1% 25 50 75 100

A H] /a

E5 SEKEFNYMBEKETIEBERES LR
Fig.5 Comparison of instantaneous mass flux and cumulative mass

discharged for hydrophilic organics and hydrophobic organics

T 8,=0.015,2174 S,,=0.015 f) 118 .

&l 5b s 1 3 Bl e R E00 Ny ) BB G AT
DA H,6 =100 a B, S, =0.015 X )i ) B A & h
0.6693 mg-m™ S =1 Xf )i i) A Fid 5K 29. 88
mg-m >, S, = 100 xf ji 1 R FLidE & 4 83,14
mg-m .S, =0.015 XN BB EL/NT S, =
100,294 S, =0.015 [ 1/124.

MNIELS AT gk s 5 0 52 R £ 24 A 3
ZEH RGO i HDPE J5-J 308 + 8 4 17 75 e
XoF SR A LA 1% L B A5 R e G T %o ik K A A AL
Py BELFR AL . DN T2 50 e 1) ) B 7% 0, B2 G 1 )
e e 1) AR A2 A B AT L 100 45, AR L 1T 43 B vl 4T, 512
B 07 FH H R R AT E VS /) HDPE JREA% 43 1e 22 %%, 1912
BRI H AR 15 949y, bR 2 28 H & 35 9 HDPE
AR A} 5l 2 F it X HDPE B3 17 17547 40 ¥ ( Sangam
et al. ,2005; Shimotori et al. ,2006) ,{fi HDPE Ji& [
SRR BN,

YA W (o) e e X i K A ATL A 1) B B
SR 2E , T 4.5 3T 1 38 g iy BEL
R e S5 X6 A M e BEL B 1 B A ks 8 R, 5
T 2 AL, TG 4 vk 52 G e v i - i) BEL i

_ o BHE
~ 0lE ’
T OE
L0
o E
g E e
B P
% 10 E '//
i E g
g 7
ST 2 (R=3.3,h=0.6 m)
;. - L4 (R33,h=0.6 m)
1075 . | | W I—--I?fﬂ 5 (1(’d|:3,3, h:|0.6 m)

0 25 50 75 100

=
T‘.“
o0
g
1
iz}
&107 ke
% ./ —TL 2 (Rg=3.3, h=0.6 m)
/- LPL4(Rg3.3,h=0.6 m)
- 7/ —-=L.3 5 (Rg=3.3, =0.6 m)
10 Le | | /| 1 | 1 |
0 25 50 75 100
Fif k] /a

6 BUKEFANYARIAKNBENBESMRAFERILE
Fig.6  Comparison of cumulative mass discharged and instantaneous

mass flux of different cases for hydrophobic organics
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RIF M 3.3 38Kk 33, T00 5 JR7E 0 T 00 Kl 1 P
PR 0.6 m KN 1. 0m, BA L 2.

K 6a /R T 100 N T 00 2 4.5 A B i 1
P ASRIESL. EFrR, 5 T2 Ak, Tl 4.5 F
e Gy 0 3 BLIN [A] 2 25 406 )5, 100 4R, T 45
YR A RN E BRI E . ¢ = 100 a I, T80 4 B9BERT
WHEN0.3196 mg-a~'-m™2, T.00 5 BB & & N
0.0046 mg-a'»m~? AR T T.00 2 MIE ML, LhEIA
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