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Table 1. The Characteristics of the Soil Tested

pH | Organic Content [%]{Bulk Density|Particle Density| Porosity | CEC [meq/100g] | Uniformity Cofficient
826 147 1.33 283 047 4.24 10.00
22 3§24 49
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Fig. 1. TPH removal efficiencies vs. Fig. 2. TPH removal efficiencies vs.
types of surfactant solution (initial concentration of surfactant
TPH conc. = 20,696 mg/kg dry soil, (initial TPH conc. : 18,600 mg/kg
surfactant conc. = 1%, dilution ratio dry soil, dilution ratio = 1:3,
= 1:3, shaking time = 3hr) shaking time = 3hr)
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Fig. 3. Effects of the flux of the surfactant solution on removal of TPH
(POEs + POEw(1:1) 1%, initial TPH concentration and weight of
contaminated soil are 13,750 mg/kg dry soil and 500g, respectively),
(A) Time vs. remaining TPH percent, (B) Pore volume vs. remaining TPH percent.
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