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Capillary barriers can be an effective solution to minimise or delay infiltration of liquids in soils. These alternative
barriers may be particularly appropriate and cost-effective in cover systems of waste disposal systems in arid and
semi-arid regions. The mechanism of flow control in a capillary barrier involves the impedance of flow moving from
a porous medium of small voids to another porous medium of larger voids, due to differences in the water storage
between the two materials for the same suction at their interface. Granular soils have been used to induce a
capillary barrier. However, the use of geotextiles as barriers can offer not only the relevant difference in water
storage but also the repeatability and consistency of properties offered by manufactured materials, besides other
advantages. The objective of this paper is to investigate the behaviour of capillary barriers using non-woven
geotextiles under controlled laboratory conditions. Accordingly, fine-grained soil and geotextiles with different
properties were used in the testing programme. Granular materials (sand and gravel) were also utilised to form
granular capillary barriers for comparison purposes. Overall, the experimental results show that geotextiles can
develop capillary barriers with similar storage capability as those provided by natural granular materials.
Notation
Dn soil particle diameter for which n (in percentage) of the

mass of the soil particles has a diameter smaller than
that value

df fibre diameter
FOS filtration opening size
Gs soil particle density
K coefficient of permeability normal to the geotextile

plane under saturated conditions
MA geotextile mass per unit area
n specimen porosity
tGT thickness under 2 kPa normal stress
wL soil liquid limit
wopt optimum moisture content
wP soil plastic limit
y elevation: m
gd dry unit weight of the soil specimen
gdmax maximum dry unit weight (normal Proctor energy)
q volumetric water content (dimensionless)
qsat soil specimen volumetric moisture content at saturation
y permittivity
yaev air entry suction value
ywev water entry suction value
Introduction
Geotextiles have been used in geotechnical engineering projects
for over five decades, not only mainly in filtration and drainage
applications, but also in projects involving their use as separators,
protective layers and reinforcement. Their use as barriers against
the flow of water, when acting as capillary barriers, can be
considered a comparatively recent application in relation to other
traditional applications. Capillary barriers are structures that
impede the flow of water as a consequence of capillary forces
developed at the interface between an unsaturated fine-grained
soil layer and another porous material with relatively large-sized
pores such as sands, gravels or non-woven geotextiles (Zornberg
et al., 2010). Kisch (1959) was the first to observe the
phenomenon of capillary barrier, which subsequently was also
observed by other researchers in layered soil profiles in
geotechnical applications (Barbour, 1990; Nicholson et al., 1989;
Rasmusson and Eriksson, 1987; Shackelford et al., 1994;
Woyshner and Yanful, 1995; Yanful, 1993; Zornberg et al., 2010).

The hydraulic conductivity of soils under saturated conditions
may be significantly higher than that under unsaturated
conditions. It is well known that coarse-grained soils under
saturated conditions have a higher hydraulic conductivity than
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mailto:palmeira@unb.br


Environmental Geotechnics Capillary barriers incorporating
non-woven geotextiles
Lima, Azevedo, Zornberg and Palmeira

Offprint provided courtesy of www.icevirtuallibrary.com
Author copy for personal use, not for distribution
that of fine-grained soils. However, under unsaturated conditions,
coarse-grained soils have high values of suction and a
comparatively low unsaturated hydraulic conductivity. While
counter-intuitive, the hydraulic conductivity of coarse-grained
soils can be lower than that of fine-grained soils at higher
suctions. Williams et al. (2011) reported on a high-visibility site
where a capillary barrier was recently designed involving a fine-
grained soil layer, under unsaturated conditions, overlying a
coarse-grained soil layer. The increase in moisture content in the
fine-grained soil causes a decrease in suction and an increase in
its hydraulic conductivity. However, the hydraulic conductivity of
the underlying granular layer may remain lower than that of the
fine-grained soil over a comparatively wide range of suction.
Thus, water will not yet flow into the granular layer and will
instead build up at the interface between the fine- and coarse-
grained soil layers. Eventually, as flow continues to decrease
suction, the hydraulic conductivity of the coarse- and fine-grained
soils will reach the same value. This suction value is termed the
breakthrough suction and corresponds to the value at which the
capillary barrier has been ‘broken’ and moisture has begun to
flow into the underlying granular layer. Heibaum (2010) defines
the fine-grained soil layer overlying the granular material as a
capillary layer, whereas the granular material is defined as a
capillary block.

Geotextiles can be attractive alternatives to developing a capillary
barrier, particularly in regions where granular materials are scarce.
According to McCartney et al. (2008), geotextiles can be effective
capillary barriers since they have a pore structure that is similar to
that of granular soils while also providing the additional benefits
of separation, protection and drainage. Geotextile pores are larger
than those in fine to medium sands, which have been considered
for capillary barriers. When used in contact with a fine-grained
soil, a geotextile can function as a barrier to water flow due to
the capillary break effect. McCartney et al. (2008) state that
the movement of water from the fine-grained soil layer to the
geotextile is influenced by the type of polymer employed in the
manufacturing of the geotextile. Polypropylene, which is a
common polymer used to produce geotextiles, is hydrophobic,
which causes further difficulty for water to enter the geotextile
voids (Henry and Patton, 1998).

Morris and Stormont (1997, 1999) and Park and Fleming (2006)
highlight the use of capillary barriers in final covers of landfills
and in mining waste piles. The barrier will prevent or reduce the
amount of rainwater that infiltrates into the waste, providing the
benefit of reducing the volume of liquid reaching the bottom
drainage system of a landfill or mining waste pile.

Evapotranspirative barriers, including those incorporating
geotextiles, provide the advantage of reducing the potential for
soil cracking, when compared to compacted clay barriers.
Evapotranspirative covers are vegetated with native plants that
survive on natural precipitation and have been shown to be stable
over long periods of time (Zornberg et al., 2010). They are also
2

easy to construct and require comparatively low maintenance.
Morris and Stormont (1999) also point out the longevity and low
cost of this type of cover system. This type of barrier can be
constructed with a variety of soil types, reducing costs associated
with the importation of specific soils over long distances.
According to Zornberg and McCartney (2007), the water balance
in the evaluation of these covers should take into account a wide
range of components, including evaporation, transpiration by
plants, precipitation, run-off, storage of moisture and lateral
drainage and basal drainage. In this context, infiltration tests on
soil columns are useful tools to understand better the conditions
of water flow in capillary barriers. Column tests may simulate real
cover systems by replicating the dimensions and types of soil
layers and geotextiles used in real projects. The downward water
flow causes changes in soil moisture content and suction that can
be monitored using appropriate instrumentation. Kuhn and
Zornberg (2006) and McCartney (2007) performed column tests
on compacted fine-grained soil layers overlying capillary barriers,
consisting of granular materials and geosynthetics, and observed
the effectiveness of this type of barrier.

This paper presents the results of a study on the effectiveness
of capillary barriers incorporating non-woven geotextiles by
means of laboratory column tests. Tests involving the use of
granular materials as capillary barriers were also carried out for
comparison purposes. The following sections present the test
methodology, results obtained and discussion of the results.

Equipment and materials
Column tests were carried out using an acrylic cell with 197mm
internal dia. and a total height of 300mm. The soil used in the
tests was compacted inside the cell, with a thickness of 170mm,
overlying the capillary barrier layer (geotextile, sand or gravel).
Figure 1 shows a typical test set-up of one test utilising a geotextile.

Sensors used for measurement of volumetric moisture content
and suction were installed at different elevations (15, 75 and
135 mm) along the cell height (Figure 1). Moisture content
sensors ECH2O EC-5, manufactured by Decagon Devices, were
used to obtain volumetric moisture content. These sensors were
89 mm long, 18 mm wide and 7 mm thick. An MPS-1 sensor, also
manufactured by Decagon Devices, was installed at a depth of
135 mm from the soil specimen top for the measurement of
suction. A low-flow peristaltic pump was used to pump water
from a reservoir to the top of the soil specimen. The use of a
graduated cylinder with a capacity of 1000 ml as a water reservoir
allowed the calculation of the volume of water that infiltrated
through the system with time. A constant rate of water inflow of
approximately 0·2 ml/min was utilised in the tests. A filter paper
was used on the top face of the soil specimen to ensure a uniform
infiltration of water in the soil specimen.

Hanging column tests were carried out on the geotextiles used in
the experiments as part of the research programme to understand
better the behaviour of geotextile capillary barriers. The
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equipment used for these tests was similar to that proposed by
Stormont et al. (1997) to determine the water retention curve of a
geotextile and is presented in Figure 2. The maximum suction that
can be applied to the geotextile specimen caused by the difference
between water levels in the reservoir and the base of the specimen
is equal to 3·5 kPa. This suction was sufficient to drain the water
completely in an initially saturated geotextile specimen. The
diameter of the geotextile specimens was equal to 55 mm.

The soil used in the experiments was collected from the area of test
plots for the cover system at the Rocky Mountain Arsenal (RMA),
near Denver, Colorado, USA. This soil is referred to as RMA type
2 soil. The soil is classified as a low-plasticity clay (CL by the
Unified Soil Classification System). Figure 3 shows the grain size
distribution curve of the soil tested, and Table 1 presents its
relevant geotechnical properties. Additional information on RMA
type 2 soil properties is reported by McCartney (2007). The soil
specimens were compacted with a density corresponding to 80% of
the maximum dry density (gdmax = 18·0 kN/m3, optimum moisture
content of 14·5%) obtained in compaction tests (standard Proctor
compaction energy). The soil specimen was compacted in the cell
by tamping 30mm high lifts, with a target initial volumetric
moisture content of 15%, which corresponds to a gravimetric
moisture content of 10·2%. The final height of the soil specimen
was 150mm. Under saturated conditions, the volumetric moisture
content of the soil equals 46% at the stated relative compaction of
80%. The water retention curve for RMA type 2 soil was obtained
by hanging column and pressure plate tests (McCartney, 2007). The
results from these tests indicate that the soil has a porosity of
49·2%, a water entry suction value of 1 kPa and a residual moisture
content of approximately 5%. For the conditions of the test, the
infiltration flux rate of the system was equal to 1·1 × 10−5 cm/s.
h

Weight

Perforated plate

Geotextile specimen

Porous stone

Figure 2. Hanging column test equipment
Figure 1. Capillary barrier test cell
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Figure 3. Grain size distribution curves of the soils used
Table 1. Properties of the soils tested
Property
 RMA soil type
 Monterey sand number 30
D10: mm
 <0·0009
 0·4

D50: mm
 0·05
 0·68

D85: mm
 0·2
 1·0

wL: %
 28·7
 NA

wP: %
 17·2
 NA

gdmax: kN/m

3
 18·0
 17·1

wopt: %
 14·5
 NA

gd: kN/m3
 14·4
 15·6

Gs
 2·71
 2·66

qsat
 0·46
 0·40

n: %
 46
 40
Dn , soil particle diameter for which n (in percentage) of the mass of the soil
particles has a diameter smaller than that value; Gs, soil particle density; NA,
not applicable or not available; n, specimen porosity; wL, soil liquid limit;
wopt, optimum moisture content; wP, soil plastic limit; gd, dry unit weight of
the soil specimen; gdmax, maximum dry unit weight (normal Proctor energy);
qsat, soil specimen volumetric moisture content at saturation
3
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Non-woven geotextiles, sand and gravel were employed to
produce capillary barriers as part of this testing programme. When
a geotextile layer was used, it was installed on top of the gravel
layer. The gravel has a D50 of 3 mm, where D50 is the particle
diameter for which 50% of the remaining particles have diameters
smaller than that value. The purpose of the gravel layer was to
provide free drainage below the geotextile layer to guarantee that
the capillary barrier effect would take place at the soil–geotextile
interface. The sand capillary barrier was prepared with Monterey
sand number 30, placed at a relative density of 55% and a unit
weight of 15·6 kN/m3. The grain size distribution of Monterey
sand number 30 is shown in Figure 3, with Table 1 presenting its
relevant geotechnical properties.

Three needle-punched, polyester, non-woven geotextiles (G1, G2
and G3) were used as capillary barriers in the experimental testing
programme. Table 2 presents the main properties of the
geotextiles used in this study. The mass per unit area of the
geotextiles ranged from 200 to 400 g/m2, while their opening size
ranged from 0·16 to 0·23 mm. Hanging column tests were
performed on the geotextiles in this testing programme to
understand and quantify better their contribution to the capillary
barrier effect. Figure 4 presents the results of water retention
curves for the three geotextiles tested in terms of volumetric water
4

content against suction during drying (filled symbols) and wetting
stages (open symbols). The results in this figure are consistent
with the sizes of the openings of the geotextiles. The larger the
geotextile filtration opening size (Table 2), the lower the suction
required to reduce its volumetric moisture content. Almost
complete drainage of the water in the specimen voids was
achieved for suctions greater than 2·3, 2·8 and 3·3 kPa for
geotextiles G1, G2 and G3, respectively. Using the procedure
presented by Bouazza et al. (2006), observed values of air entry
suction (yaev) are close to 1 kPa for geotextiles G1 and G2 and
approximately 1·3 kPa for geotextile G3. Water entry suction
values (ywev) were of the order of 0·1 kPa for the three
geotextiles tested, showing that water can enter the geotextile
structure under very little suction, smaller than that of the RMA
type 2 soil (ywev = 1 kPa (McCartney, 2007)).

Additional information on material properties, equipment and
testing methodology is provided by De Lima (2014).

Results

Tests with geotextile capillary barriers
Figure 5 presents the variation of volumetric water content with the
volume of inflow water for the system where geotextile G1
(200 g/m2) was used as a capillary barrier. The tests described in this
section involve the geotextile layer resting on top of the gravel layer.
The moisture content sensor at elevations of 135 and 75mm above
the geotextile surface registered that the wetting front reached that
elevation after volumes of approximately 40 and 231ml of inflow
water, respectively. After the wetting front passed the top two
sensors, the moisture content remains constant at approximately 0·27.
If there were no capillary barrier in the column, it would be expected
that after the moisture front passed the bottom sensor, the entire
column would be at a constant volumetric moisture content of 0·27.
However, once the wetting front reaches the last sensor (at an
Table 2. Properties of the geotextiles tested
Property
 G1
 G2
 G3
MA: g/m
2
 200
 300
 400
tGT: mm
 2·3
 2·6
 3·7

n
 0·93
 0·93
 0·92

df: mm
 0·027
 0·027
 0·027

K: cm/s
 0·4
 0·4
 0·4

y: s−1
 1·9
 1·5
 1·1

FOS: mm
 0·23
 0·18
 0·16
MA, geotextile mass per unit area; tGT, thickness under 2 kPa normal stress
(ASTM D 5199 (ASTM, 2012)); n, porosity; df, fibre diameter; K, coefficient
of permeability normal to the geotextile plane under saturated conditions
(ASTM D 4491 (ASTM, 2017)); y, permittivity (ASTM D 4491); FOS, filtration
opening size (from hydrodynamic sieving (AFNOR G38017 (CFGG, 1986))
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Figure 4. Water retention curves of three types of geotextiles for
the wetting and drying cycles
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elevation of 15mm above the geotextile) after 504ml of flow, the
moisture in all three sensors starts increasing to over 0·27. The
moisture content in the column finally stops increasing and remains
constant after around 1300ml of flow. The value of q at the end of
the test was approximately equal to 0·47, the closest to the geotextile
layer, indicating that the amount of water infiltration was sufficient to
saturate the lower half of the soil specimen volume. Therefore, the
capillary barrier formed by geotextile G1 was broken for a volume of
inflow water of about 1300ml.

Suction and volumetric moisture content against inflow water
volume at an elevation of 15 mm above the geotextile layer
are shown in Figure 6. This figure shows a sharp reduction
of suction at a water volume of 480 ml, immediately before q
starts to increase. These small differences between water volumes
associated with suction decrease and moisture content increase are
a consequence of different sensitivities of the respective sensors.

The profiles of variation of q along the height of the soil layer for
different values of inflow water volume and times since the
beginning of the test are shown in Figure 7. Larger values of q at
the lower half of the soil specimen were reached after 576 ml (t =
48 h) of inflow water volume.

Figure 8 presents the variation of q with infiltrated water volume
in the test with geotextile G3 (400 g/m2), the thickest geotextile
tested. The moisture content sensor at all elevations above the
geotextile surface showed that the wetting front reached a
constant value of approximately 0·27 before the formation of a
capillary barrier, similar to the previous test. Once the wetting
front reaches the bottom sensor (at an elevation of 15 mm above
the geotextile) after 520 ml of flow, the moisture in all three
sensors starts increasing again. The moisture content in the
column finally stops increasing and remains constant after around
1500 ml of flow. Therefore, the capillary barrier formed by
geotextile G3 was broken for a volume of inflow water of about
1500 ml. At the end of the test, a constant value of q of 0·46 was
reached at 15 and 75 mm above the geotextile layer. These values
are similar to those obtained for the other geotextiles tested. In
fact, the tests for G2 were almost identical to those of G3.

The variations of q along the soil layer height for different inflow
water volumes and times since the beginning of the test with
geotextile G3 are shown in Figure 9. The results show little
variation of the moisture content profile after 1656 ml (t = 120 h)
of water infiltration, indicating that the capillary barrier has been
broken. The plot also displays the accumulation of water at the
lower half of the soil specimen due to the capillary barrier effect
caused by the geotextile layer.

The variations of q and suction with inflow water volume 15 mm
above the geotextile layer are depicted in Figure 10 for the test
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Figure 6. Suction and volumetric water content against inflow
water volume. Test with geotextile G1, y = 15mm
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with geotextile G3. A marked drop in suction can be observed for
a water volume of 575 ml, which is also associated with the
increase in volumetric moisture content.

Granular capillary barriers
Tests with granular capillary barriers consisting of layers of sand
or gravel were also carried out for comparison purposes.
Figure 11 shows the variation of volumetric moisture content with
inflow water volume at the sensor closest to the soil–barrier
interface (15 mm above the interface) in tests with capillary
barriers consisting of Monterey sand number 30 and gravel. In the
test with the sand barrier, the moisture content started to increase
at a water volume of 379 ml. On the other hand, in the test with
the gravel barrier, the increase in moisture content started at a
slightly greater water volume equal to 391 ml. The final value of
moisture content was greater in the test with gravel than in the
6

test with sand. Barrier breakthrough occurred first in the sand
barrier for an infiltrated water volume of 1050 ml, in comparison
with the value of 1321 ml in the test with the gravel barrier. The
final moisture content in the sand column was 0·30, compared to
a final moisture content of 0·43 in the gravel column. The lower
final moisture content and quicker breakthrough indicate that the
sand barrier is weaker than the gravel barrier. This is expected
since sand is more fine-grained than gravel and will more closely
match the grain size distribution of the overlying clay.

Comparison between capillary barrier systems
Figure 12 shows the variation of volumetric moisture content with
infiltrated water volume for the sensor closest to the barrier layer
in tests with and without geotextiles. The results show that the
moisture content started to increase earlier in the test with the
thinner geotextile G1, in comparison with what was observed in
the tests with geotextiles G2 and G3. In the tests with geotextile
barriers, breakthrough took place for inflow water volumes around
1300 and 1500 ml, depending on the geotextile considered.
Therefore, the use of a geotextile barrier delayed the exit of water
through the bottom of the soil system. The total volumes
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(1300–1500 ml) of inflow water in the tests with geotextile
barriers when barrier breakthrough occurred were similar to the
value for the test with the gravel barrier (1321 ml). The gravel and
geotextile tests had moisture build-ups of 0·43–0·47, which are
also very similar. Based on these results, it is clear that a
geotextile can produce a capillary barrier similar to or even
stronger than the barrier produced by gravel. On a similar note, all
tests with geotextiles and gravel produced a stronger capillary
barrier than a barrier formed only with sand. Since the water
retention curves for all three geotextiles are fairly similar
(Figure 4), this can explain why all the geotextiles produced a
very similar capillary barrier.

Conclusions
This paper presents the results from an experimental testing
programme involving granular and geotextile capillary barriers.
The soil used in the tests was RMA type 2 soil, while gravel,
sand and non-woven geotextiles were utilised to form capillary
barriers. The main conclusions obtained in this research
programme are summarised in the following paragraphs.

Regardless of the nature of the capillary barrier material (granular
material or geotextile), the various capillary barriers tested in this
programme were found to delay effectively the flow of water
through the soil. Accordingly, geotextiles were found to be a
potentially excellent choice for this type of barrier as they are
characterised by good quality control as well as easy and quick
installation in the field. These barriers can also be employed in
situations where suitable natural materials are scarce or their use
is restricted by environmental regulations.

The results of column tests on soil–barrier systems showed that
the capillary barriers were capable of significantly increasing the
amount of water storage in the soil. Barrier breakthrough took
place for inflow water volumes between 1050 ml (sand test) and
1500 ml (test with geotextile barrier – 43% increase with respect
to the value obtained for the sand barrier). Breakthrough water
volumes in tests with geotextiles were similar or greater (14%)
than the value obtained for the gravel barrier, depending on the
geotextile considered. The barriers produced by the geotextiles
were found to be similar or stronger than the barrier produced by
only gravel. Both the gravel and geotextile barriers produced
stronger barriers than the sand-only barrier. The thicker the
geotextile, the greater the water volume necessary to cause barrier
breakthrough. Hanging column tests on the geotextiles showed
that the values of water entry suction of the products tested were
considerably smaller than those of the soil tested. The similarity
in the water retention curves also indicates that all of the
geotextiles tested in this programme would produce a similarly
strong capillary barrier for the conditions of the tests.

Further research is needed to obtain a better understanding of the
performance of geotextile capillary barriers in order to develop
appropriate design methodologies and accurate predictive models
for this type of solution.
Acknowledgements
The authors are indebted to the following institutions that
supported the research activities reported in this paper: CNPq
(National Council for Scientific and Technological Development),
University of Brasília and the National Science Foundation under
Grant CMMI 1335456.
REFERENCES
ASTM (2012) D 5199: Standard test method for measuring nominal

thickness of geosynthetics. ASTM International, West Conshohocken,
PA, USA, pp. 100–102.

ASTM (2017) D 4491: Standard test method for water permeability of
geotextiles by permittivity. ASTM International, West Conshohocken,
PA, USA, pp. 23–27.

Barbour SL (1990) Reduction of acid generation in mine tailings through
the use of moisture-retaining cover layers as oxygen barriers:
discussion. Canadian Geotechnical Journal 27(3): 398–401,
https://doi.org/10.1139/t89-001.

Bouazza A, Zornberg JG, McCartney JS and Nahlawi H (2006)
Significance of unsaturated behaviour of geotextiles in earthen
structures. Australian Geomechanics Journal 41(3): 133–142.

CFGG (Comité Français des Géosynthétiques) (1986) AFNOR G38017.
Association Française de Normalisation, Saint-Denis-La-Plaine, France
(in French).

De Lima MJ (2014) Use of Nonwoven Geotextile in Capillary Barriers.
PhD thesis, University of Brasília, Brasília, Brazil.

Heibaum M (2010) Geosynthetics in agricultural and aquacultural
applications. Proceedings of the 9th International Conference on
Geosynthetics, Guaruja, Brazil, vol. 1, pp. 259–271.

Henry K and Patton S (1998) Measurements of the contact angle of water
on geotextile fibers. Geotextile Testing Journal 21(1): 11–17,
https://doi.org/10.1520/GTJ10420J.

Kisch M (1959) The theory of seepage from clay-blanketed reservoirs.
Géotechnique 9(1): 9–21, https://doi.org/10.1680/geot.1959.9.1.9.

Kuhn JA and Zornberg JG (2006) Field Suction and Effect of Cracking in
Highly Plastic Clay. Center for Transportation Research of the
University of Texas at Austin, Austin, TX, USA.

McCartney JS (2007) Determination of the Hydraulic Characteristics of
Unsaturated Soils Using a Centrifuge Permeameter. PhD thesis,
Graduate School of the University of Texas at Austin, Austin, TX, USA.

McCartney JS, Villar LFS and Zornberg JG (2008) Nonwoven geotextiles as
hydraulic barriers to capillary rise. Proceedings of the 1st Pan
American Geosynthetics Conference and Exhibition-GeoAmericas
2008, Cancún, Mexico, pp. 252–261.

Morris CE and Stormont JC (1997) Capillary barriers and subtitle D covers:
estimating equivalency. Journal of Environmental Engineering 123(1):
3–10, http://dx.doi.org/10.1061/(ASCE)0733-9372(1997)123:1(3).

Morris CE and Stormont JC (1999) Parametric study of unsaturated
drainage layers in a capillary barrier. Journal of Geotechnical and
Geoenvironmental Engineering 12(125): 1057–1065, http://dx.doi.org/
10.1061/(ASCE)1090-0241(1999)125:12(1057).

Nicholson RV, Gillham RW, Cherry JA and Reardon EJ (1989) Reduction of
acid generation in mine tailings through the use of moisture-retaining cover
layers as oxygen barriers. Canadian Geotechnical Journal 26(1): 1–8,
https://doi.org/10.1139/t89-001.

Park KD and Fleming IR (2006) Evaluation of a geosynthetic capillary
barrier. Geotextiles and Geomembranes 24(1): 64–71, https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.geotexmem.2005.06.001.

Rasmusson A and Eriksson JC (1987) Capillary Barriers in Covers for Mine
Tailing Dumps. Royal Institute of Technology, Stockholm, Sweden.
National Swedish Environmental Protection Board Report 3307.

Shackelford CD, Chang CK and Chiu TF (1994) The capillary barrier effect
in unsaturated flow through soil barriers. Proceedings of the 1st ICEG
Conference, Edmonton, CA, USA, pp. 789–793.
7

https://doi.org/10.1139/t89-001
https://doi.org/10.1520/GTJ10420J
https://doi.org/10.1680/geot.1959.9.1.9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1061/(ASCE)0733-9372(1997)123:1(3)
http://dx.doi.org/10.1061/(ASCE)1090-0241(1999)125:12(1057)
http://dx.doi.org/10.1061/(ASCE)1090-0241(1999)125:12(1057)
https://doi.org/10.1139/t89-001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geotexmem.2005.06.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geotexmem.2005.06.001


Environmental Geotechnics Capillary barriers incorporating
non-woven geotextiles
Lima, Azevedo, Zornberg and Palmeira

Offprint provided courtesy of www.icevirtuallibrary.com
Author copy for personal use, not for distribution
Stormont J, Henry K and Evans T (1997) Water retention functions of four
nonwoven polypropylene geotextiles. Geosynthetics International
4(6): 661–672, https://doi.org/10.1680/gein.4.0110.

Williams L, Hoyt D, Dwyer S, Hargreaves G and Zornberg JG (2011)
Design criteria and construction of a capillary barrier cover system:
the Rocky Mountain Arsenal experience. Proceedings of GeoFrontiers
2011, Dallas, TX, USA, pp. 996–1005.

Woyshner MR and Yanful EK (1995) Modelling and field measurements
of water percolation through an experimental soil cover on mine
tailings. Canadian Geotechnical Journal 32(4): 601–609, https://doi.
org/10.1139/t95-062.
8

Yanful EK (1993) Oxygen diffusion through soil covers on sulphidic
mine tailings. Journal of Geotechnical Engineering 119(8):
1207–1228, https://doi.org/10.1061/(ASCE)0733-9410(1993)119:8
(1207).

Zornberg JG and McCartney JS (2007) Evapotranspirative cover systems
for waste containment. In Handbook of Groundwater Engineering,
2nd edn. (Delleur JW (ed.)). CRC Press Boca Raton, FL, USA,
pp. 34.1–34.31.

Zornberg JG, Bouazza, A and McCartney JS (2010) Geosynthetic
capillary barriers: current state of knowledge. Geosynthetics International
17(5): 273–300, https://doi.org/10.1680/gein.2010.17.5.273.
How can you contribute?

To discuss this paper, please submit up to 500 words to
the editor at journals@ice.org.uk. Your contribution will be
forwarded to the author(s) for a reply and, if considered
appropriate by the editorial board, it will be published as a
discussion in a future issue of the journal.

https://doi.org/10.1680/gein.4.0110
https://doi.org/10.1139/t95-062
https://doi.org/10.1139/t95-062
https://doi.org/10.1061/(ASCE)0733-9410(1993)119:8(1207)
https://doi.org/10.1061/(ASCE)0733-9410(1993)119:8(1207)
https://doi.org/10.1680/gein.2010.17.5.273


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles false
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (Europe ISO Coated FOGRA27)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Perceptual
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize false
  /OPM 0
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts false
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Remove
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
    /AbadiMT-CondensedExtraBold
    /AbadiMT-CondensedLight
    /AndaleMono
    /Arial-Black
    /Arial-BoldItalicMT
    /Arial-BoldMT
    /Arial-ItalicMT
    /ArialMT
    /ArialNarrow
    /ArialNarrow-Bold
    /ArialNarrow-BoldItalic
    /ArialNarrow-Italic
    /ArialRoundedMTBold
    /BaskOldFace
    /Batang
    /Bauhaus93
    /BellGothic-Black
    /BellGothic-Bold
    /BellGothic-Light
    /BernardMT-Condensed
    /Bodoni
    /Bodoni-Bold
    /Bodoni-BoldCondensed
    /Bodoni-BoldItalic
    /Bodoni-Book
    /Bodoni-BookItalic
    /Bodoni-Italic
    /Bodoni-Poster
    /Bodoni-PosterCompressed
    /Bodoni-PosterItalic
    /BookAntiqua
    /BookAntiqua-Bold
    /BookAntiqua-BoldItalic
    /BookAntiqua-Italic
    /BookmanOldStyle
    /BookmanOldStyle-Bold
    /BookmanOldStyle-BoldItalic
    /BookmanOldStyle-Italic
    /Braggadocio
    /BritannicBold
    /BrushScriptMT
    /CalisMTBol
    /CalistoMT
    /CalistoMT-BoldItalic
    /CalistoMT-Italic
    /Century
    /CenturyGothic
    /CenturyGothic-Bold
    /CenturyGothic-BoldItalic
    /CenturyGothic-Italic
    /CenturySchoolbook
    /CenturySchoolbook-Bold
    /CenturySchoolbook-BoldItalic
    /CenturySchoolbook-Italic
    /ColonnaMT
    /ComicSansMS
    /ComicSansMS-Bold
    /CooperBlack
    /CopperplateGothic-Bold
    /CopperplateGothic-Light
    /CurlzMT
    /Desdemona
    /EdwardianScriptITC
    /EngraversMT
    /EngraversMT-Bold
    /EurostileBold
    /EurostileRegular
    /FootlightMTLight
    /Garamond
    /Garamond-Bold
    /Garamond-Italic
    /Georgia
    /Georgia-Bold
    /Georgia-BoldItalic
    /Georgia-Italic
    /GillSans-UltraBold
    /GloucesterMT-ExtraCondensed
    /GoudyOldStyleT-Bold
    /GoudyOldStyleT-Italic
    /GoudyOldStyleT-Regular
    /Gulim
    /Haettenschweiler
    /Harrington
    /Impact
    /ImprintMT-Shadow
    /KinoMT
    /LatinWide
    /LucidaBlackletter
    /LucidaBright
    /LucidaBright-Demi
    /LucidaBright-DemiItalic
    /LucidaBright-Italic
    /LucidaCalligraphy-Italic
    /LucidaFax
    /LucidaFax-Demi
    /LucidaFax-DemiItalic
    /LucidaFax-Italic
    /LucidaHandwriting-Italic
    /LucidaSans
    /LucidaSans-Demi
    /LucidaSans-DemiItalic
    /LucidaSans-Italic
    /LucidaSans-Typewriter
    /LucidaSans-TypewriterBold
    /LucidaSans-TypewriterBoldOblique
    /LucidaSans-TypewriterOblique
    /MS-Gothic
    /MS-Mincho
    /MS-PGothic
    /MS-PMincho
    /MaturaMTScriptCapitals
    /Mistral
    /Modern-Regular
    /MonotypeCorsiva
    /NewCaledonia
    /NewCaledonia-Black
    /NewCaledonia-BlackItalic
    /NewCaledonia-Bold
    /NewCaledonia-BoldItalic
    /NewCaledonia-BoldItalicOsF
    /NewCaledonia-BoldSC
    /NewCaledonia-Italic
    /NewCaledonia-ItalicOsF
    /NewCaledonia-SC
    /NewCaledonia-SemiBold
    /NewCaledonia-SemiBoldItalic
    /NewsGothicMT
    /NewsGothicMT-Bold
    /NewsGothicMT-Italic
    /Onyx
    /PerpetuaTitlingMT-Bold
    /PerpetuaTitlingMT-Light
    /Playbill
    /Rockwell
    /Rockwell-Bold
    /Rockwell-BoldItalic
    /Rockwell-ExtraBold
    /Rockwell-Italic
    /Sabon-Bold
    /Sabon-BoldItalic
    /Sabon-BoldItalicOsF
    /Sabon-BoldOsF
    /Sabon-Italic
    /Sabon-ItalicOsF
    /Sabon-Roman
    /Sabon-RomanOsF
    /Sabon-RomanSC
    /SimSun
    /Stencil
    /Symbol
    /Tahoma
    /Tahoma-Bold
    /TimesNewRomanPS
    /TimesNewRomanPS-Bold
    /TimesNewRomanPS-BoldItalic
    /TimesNewRomanPS-BoldItalicMT
    /TimesNewRomanPS-BoldMT
    /TimesNewRomanPS-Italic
    /TimesNewRomanPS-ItalicMT
    /TimesNewRomanPSMT
    /Trebuchet-BoldItalic
    /TrebuchetMS
    /TrebuchetMS-Bold
    /TrebuchetMS-Italic
    /Universal-GreekwithMathPi
    /Verdana
    /Verdana-Bold
    /Verdana-BoldItalic
    /Verdana-Italic
    /Wingdings
    /Wingdings2
    /Wingdings3
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
    /Arial-BlackItalic
    /ArialUnicodeMS
    /CourierNewPS-BoldItalicMT
    /CourierNewPS-BoldMT
    /CourierNewPS-ItalicMT
    /CourierNewPSMT
    /LucidaConsole
    /TimesNewRomanMT-ExtraBold
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 150
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages false
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Average
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth 8
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /FlateEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages false
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages false
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Average
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth 8
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /FlateEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages false
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages false
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /PDFX1a:2003
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError false
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    23.95276
    23.95276
    24.12284
    24.12284
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /ENU ([Based on 'Sheridan'] Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents suitable for reliable viewing and printing of business documents.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks true
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
      /DestinationProfileSelector /NA
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements true
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MarksOffset 6
      /MarksWeight 0.250000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


