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Abstract

This study was conducted to check the applicability of pilot-scale co-composting for the

remediation of diesel contaminated soil during the winter. Nutrients and microbes were

added to enhance the efficiency of bioremediation and fermenting composts were also

added to stimulate the microbial activities.

As a result, the soil pile was kept at adequate temperature for the bioremediation
during the test period of 30~40 days and initial concentration(2.340mg TPH/kg dry soil)
was reduced to 216mg TPH/kg dry soil (approximately 91% removal). During the initial
10~30 days, it was found that the TPH concentration and the microbial population were

rapidly reduced and increased. respectively. The co-composting technology studied can be

effectively applied to remediate the diesel contaminated soil during the winter.
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Table 1. The Experimental Conditions of Biostimulation and Bioaugmentation Test

C:N:P ZTH(CFU g)! BMX-103N™ | BMX-SDK"™ T (CFU
_ Class A — 32X 10Vg X X 2.1 X 10g
Class B 100101 32x10%g o) X 2.1 X 107¢g
Class C 100 21001 32X 10%e O O 4.6X107¢
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Fig. 2. Open-air landfarming test.
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Fig. 3. Pilot-scale co-composting test.
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