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Fig. 1. Location map of boreholes.
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Table 2. Results of slug test.

Analysis| Mean Min./Max.
method | T(m%/s) T(m?/s)
Injection Hvorslev | 7.3E-07 | 5.8E-08/1.0E-05
Test | B&R | 69E-07 | 56E-08/0.1E-06
Withdra | fyorslev | 65E-07 | 14E-08/8.0E-06
wal
Test | B&R | 60E-07 | 14E-08/68E-06
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Fig. 2. Comparison of analysis method for slug test.
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Fig. 3. Histogram of hydraulic conductivities obtained from
in-situ hydraulic test (from Park. et al, 2011).
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