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ABSTRACT

Since mountainous area has access restrictions for field work, assessors need to
establish a conceptual model of the contamination prior to the field investigation. In this
study, we established a conceptual model of the contamination based on site inspection
and geological survey, followed by the field investigation for the petroleum spill site. In
the conceptual model, we estimated that the contamination should have spread by
groundwater and topographical characteristics within the top soil layer. The spread of
contamination through rock was not considered in the conceptual model due to
impermeable characteristics of metasyenite.

The contaminated environmental media of the petroleum spill site include soil and
groundwater. According to the analysis result of the contamination, the volume of
contaminated soil is estimated approximately 4,150 cubic meters (7,055 ton) with most

contaminants existing along the groundwater flow within top soil layer.
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Table 2-1. Summary of environmental media sampling

Media Sampling Location Analysis for TPH/BTEX Free Oil (Water table)
Soil Boreholes 97 / 45 samples -
Groundwater Monitoring Wells 4 / 4 samples 0.2~05cm (0.05~1.0m)
Groundwater Residential Well 2 / 2 sample ND
Surface Water Valley 2 / 2samples ND
Sediment Valley 2 / 2 samples -

azlz AR L FXF 54 FHebg 9 Table 2-29 Zo] 23 AY IEFH
(disc-tension infiltrometer)& ©]& % I 5 A (infiltration test), &R IA Y (slug
test), 2382 EUAR EA(s0il grain-size analysis) B 23 AP AAF}AC).

Table 2-2. Test Results for geology and hydrogeology tests

Estimated Hydraulic
Test . . Remark
Conductivity
Hydro Infiltration Test 1.02X107~9.42X107 Unsaturated Zone
~geology Slug Test 191X10 7 ~4.95X10° Saturated Zone
Infiltration Test 1.60X10™~3.62X10™ Hazen method
Parameter #1 # 2
Soil pH 498 . 499
Geol Porosity 0.4 0.42
reology Bulk Density (g/cm®) 1.72 1.71
Soil Permeability (darcy) 1.38 X 107 11 X 10™
Moisture Content (25) 26.88 24.40
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2-1. Distribution of hydrocarbon phases.

(EPA, 1996)

Figure 2-2. Geological profile of subject site

Figure 2-3. Planed sampling area
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Figure 2-4. Visualization of contamination
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Figure 2-5. Distribution of contaminated soil -

by concentration
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Figure 2-6. Distribution of contaminated soil '
by depth




