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Abstract: The remediation of beaches contaminated with oil includes the application of surfactants
and/or the application of amendments to enhance oil biodegradation (i.e., bioremediation). This study
focused on evaluating the practicability of the high pressure injection (HPI) of dissolved chemicals
into the subsurface of a lentic Alaskan beach subjected to a 5 m tidal range. A conservative tracer,
lithium, in a lithium bromide (LiBr) solution, was injected into the beach at 1.0 m depth near the
mid-tide line. The flow rate was varied between 1.0 and 1.5 L/min, and the resulting injection
pressure varied between 3 m and 6 m of water. The concentration of the injected tracer was measured
from four surrounding monitoring wells at multiple depths. The HPI associated with a flow rate
of 1.5 L/min resulted in a Darcy flux in the cross-shore direction at 1.15 × 10−5 m/s compared to
that of 7.5 × 10−6 m/s under normal conditions. The HPI, thus, enhanced the hydraulic conveyance
of the beach. The results revealed that the tracer plume dispersed an area of ~12 m2 within 24 h.
These results suggest that deep injection of solutions into a gravel beach is a viable approach for
remediating beaches.
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1. Introduction

The 1989 Exxon Valdez oil spill in Prince William Sound (PWS) released around 37,000 metric tons
of Alaskna North Slope crude oil onto the water. The spill reached 750 km to the southwest Deepthike,
et al. [1], and polluted around 2000 km of shorelines in the Gulf of Alaska. Short, et al. [2,3] estimated
that between 60 and 100 tons of oil still persist in many PWS beaches initially polluted with Exxon
Valdez oil. The evidence of oil persistence in these beaches was also reported in various studies [4–6].
The persistent oil contains a considerable portion of polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAH), which
are known to cause adverse ecological impact on wildlife upon exposure. Bodkin, et al. [7] reported
that the increase in sea otter subpopulation was not at the expected rate in the heavily oiled northern
Knight Island (NKI) area of PWS. Esler, et al. [8] reported that following the Exxon Valdez oil spill,
the winter mortality of harlequin ducks in the NKI area and adjacent oiled areas of western Green
Island and mainland between Crafton Island and Foul Bay increased more than expected. Techniques
dealing with oil entrapped in beaches range from mechanical removal of contaminated sediments [9],
to applying surface washing agents [10,11], and finally to in situ bioremediation [12–14]. The advantage
of the latter technique, if applied onto the beach surface, is that it does not displace any of beach
sediments or oil; it simply relies on delivery of needed chemicals (e.g., nutrients and dissolved oxygen)
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to the oil-contaminated zone [15]. However, the method could require major installations on gravel
beaches, as was the case during the bioremediation of the Exxon Valdez oil spill [13]

The deficiency of nutrients (e.g., nitrate and phosphate) on these beaches was reported early
during clean-up of the spill (from 1989 through 1992), due to which around 55 tons of nutrients
have been applied on beaches of PWS [12]. Boufadel, et al. [16] demonstrated that the low oxygen
concentration was a major cause for the negligible biodegradation of the oil. Short, et al. [2] estimated
that the biodegradation rate of the oil was less than 4% per year.

Boufadel and Bobo [17], henceforth, BB2011, explored delivering nutrients and oxygen deep into
the beach using high pressure injection (HPI) of solutions, and they used solutions of lithium bromide,
where lithium was the conservative tracer, as the background bromide concentration (in seawater) is
large. Deep injection of chemicals into aquifers is a common technique, but not much has been done
in beaches.

Kloppmann, et al. [18] performed a 38-d injection test with Bromide, Boron and Lithium isotopes
in a sandy aquifer to evaluate the transport dynamics of emerging chemical pollutants. Liu, et al. [19]
conducted a Single-Well Injection-Withdrawal (SWIW) bromide tracer experiment to examine transport
behavior at the Macrodispersion Experiment (MADE) site on Columbus Air Force Base in Mississippi.
Damgaard, et al. [20] performed enhanced reductive dechlorination (ERD) by injecting molasses and
dechlorinating bacteria into a clay till site contaminated with chlorinated ethenes. Most recently,
Watson, et al. [21] conducted an injection test in an unconfined aquifer to assess the capacity of one-time
emulsified vegetable oil (EVO) to maintain bioreduction of uranium in a highly permeable gravel layer.

If surfactant application or bioremediation were to be adopted on beaches, it would be during the
summer, as winter temperatures are not conducive for oil biodegradation, and there is a possibility
that the delivery will be conducted over multiple years, because one summer might not be sufficient
for achieving the desired level of oil translocation and/or biodegradation. One of the crucial questions
is whether the beach properties change drastically from year to year, requiring very different values
of design parameters, such as flow rate or requiring even different designs. The tracer study of
BB2011 was conducted in the Summer of 2009, and we report herein a similar tracer study conducted
a year later, in the Summer of 2010. Our hypothesis was that the beach properties had not changed
considerably over the year.

This study focused on a beach located on Eleanor Island, labeled EL056C (147◦34′17.42′′ W,
60◦33′45.57′′ N). The studied beach was 40 m wide in the along-shore direction and 50 m long in the
across-shore direction (Figure 1). The beach was severely contaminated by the Exxon Valdez oil spill,
and extensive treatment was implemented on it [5]. The oil residuals were considered to persist in this
beach [3]. According to recent investigations, oil is located on the right (looking landward) side of the
beach between the mid-tide level and the low-tide level, while the left side of the beach is clean [6,16].
Measurements in this beach at depths ranging from 0.50 to 0.80 m confirmed the lack of nutrients and
the existence of near-anoxic conditions [16].
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Figure 1. (a) The injection well along with four surrounding sampling wells in the field. Note that the 
sea is to the left in this figure. (b) Top view showing the topographic contours of Beach EL056C. The 
injection well (labeled Inj) is at the approximate location x = 25 m, y = 28 m. It is surrounded by four 
observation wells: On the landward side (InjLand), on the seaward side (InjSea), on the left (InjLeft), 
and on the right (InjRight). 

2. Methods and Materials 

2.1. Field Setup 

The depth of the bedrock in the beach was estimated at 2.0 to 3.0 m. Five pits were excavated in 
the beach (Figure 1a,b). One was used to place the injection well, and the remaining four surrounded 
the injection well and included the observation wells, labeled as “InjSea,” “InjLand,” “InjLeft,” and 
“InjRight,” which represented the locations of sea side, land side, left side, and right side of the tracer 
injection well, respectively (Figure 1b). A PVC pipe, a multiport sampling well, and two sampling 
boxes (SBs) were deployed in each pit. The PVC pipe (I.D. = 1″) was slotted across over its entire 
length to allow pore water passage. A pressure transducer (Mini-Diver, dataLogger) was deployed 
at the bottom of the PVC pipe to measure the water pressure at 10-min intervals. An air-pressure 
sensor (BaroLogger, DL-500, Schlumberger, Houston, TX) was used to monitor barometric pressure. 
The groundwater table’s pressure was determined by subtracting the barometric pressure from the 
water pressure recorded from the pressure transducers. The multiport sampling wells contained 
sampling ports (SPs) at intervals of 0.23 m, which were labeled A, B, C, and D from the bottom up. 
Water samples were collected at the top of the pipe from a tygon tube connected to each port location 
through a tube. The sampling box (SB) was made of two perforated concentric cylinders between 
which uniform sands were filled [17]. The depths of SPs and SBs for the observation wells are shown 
in Table 1. 

Table 1. Surface elevations and depths of sampling boxes (SBs) and sampling ports (SPs) from the 
surface for the corresponding well locations. 

Location Surface 
Elevation (m) 

Depth of 
SP_A (m) 

Depth of 
SP_B (m) 

Depth of 
SB_Deep (m) 

Depth of 
SB_SH (m) 

InjLand 3.66 0.54 0.35 0.74 0.40 
InjSea 3.12 0.69 0.50 0.84 0.56 
InjLeft 3.30 0.63 0.44 0.77 0.56 

InjRight 3.30 - - - 0.52 

Figure 1. (a) The injection well along with four surrounding sampling wells in the field. Note that the
sea is to the left in this figure. (b) Top view showing the topographic contours of Beach EL056C. The
injection well (labeled Inj) is at the approximate location x = 25 m, y = 28 m. It is surrounded by four
observation wells: On the landward side (InjLand), on the seaward side (InjSea), on the left (InjLeft),
and on the right (InjRight).

2. Methods and Materials

2.1. Field Setup

The depth of the bedrock in the beach was estimated at 2.0 to 3.0 m. Five pits were excavated in
the beach (Figure 1a,b). One was used to place the injection well, and the remaining four surrounded
the injection well and included the observation wells, labeled as “InjSea,” “InjLand,” “InjLeft,” and
“InjRight,” which represented the locations of sea side, land side, left side, and right side of the tracer
injection well, respectively (Figure 1b). A PVC pipe, a multiport sampling well, and two sampling
boxes (SBs) were deployed in each pit. The PVC pipe (I.D. = 1”) was slotted across over its entire
length to allow pore water passage. A pressure transducer (Mini-Diver, dataLogger) was deployed
at the bottom of the PVC pipe to measure the water pressure at 10-min intervals. An air-pressure
sensor (BaroLogger, DL-500, Schlumberger, Houston, TX) was used to monitor barometric pressure.
The groundwater table’s pressure was determined by subtracting the barometric pressure from the
water pressure recorded from the pressure transducers. The multiport sampling wells contained
sampling ports (SPs) at intervals of 0.23 m, which were labeled A, B, C, and D from the bottom up.
Water samples were collected at the top of the pipe from a tygon tube connected to each port location
through a tube. The sampling box (SB) was made of two perforated concentric cylinders between
which uniform sands were filled [17]. The depths of SPs and SBs for the observation wells are shown
in Table 1.

Table 1. Surface elevations and depths of sampling boxes (SBs) and sampling ports (SPs) from the
surface for the corresponding well locations.

Location Surface
Elevation (m)

Depth of SP_A
(m)

Depth of SP_B
(m)

Depth of
SB_Deep (m)

Depth of
SB_SH (m)

InjLand 3.66 0.54 0.35 0.74 0.40
InjSea 3.12 0.69 0.50 0.84 0.56
InjLeft 3.30 0.63 0.44 0.77 0.56

InjRight 3.30 - - - 0.52
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2.2. HPI Conservative Tracer

Lithium as technical grade anhydrous (ReagentPlus grade, assay >99%) lithium bromide (LiBr)
was selected as the conservative tracer for our study. It was successfully used in previous tracer studies
for aquifer beach systems [22]. The design of tracer injection was to maintain a constant concentration
of 100 mg/L for 33 h and then suddenly reduce it to 0.0 mg/L by pumping only seawater in order to
analyze the flushing process of the tracer. The concentration of lithium was determined by analysis
using atomic absorption spectroscopy with an air-acetylene flame at 670.8 nm. The pressure used for
the tracer injection was adjusted by the flow rate pumped through the injection well.

The operational pressure and associated flow rate injected into the beach had to be less than the
blow-out values (i.e., maximum), which were 3.0 L/min for the flow and 196 kPa for the pressure.
The blow-out values for the design were determined by BB2011 through injection of pressurized
seawater to assess the beach capacity until failure or fracturing of soil. Hence, using a flow rate higher
than that of BB2011 would have led to fractures with higher permeability and eventually forced the
system to rapidly escalate into a blow-out either in the higher layer or in the surface of the beach.

The injection lasted for 44 h, from 12:00, 20 August, 2010—08:00, 22 August, 2010. The flow rate
was elevated from 1.0 to 1.5 L/min and the corresponding pressure fluctuated between 3 m (29 kPa)
and 6 m (58 kPa). Measurements from the sampling wells began once the injection started, and lasted
for 53 h (i.e., 9 h after the injection had stopped). The sampling was dependent on several factors, such
as logistics, human power, and the tide level. Further technical details on the used instruments and
sampling wells can be found in BB2011.

3. Results

The starting time of the experiment, 12:00, 20 August, 2010, was set as time t = 0 for all the figures.
We first report the results of the total head variation with time, followed by those of the concentration.
Figure 2 shows variation of the flow rate and total head at the well during the injection period. The flow
rate was 1.0 L/min for 20 h during which the variation of pressure head was mainly controlled by tide
fluctuations. At t = 10 h, for instance, the pressure head increased to 5.0 m following the high tide
which reached 4.5 m. At t = 20 h, the injection rate was elevated to 1.5 L/min and remained constant
until the end of the injection process. At t = 25 h, the injection started to put a higher pressure on the
sediment than that from tide. The increase in the flow rate increased the pressure head to 6 m at high
tide (t = 35 h) compared to that of 5 m for the same tide and when the flow rate was 1.0 L/min (t = 10 h).

Figure 2. Variation of the flow rate and pressure during tracer injection. The injection occurred until t
= 44 h. The average injection concentration between 0.0 h and 33 h was 88 mg/L, after which it was
reduced to 0.0 mg/L.
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Due to logistical constraints, it was not feasible to maintain the concentration at 100 mg/L.
Our field experiments recorded that eight measurements of the concentration in the tanks had an
average concentration of 88 mg/L with a standard deviation of 14 mg/L (Figure 3). The variance of the
concentration was sufficiently small compared to the change of concentration from 100 to 0.0 mg/L for
overall experimental design. Herein, 10% of the maximum tracer concentration was used to delineate
the ‘edge of the plume.’ This is a subjective criterion, but it was needed in the absence of a numerical
model. A justification for it was provided by BB2011, Boufadel and Bobo [17], and publications therein.
With a maximum of 88 mg/L, values larger than 8.8 mg/L were viewed as part of the injected plume,
whereas values smaller than 8.8 mg/L were assumed to be “not effective” for remediating the beach.
The lithium concentration measured from all the sampling wells is reported in Table S1. Figure 4 shows
the temporal change of the lithium concentration at various depths during the injection process at well
InjSea. The concentration reached its peak of 60 mg/L at SB Shallow, 80 mg/L at SP_A, and 95 mg/L
at SB Deep at t = 33 h. The continuous increase in concentration at all the sampling locations before
t = 33 h reflects the lithium injection process. At t ≈ 53 h (i.e., the last sample event), the concentration
decreased in almost all the sampling locations to 20 mg/L because the injected concentration decreased
from 100 mg/L (88 mg/L ± 14 mg/L) to 0.0 mg/L at t = 33 h. The travel time for the injected water to
reach the different sampling depths of well InjSea varied between 6 h for SP_A, and 20 h for SB Deep
and SB Shallow (Figure 4). This difference in travel time is most likely due to the local heterogeneity of
the beach. From this range of time of arrival, and based on the distance between the injection well and
well InjSea (Figure 1a), one deduces that the travel speed of the tracer plume in the seaward direction
was between 3 m/d and 10 m/d. Note that this estimation for organic compounds would be affected by
interaction with soil and sand through adsorption and desorption processes.

Figure 3. Variation of injected concentration as a function of time at the injection well. The eight
measurements of the concentration in the tanks had an average of 88 mg/L with a standard deviation of
14 mg/L.

Figure 4. Variation of the concentration at various vertical locations at InjSea, which was 2.5 m seaward
of the injection well (Figure 1). The depth of each sampling Ports (SP) and sampling Box (SB) is reported
in Table 1.
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Figure 5 shows that the tracer reached 10% (8.8 mg/L) of the maximum injected concentration in
well InjLand at t = 24 h. Therefore, the landward transit speed of the plume was approximately 1.6 m/d,
which was estimated by the distance between well Inj and well InjLand divided by arrival time of the
tracer at Well InjLand. Note that the injection was implemented at time t = 0. The concentration at
SB Shallow, first rose to ~10 mg/L at t = 27 h, and then dropped to ~2.0 mg/L at t = 53 h. In contrast,
the concentration at SP_A and SB Deep, first increased to 5 mg/L at t = 27 h, and then decreased to
2 mg/L at t = 53 h. This was because the injection concentration decreased from 88 mg/L to 0.0 mg/L
at t = 33 h. In addition, Figure 5 indicates a considerable depth of 0.74 m that the tracer reached at
landward of the injection well. That suggests that these injection techniques should sustain such a
concentration landward of the applications, based on the mass conservation principle.

Figure 5. Variation of the concentration at various vertical locations at InjLand, which was 1.6 m
landward of the injection well. The depth of each SP and SB is reported in Table 1.

The tracer movement was also quantified between wells InjLeft and InjRight, representing the
movement in the along-shore direction. The objective was to isolate the effect of tide which caused
cross-shore transport, but not in the along-shore direction [6]. Figure 6 reports that prior to t = 20 h,
the concentration in the sampling sensors at different locations was less than 2 mg/L, which is too small
to represent the tracer plume. However, it indicates a certain mobility of the tracer after the pumping
started. The concentrations first reached the peaks at t = 27 h for all the sampling locations, which
were 34 mg/L, 47 mg/L, 20 mg/L, and 25 mg/L at SP_A, SP_B, SB Deep, and SB Shallow, respectively.
Afterward, it dropped to less than 10 mg/L, which is because of the decrease in the source lithium
concentration from ~88 mg/L to 0.0 mg/L at t = 33 h. Our results indicate that the transit time of the
tracer plume to well InjLeft was between 20 h and 30 h, resulting in an average long-shore migration
speed of ~2.0 m/d. In the Well InjRight, only one SB was available at 0.52 m below the surface, and using
arguments adopted for Figures 6 and 7 indicates that the transit speed of the tracer plume in the
long-shore right direction was ~1.8 m/d.
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Figure 6. Variation of the concentration at various vertical locations at InjLeft, which was 1.7 m
landward of the injection well. The depth of each SP and SB is reported in Table 1.

Figure 7. Variation of the concentration at various vertical locations at InjRight, which was 1.5 m right
(looking landward) of the injection well. Only one SB was placed at this location.

Figure 8 shows the migration of the injected plume as percentage of the injection concentration.
The plume contours were obtained as follows: Temporal variations of the maximum concentrations
at each monitoring well from all SPs and SBs were plotted. Focus was placed on t = 6.5 h and
t = 21 h, because many measurements occurred around that time due to logistics (access and tide).
Linear interpolation was conducted from the time series, and then, the values were projected on the
corresponding well locations. Then, the concentration contours at t = 6.5 h and 21 h were obtained
using SURFER software.

The upper panel of Figure 8 indicates that within 6 h from injection, the plume occupied a
considerable area (12 m2). One can also note that there was no significant change in the spreading of
the plume at t = 21 h, notably in the landward direction (Figure 8, lower panel). This indicates that the
spreading rate of the plume was high initially but the subsequent rate dropped fast. This is most likely
due to: (1) Increased interaction with “clean” water as the tracer moved away from the injection point;
and (2) the radial geometry of the plume as a result of the injection led to a faster decrease in tracer
mass per unit peripheral length.
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Figure 8. Empirical contours of lithium concentration as a percentage of the maximum at two different
times, 6.5 and 21 h. The injection point was at the approximate location x = 25 m, y = 28 m. The edge of
the plume was delineated where the concentration was 10% of the maximum. The figure indicates that
at t = 21 h, the injected plume occupied an approximate area of 12 m2.

4. Discussion

The temporal variation of the concentrations, measured in four monitoring wells around the
injection well, portrayed the tracer migration in the beach. The concentrations in the monitoring
wells first reached their peaks within 35 h due to the tracer injection and then dropped when the
tracer concentration was switched from 88 mg/L into 0.0 mg/L at time t = 33 h. The concentration
peaks measured in all the monitoring wells were above 10% of the average injected concentration
(88 mg/L). This indicates that the design of a HPI system was feasible to deliver dissolved chemicals,
such as nutrients and oxygen, to the oiled zone of Beach EL056C. The measurements also showed that
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the impact of tide fluctuation was negligible on the temporal variation of the tracer concentrations
in almost all the monitoring wells. This result was consistent with the investigation carried out by
BB2011. The beach has a two-layered hydraulic structure: A surface layer with high permeability,
underlain by a low-permeability lower layer. The oil was trapped in the lower layer of the beach with
the low hydraulic conductivity of 5 × 10−5 m/s [6]. The low permeability was limiting the hydraulic
conveyance of the oiled zone, and in addition to the near-anoxic condition, pointed out the low
seawater–groundwater mixing in the lower layer of the beach. It could, to some extent, support the
feasibility of HPI system for delivering either surfactants or nutrients (in case of bioremediation) to the
oil region, as the dissolved chemicals would not be diluted by seawater when the injection is conducted
in the lower layer of the beach.

The observed data were also comparable to those of BB2011 that were obtained a year earlier (2009)
on the same beach using similar injection procedures and experimental setup (Figure 9). The good
agreement shows that the general dynamic behavior of the tracer and its travel time in the 2010 dataset
were consistent with those measured in 2009 (Figure 9). However, the concentrations in the along-shore
direction were significantly different at the shallow sampling locations (Figure 9a). In the BB2011
dataset, the concentration at SB Shallow of well InjLeft reached its peak value of 70 mg/L at t = 30 h,
whereas in 2010 the concentration reached a much smaller peak value 25 mg/L at a comparable time
(t = 27 h). In contrast, there was almost no concentration difference at SB Deep of well InjLeft. A similar
behavior was noted in well InjRight, in which the concentration at SB reached its peak value of 98 mg/L
at t = 23 h in 2009 and 30 mg/L at t = 27 h in 2010 (Figure 9b). This difference is most likely due to the
local heterogeneity of the beach, which could result in different spreading rates of the tracer. In contrast
to those in the along-shore direction, the concentrations at the sampling locations in the cross-shore
direction did not show a significant difference between 2009 and 2010 (Figure 9c,d). This is probably
because the large hydraulic gradient caused by tide action (5 m tide range) diminished the effect of
local heterogeneity on tracer movement. One notes that even though these uncertainties impacted the
concentration at certain shallow sampling locations in 2010, the peak concentration in all monitored
wells was still above 10% of the maximum, which we used to delineate the plume edge. The results,
thus, strengthen the feasibility of delivering dissolved chemicals by HPI to the oil-contaminated zone.

The comparison of water heads between this dataset and the one carried out by BB2011 (not
shown in this paper for brevity) shows that when the flow rate is equal to 1.0 L/min and the well was
submerged by high tide, the water head was almost similar to that of the tide level. Therefore, one can
conclude that the buildup pressure of injection would be negligible in comparison to tidal effect.

The magnitude of the hydraulic gradient (HG) of the beach, negative in the seaward direction and
positive in the landward one, decreased during high tide and increased during low tide. The cross-shore
distance of intertidal zone, used to estimate the hydraulic gradient, was approximately 36 m and the
tidal range was around 5.5 m. Therefore, the estimated hydraulic gradient without injection ranged
from 0 at high tide to −0.16 at low tide. With injection, the cross-shore distance between the injection
well and the low tide (20 m) was used to calculate the HG. The flow rate of 1 L/min, as reported
earlier, had minimal impact on the water head and, hence, on the HG. When the flow rate increased
to 1.5 L/min and during high tide, the water head increased by 1.5 m above the tide level and the
estimated HG was −0.075. For the same flow (1.5 L/min) and during low tide, the water head increased
by 4 m above the tide level which resulted in a HG equal to −0.23. The hydraulic conductivity (i.e.,
K) in the oil-trapped layer (i.e., the lower layer of the beach) was estimated to be 5.0 × 10−5 m/s [6].
Therefore, the HPI associated with a flow rate of 1.5 L/min resulted in a maximum Darcy flux (q = −K
× (∆H/L)) in the cross-shore direction at 1.15 × 10−5 m/s (i.e., 5.0 × 10−5 m/s × 0.23), compared to that of
8.0 × 10−6 m/s (i.e., 5.0 × 10−5 m/s × 0.16) under normal conditions. The results suggest that HPI, under
appropriate flow rates, enhanced the hydraulic conveyance of the beach, which is an indicator implying
that the HPI of chemicals (e.g., nutrients and dissolved oxygen) would enhance oil biodegradation
and/or the HPI of surfactants would allow dislodgement of entrapped oil.
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Figure 9. Comparison between the concentration values from the sampling wells, InjLeft (a), InjRight
(b), InjSea (c), and InjLand (d), for the 2010 dataset and a dataset obtained in a prior year using similar
experimental and injection procedures [17].

The diameter of the influence of the well from HPI was found to be approximately 3.0 m (Figure 8),
which is consistent with the results obtained by BB2011. The migration diameter of both datasets
confirms that delivery of chemicals via injection is logistically practical. In terms of the findings on
this beach, the estimated oil-contaminated area was ~25 m2. Therefore, two to three injection wells
would be needed for complete coverage of oil-contaminated zone by the injected chemicals in order to
achieve an effective remediation. In order to minimize the impact of precipitation, setting injection
wells along cross-shore directions is recommended.

5. Conclusions

The remediation of beaches contaminated with oil includes the application of surfactants and/or
the application of amendments to enhance oil biodegradation (i.e., bioremediation). This study focused
on evaluating the feasibility of the high pressure injection (HPI) of dissolved chemicals (e.g., nutrients
and dissolved oxygen) into the subsurface of a lentic Alaskan beach subjected to a 5 m tidal range, and
to compare the results to those obtained the prior year. The hypothesis was that beach hydrogeology
did not change within one year. A conservative tracer, lithium, in a lithium bromide (LiBr) solution,
was injected into the beach at about 1-m deep location near the mid-tide line. The flow rate was
varied between 1.0 and 1.5 L/min, and the resulting injection pressure varied between 3 m and 6 m of
water. The concentration of injected tracer was measured at different depths from four surrounding
monitoring wells. The measurement results agreed with the prior study. The HPI associated with a
flow rate of 1.5 L/min resulted in a Darcy flux in the cross-shore direction, at 1.15 × 10−5 m/s compared
to that of 7.5 × 10−6 m/s under normal conditions, an increase of 50% in the water velocity. The HPI,
thus, enhanced the hydraulic conveyance of the beach. The results revealed that the tracer plume
spread over an area of 12 m2 within 24 h. These results suggest that deep injection of solutions into a
gravel beach is a viable approach for remediating beaches.
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