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Summary

Sludge amendment of agricultural soil is a obvious way of nutrient recy-
cling and furthermore a cheap way of waste management. However, as-
pects need to be considered regarding the content of xenobiotics in the
sludge. A large variety of cenobiotics arrives to the wastewater treatment
plant in the wastewater. Many of these components are hydrophobic and
thus will accumulate in the sludge solids and be removed from the plant
effluent. This may yield a sufficient cleaning of the effluent and a good
water quality, but the resulting accumulation in the sludge many cause
problems in the sludge disposal. The agricultural re-use of the sludge nu-
trients needs to be associated with a risk assessment concerning the ac-
cumulated xenobiotic substances.

Exposure assessment for the soil compartment (root zone) is important in
relation to terrestrial organisms and human consumption of agricultural
products originating from sludge amended soils. The top soil in form of
the ploughing zone represents the upper 20 cm layer and is the most
biologically active zone, because crop detritus and sludge is introduced
directly within the soil. The biological activity wills typical decrease
rapidly with depth under the top soil layer and the total root zone depth
for agricultural crops is typical about one meter. The focus in this work is
the top soil as this layer is important for the fate of a xenobiotic sub-
stance due to the high biological activity. Furthermore, hydrophobic sub-
stances will tend to accumulate in the layer in which it is supplied by
ploughing and the top layer will thus be a good indicator for soil accu-
mulation and the potential for leaching (ground water contamination).
The local Predicted Environmental Concentration (PEC) level for the soil
compartment as calculated in the European Union System for the
Evaluation of Substances (EUSES) is likewise related to the upper 20 cm
layer of top soil (EC, 1996).

A simple model for the top soil is used where the substance is assumed
homogeneously distributed as suggested in the European Union System
for the Evaluation of Substances (EUSES). It is shown how the fraction
of substance mass, which is leached, from the top soil is a simple func-
tion of the ratio between the degradation half lifetime and the adsorption
coefficient. When the main part of the substance mass is degraded in the
top soil the following relationship is valid:

d
L K

T

x

q
X ½

1)2ln(
⋅

⋅⋅
≈

ρ

where XL is the mass ratio between the degraded and the leached mass
(XL=0 means no leaching), q is the mean flux of water leaching from the
top soil (cm/d), ρ is the dry bulk density (kg/dm3), x1 is the top soil depth
(cm), T½ is the degradation half lifetime for the substance in the top soil
(d), and Kd is the adsorption coefficient (l/kg). Using numeric values rep-
resentative for Danish condition this equation predict the leached mass
ratio to be about 0.3% of the numeric value for the T½ / Kd ratio.

Nutrient reading

Risk assesment

Top soil model

EUSES

Leached fraction
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As illustrated, the model becomes rather simple and easy to use when the
top soil is considered to be homogenous (completely mixed conditions),
however, a stratification may be formed in the layer due to penetration of
water. Such stratification may violate the validity of the assumed ho-
mogenous concentration distribution. This problem is analysed and the
conclusion is that the completely mixed condition is a valid assumption
when the retention factor (R) in the top soil is in the magnitude for 50 or
higher, when the ploughings takes place once a year. The retention factor
is approximately related to the adsorption coefficient (Kd) as R=ρ⋅Kd,
where the numeric value for ρ is about 1.5 kg/dm3. Thus, the completely
mixed condition in the top soil is valid for both slightly and highly hy-
drophobic substances.

The simple top soil model is applied in an analysis of a field scale meas-
urements of DEHP contamination in sludge amended agricultural soil
(Vikelsøe et al., 2000). The intensity of the actual sludge amendment
(load) is calculated based on the input parameters: (1) The number of
person equivalent (pe) connected to the wastewater treatment plant; (2)
The sludge production per pe; (3) The concentration of DEHP in the
sludge (Vikelsøe et al., 2000). This calculation is subject to some uncer-
tainty and the value of this is estimated using considerations about the
uncertainty in each input parameter yielding a log-normal distribution for
possible sludge load values. The measured concentration values are also
associated with some variability and a normal distribution is estimated
based on the recorded measurements.

The top soil model can relate the sludge load to a resulting soil concen-
tration value which is compared to the measured concentrations by using
a first order disappearance coefficient (Kdis). The calculated concentra-
tion values can be compared to the measurements and thus it is possible
to adjust the Kdis value in order to obtain the best agreement between the
model calculations and the measurements. However, this calibration is
not straightforward because both the results from the top soil model and
the measurements are distribution functions and not fixed values. The top
soil model result is a distribution function because the sludge load value
enters the model as a distribution function. Thus, an inverse modelling
method is developed based on maximum likelihood to calculate the
probability distribution of the Kdis values, which yields the best coinci-
dence between the model and the measurements. The result is a close to
normal distribution for the Kdis values and the interval for about 95% of
the probability is identified to be a half lifetime from 7 to 38 years.

This model can be used in probabilistic risk assessment of agricultural
soils and different examples are shown. The results are strongly related to
the experimental values which have be used to calibrate the Kdis distribu-
tion function. Thus, the shown use of the model is mainly a numerical
example of probabilistic risk assessment. Based on the soil quality crite-
rion, the maximum allowable soil concentration level is identified and is
a key parameter in the risk assessment. The recovery time period needed
for a polluted soil to recover after contamination, in which the soil con-
centration decreases below the soil quality criterion is identified as a dis-
tribution function. It is shown how missing information about the soil
concentration level at the beginning of the recovery time period can lead
to much longer estimated time periods if the prediction needs to be safe

Completely mixed top soil

Model application

Probalistic risk assessment
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(low probability for under estimation of the recovery time period). The
maximum period of sludge amendment is calculated for three different
load intensities. The results is compared to the critical load where the soil
quality criteria is fulfilled at infinite time (the disappearance sufficient to
remove the substance from the top soil at the same rate as the load). It is
shown that this critical load value in this case is much lower than the tol-
erable load for a long time period (up to 48 years).
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1 Introduction

A large amount of sludge is produced from the wastewater treatment fa-
cilities and sludge disposal costs occupy a major part of the total costs for
the wastewater treatment. One attractive solution of disposal is agricul-
tural soil amendment using the sludge, due to low cost and reuse of the
nutrients in the sludge. Nevertheless, the reuse of sludge involves a risk
for contamination of the soil system by undesirable contaminants, which
may accumulate in the soil as a result of repeating supplies. Thus risk as-
sessment appears necessary. This risk assessment needs methods to pre-
dict soil concentration levels and mathematical models seem attractive in
this context. A large number of soil contaminant models have been sug-
gested during the last 20 years and many of them are highly complicated
deterministic models e.g. the Macro model (Jarvis, 1994) and the
PESTLA model (Boesten and van der Linden, 1991) both being used in
simulation of pesticide leaching. However, the risk assessment will typi-
cally operate without the detailed information needed for the complicated
models. The natural variability and uncertainty due to lack of knowledge
of the model parameters can easily overshadow the improvements of the
modelling result obtained by replacing a simple model by a more com-
plicated one. The model in the presented analysis is similar to the simple
local soil compartment model suggested in EUSES (Vermeire et al.,
1997 and EUSES, 1997) as a one box model for the upper 20 cm of top
soil. However, the calculations as suggested by EUSES (1997) are static
number calculations without explicit to take the great uncertainty related
to the model parameters into account. The model uncertainty is a critical
part of the risk analysis, hence, a stochastic modelling approach, reflect-
ing the uncertainty will be an significant improvement of the risk as-
sessment methodology. The precautionary principle in environmental
management, where harmlessness has to be proven at a specific level of
significance, taking the uncertainties into account, can only be possible
by using a stochastic approach.

In the area of pesticide leaching, efforts have been made to develop sto-
chastic model methodologies for assessment of the degree of leaching
(Loague et al., 1989; Jury and Gruber, 1989; Van Der Zee and Boesten,
1991; Petac et al., 1991; Loague, 1991; Loague et al., 1996; Di and
Aylmore, 1997). The pesticides in all these investigation are assumed to
be spread on the soil surface, while the sludge in this investigation is as-
sumed to be dispersed in the upper 20 cm of the soil matrix by plough-
ing. The pesticide models assumes different kind of probability density
distribution function (often as normal distribution functions) for the input
parameters, and calculates the resulting distribution function of the
model result. In contrast to this the present investigation calculates the
distribution function for the model parameters based on a inverse model-
ling technique, where results from a field investigation (Vikelsøe et al.,
2000) are used.

Sludge was continuously loaded to the agricultural soil during a period of
25 years. Soil samples in different depths are taken and analysed for
DEHP 6 and 8 years after the end of the 25 years period of sludge load,
respectively. The results are interpreted with respect to the upper 20 cm

Agrucultural use of sludge

Risk assessment

Selection of simple top soil
model

Stochastic approach

Field measurement
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layer using the one box soil model. The supply of DEHP during 25 years
is obviously rather difficult to quantify. Thus, a probability distribution
function has been identified including the estimated uncertainty. The
load and the measured concentration levels are used to determinate the
field disappearance coefficient (including degradation and wash out) for
the upper 20 cm layer. The uncertainties related to as well the estimation
of load as the mean soil concentration are included in the analysis by us-
ing a stochastic modelling approach. Finally, the developed model will
be used in different aspects of risk assessment.
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2 Model formulation and discussion of
complexity level

The model system is illustrated in Figure 2.1.

 

T o p  S o i l
L e a c h in g

Figure 2.1 Model system.

The sewage sludge is assumed equally distributed on the field and subse-
quently the field is ploughed. This results in a homogeneous plough layer
(20 cm top soil) with the applied substances being assumed homogene-
ously distributed in the layer immediately after the application. Occa-
sionally rain will lead to downwards water flow through the soil and may
bring part of the substances present with it. The remaining part of the
substances is either degraded or adsorbed to the soil particles.

2.1 Basic assumptions

The overall assumptions for the models involved in the analysis are:
1. No macro pore flow in the top soil (preferential flow)
2. Sludge and soil homogeneously mixed in the top soil, i.e. no influence

from sludge lumps in the soil.
3. Constant soil humidity (field capacity, 30% volume)
4. Homogeneous soil, i.e. degradation and adsorption independent of

depth
5. First order degradation assuming constant rate coefficient
6. Linear and reversible adsorption

The single assumptions can not be considered separately. E.g., if a sig-
nificant part of the water is by passed through the macro pores (assump-
tion No. 1 invalid) the transmission of substance from the sludge, in-
cluded in the soil matrix, into the macro pore water may still be limited
in case of well-mixed conditions (Assumption No. 2). This can lead to
decreased leaching due to macro pores. On the other hand, in cases
where both macro pores and sludge lumps (hot spots) prevail the situa-

Homogen distribution in
top soil

Assumptions

Macro pore and sludge
lumps

leaching water flux: q

Top soil thickness x1: 20 cm
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tion may be totally different. In these cases erosion is possible directly
from sludge lumps into the macro pores.

The soil humidity is assumed constant at a field capacity, which corre-
spond to approximately pF=2 (Marshall et al., 1996, p. 250. Using the
pF=2 value, soil data from Jacobsen, (1989) gives a field capacity in the
interval of 25-30%. If nothing is mentioned a value of 30% is used. In the
summer time the humidity will typically only be at field capacity shortly
after rain fall and be below field capacity most of the time. The flux of
leaching water (q) will be limited in the summer season and most water
will leave the root zone during the winter season.

The soil is assumed homogenous independent of depth, which seems to
be a valid assumption in the top soil layer where plowing takes place
yearly. In the deeper soil layer, i.e., below approximately 20 cm no mix-
ing takes place and stratification may exist. The organic matter content
will typically be higher in the top soil compared to the layers below
which may influence the adsorption and degradation characteristics sig-
nificantly. However, the models operate only in the upper layers but not
in deeper layers. Thus, the soil layers involved in the present study are
considered as homogenous having a dry bulk density ρ of 1.5 kg/dm3. In
general the value of the bulk density is subject to rather low uncertainty
compared to the other model parameters.

The degradation is assumed to be a first order process and the coefficient
is assumed constant. Nevertheless, the degradation is influenced by soil
temperature and humidity and other less predictable mechanisms such as
micro organism adaptation, organic matter type and content etc. Since
only limited data are available for most substances, it appears problem-
atic to use more sophisticated degradation models.

The adsorption is assumed linear and reversible, i.e. system equilibrium,
which is a simplification in relation to a soil column system, where local
transport mechanisms in the porous structure will tend to introduce a ki-
netic term of adsorption. Furthermore, the adsorption may not be at equi-
librium locally, especially for higher concentrations where micro scale
concentration clusters may be formed in the pore water. However, the
availability of more data seems critical both in relation to the soil and the
substance in order to include such complicated processes in the system
description.

2.2 Model equations

One single instantaneous sludge amendment
The governing differential equation is derived using a mass balance for
the top soil:

diss
tot Ck

x

q

dt

dC
⋅





+−= 1

1

2.1

where Ctot is the total volumetric concentration of substance (µg/l), q is
the mean flux of water leaving the top soil (leaching), k1 is the first order

Soil humidity

Homogene top soil

First order degradation

Linear and equilibrium
adsorption

Instant sludge supply
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degradation coefficient (1/d), x1 is the top soil layer thickens (m) and
Cdiss is the dissolved concentration of substance (µg/l). The total concen-
tration is related to the dissolved concentration as

( ) dissdissdtot CRCKC ⋅≡⋅⋅+= ρθ 2.2

where θ is the volume fraction of water (0.3), ρ is the dry bulk density of
the soil (1.5 kg/dm3), Kd is the reversible linear adsorption coefficient
(l/kg) and R is defined as the retention factor. It shall be noticed that the
unit for Ctot is mass per volume soil, so the R factor become equal to the
porosity (θ) in case of no adsorption (Kd=0). Combining the Eqs. 2.1 and
2.2 the following relationship comes out:

tot
tot Ck

Rx

q

dt

dC
⋅





+

⋅
−= '

1

2.3a

diss
diss Ck

Rx

q

dt

dC
⋅





+

⋅
−= '

1

2.3b

where k’ is the overall degradation rate (
R

k
k 1'= ) and related to the total

degradation half lifetime (T½ in days) as 
ln

½

2

T
.

The solution of Eqs. 2.3a and 2.3b assuming constant coefficients (q, R
and k’) and in case of a single instantaneously sludge supply is an expo-
nential function as

tK
o

tk
xR

q

o
diseCeCC −

⋅







+

⋅
−

⋅=⋅=
'

1 2.4

where Co is either the initial total or the initial dissolved concentration
(µg/l) and where the definition a total disappearance coefficient for the

top soil is defined as: '
1

k
Rx

q
K dis +

⋅
≡ . The total mass leaching for the

top soil due to a single sludge amendment is the integral of Eq. 2.4 for
Cdiss multiplied by q as

'
1

0 k
Rx

q

Cq
dtCqmass diss

dissleach

+

⋅
=⋅⋅= ∫

∞

2.5

Continuously sludge load
If the sludge is repeatedly ploughed into the top soil in relatively short
time intervals compared to the disappearance time for the substance in
the top soil it will be possible to consider the sludge supply as a continu-
ously load to the soil. During the period of sludge amendment a mass
balance for a unit field area can be formulated, assuming a constant
sludge supply and a first order degradation:

Governing differential
equation

Solution

Constant rate sludge
supply
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diss
tot C

x

kq

x

L

dt

dC
⋅

+
−=

1

1

1

2.6

where L is the load of substance per unit time due to sludge amendment
(mg/(m2⋅d). The solution of this equation including Eq. 2.2 assuming
constant L, q, k’ and R for the initial concentration (before start of load-
ing) to be zero is

( )tK

dis

tk
Rx

q

tot
disse

K

L
e

k
Rx

q
L

C ⋅−
⋅+

⋅
−

−⋅=









−⋅

+
⋅

= 11
)'(

)'(

1

1 2.7

A long time period of sludge supply compared to the disappearance time
results in a steady state concentration (Ctot∞) using Eq. 2.7 for t → ∞ as:

∞→=
+

⋅

=∞ tfor
K

L

k
Rx

q
L

C
dis

tot ,
'

1

2.8

The downward mass flux of substance (µg/(m2⋅s)) in case of a long-term
sludge supply can be calculated using Eq. 2.8 as

( ) '' 11 kKxq

qL

kxRq

qL

R

C
qCqFlux

d

tot
dissleach ⋅⋅⋅+

⋅≈
⋅⋅+

⋅=⋅=⋅= ∞
∞ ρ

2.9

where the assumption: θ << Kd⋅ρ is used (see Eq. 2.2).

Termination of a continuous sludge supply period
During the period after termination of the sludge supply it is assumed
that the concentration decreases following a simple 1. order disappear-
ance:

tKetKe
disKx

Ltk
R

q

e
tk

R

q

e
k

R

q
x

L
totC disloaddis

load ⋅−⋅


 ⋅−−⋅
⋅

=
⋅+−

⋅














 ⋅+−
−⋅

+⋅
= 1

1

)'()'(
1

)'(1

2.10

where the initial concentration is equal the final concentration during the
sludge supply period (Using Eq. 2.7) and where tload is the time period for
the load to take place and t is the time period after termination of load-
ing.

Fraction of leaching
The ratio between the total amount of substance supplied and the amount
of substance leached from the plough layer, XL, can be calculated for a
single sludge amendment as

11,1 '' xKkq

q

xRkq

q

CRx

mass
X

dodiss

leach
L ⋅⋅⋅+

≈
⋅⋅+

=
⋅⋅

=
ρ

2.11

Governing differential
equation

Solution

End of constant rate
sludge supply periode

Leaching
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where the assumption: θ << Kd⋅ρ and Eq. 2.5 is used. An equivalent rela-
tionship can be derived in case of continuously sludge supply as the ratio
between the flux of substance entering the soil by sludge supply (The
load L) and the flux of substance released from the top soil by leaching
(Fluxleach). This can be seen using Eq. 2.9 as:

')'( 11 kKxq

q

kKxqL

qL

L

Flux

dd

leach

⋅⋅⋅+
=

⋅⋅⋅+⋅
⋅≈

ρρ
2.12

The Eqs. 2.11 and 2.12 are seen to be equal.

If the degradation is insignificant (q<<x1⋅Kd⋅ρ⋅k’) the ratio XL approach
one i.e. all the substance supplied is leached. The equation can be re-
written using the relationship for T½:

LX
LX

q

x

dK

T

−
⋅⋅⋅=
1

1)2ln(½ 2.13

Eq. 2.13 predicts a unique combination of Kd and T½ to be related to spe-
cific fractions of leached material. The units for Kd and T½ are l/kg and
days, respectively. The equation is visualized in Fig. 2.1 applying q=0.06
cm/d (20 cm/year), ρ =1.5 kg/dm3 and x1 =20 cm.

Figure 2.1 The relationship between totally leached fraction (XL) and the ratio
T½ / Kd.

2.3 The validity of the assumed complete mixed condi-
tions in the top soil

The fraction of a given substance leached is approximately zero for T½/Kd

ratios smaller than 1. Thus, if e.g. the Kd value is 3000 nearly all the sub-
stance will be degraded in the top soil if the half life time for degradation
is below 3000 days. Consequently the removal of substance from the top
layer will be governed by a simple 1. order degradation removal follow-
ing a simple exponential concentration fraction decline in dependent on
the actual q value.
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The water flow dynamics are selected for analysis in this investigation in
relation to two mechanisms: (1) Dispersion by water flow in the porous
soil and (2) The temporally change in water flow.

The dispersion in the soil is primary a result of different water flow ve-
locities locally in the pores of the soil. This will smoothen out spatial
concentration gradients and thereby equalize spatial concentration value
differences.

The temporally changes in the water flow value results in removal of
substance in different periods of time. The degradation process will de-
crease the concentration level during time, so, different time scales for
the water flow to happen will result in a wash out of different amounts of
substance from the top soil.

The top layer is described as one completely mixed box, thus, the con-
centration from top to bottom is equal at any time. This is equivalent to
assume infinite high dispersion in the top layer. In reality, however, there
will exist some degree of advective water transport yielding a concentra-
tion profile in the top soil layer. The ploughing is actual a mixing of the
top soil, so, the ploughing sequence yields the time scale for analysing
the assumption of completely mixed conditions in the top soil. If a strati-
fication in concentration level can be established in the time period be-
tween two ploughing events due to the vertical water flow then the as-
sumption of completely mixed conditions is invalid. The time period
between the ploughings will typical be about one year, so this is the time
scale for analysing the completely mixed assumption. The assumption of
completely mixed conditions in the top layer will be investigated in the
following analysis. In the analysis the full mixed condition will be tested
against a situation of solely advective transport (piston water flow). In
reality there will be a specific degree of dispersion in the top soil where
concentration gradients will tend to smooth out due to differences in lo-
cal water flow velocities in the soil pores. This dispersion will act as a
kind of mixing in the top soil where a infinite degree of dispersion will
yield completely mixed conditions. So the actual state is between the two
extremes of completely mixing and piston flow and the difference be-
tween those yields the maximum discrepancy due to the assumption of
completely mixing in the top soil.

Advective flow model
The transport equation, where both degradation and dispersion are ne-
glected, can recognize the general pattern of the concentration profile.
Subsequently the degradation is included in the final advective flow
model description.

The substance transport equation neglecting dispersion and degradation
is

( )
x

Cq

t

C disxtot

∂
⋅∂

−=
∂

∂
2.14a

Dispersion

Change during time

Assumed infinite high
dispersion

The time scale of mixing

The concept for the
analysis

Neglecting dispersion
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where qx is the downward water flux (dm3/(dm2⋅d)) at position x from the
soil surface. The qx can vary as a function of depth. The highest value
(qmax) will be at the soil surface and numerically close to the precipita-
tion. In the following the  qx value is assumed constant and equal to qmax

in order to analyze the case of most dominating advective transport. In
this way Eq. 2.14a can be simplified as

x

C
q

t

C distot

∂
∂

⋅−=
∂

∂
max 2.14b

Eqs. 2.14b and 2.2 is combined to the equation for advective transport:

x
totCq

t
totC

∂
∂

⋅=
∂

∂
R

max 2.15

Now we will define a curve in the two dimensional time-space plan (x,t)
along which the total concentration (Ctot) is constant. Such a curve is
typically denoted a characteristic and the index char is in used for at value
along this curve in the following. The characteristics are defined as

0≡+




=







t

C

dt

dx

x

C

dt

dC tot

char

tot

char

tot

∂
∂

∂
∂

2.16

where the chain rule for partial derivatives are used. The total time de-

rivative (
dt

dCtot ) in Eq. 2.16 is equal zero along the characteristic curve,

because Ctot is defined to be constant along the curve. The dx/dt relation-
ship is simply the downward movement of the characteristic in the soil.
Combining Eqs. 2.15 and 2.16 gives

R

q

dt

dx

char

max=






2.17

From Eq. 2.17 it is seen that any characteristic will move downward of

the same velocity of 
R

qmax  if the parameters qmax, and R are assumed

constant with respect to x. A graphically interpretation of this special
case having constant parameters is shown in Fig. 2.2. The shape of the
concentration profile will, therefore, be preserved during time.

Assuming constant qx

Characteristics

Speed of substance mi-
gration
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Figure 2.2. Graphically interpretation of Eq. 2.17 for constant parameters. All con-
centration values on the concentration profile curve moves downward of the same ve-
locity.

The degradation mechanism will cause a decrease in the concentration
level which can be superposed to the downward moving concentration
profile. Thus, in case of an initial uniform concentration profile in the top
soil the concentration will change during time as illustrated in Fig. 2.3.
The uniformly shaped concentration profile will be preserved but the
concentration level will decrease due to degradation.

The substance will not be uniformly distributed in the top soil layer, in-
stead there exist an upper area where all the substance has disappeared
and a lower area, where there the substance remains. However, after a
specific time period (t1) the upper boundary of the substance profile (x in
Fig. 2.3) will reach the lower boundary of the top soil (x1) and all sub-
stance will be completely removed from the top layer. The value for t1

can simply be calculated using Eq. 2.17 as

max

1
1 q

Rx
t

⋅
> 2.18

The value for t1 can easily by many years for hydrophobic substances,
where the retention coefficient R is large. For qmax = 70 cm/year, x1 = 20
cm, and a value for R of 1000 will predict the top soil to be completely
washed out after more than 286 years. Often the agricultural use of the
soil will disturb the top layer structure, by ploughing, so the predicted
long time periods are unrealistic. This very slow movement indicates that
degradation easily can be the most important mechanism responsible for
removal of substance from the top soil. In the following the time value is
assumed to be smaller than or equal to t1.

Including degradation

Time for complete wash
out

Concentration

Depth, x

t=0

t=to

Movement:

R

tq

dt

dx
tx

char
o

⋅
=





⋅=∆ max
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Figure 2.3. The change in concentration level as function of time and depth in case of linear instant adsorption
and no dispersion.

In the following, x denotes the upper end of the contaminated soil zone,
cf. Fig. 2.3. In the time period when x<x1 the mean concentration in the
top soil including degradation is

tk
otot

conv
mtot eC

x

xx
C ⋅−⋅⋅

−
= '

,
1

1
, 2.19

where conv
mtotC ,  is the spatial mean concentration in the top soil calculated

using the convection model and x is the movement of the substance as
illustrated in Fig. 2.3. This equation can be rewritten using Eq. 2.17 as

tkeototC
xR

tqconv
mtotC ⋅−⋅





⋅

⋅
−= '

,
1

max1, 2.20

The relative difference (∆) between the box model (completely mixed) in
form of Eq. 2.4 and Eq. 2.20, respectively is
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The following Taylor series will be used for analysis of Eq. 2.21:

...
!3!2

1
32 uu

ueu +++= 2.22

Advective flow model
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sive flow
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where u is an arbitrary variable. This series will be used for the exponen-

tial expression: 
t

xR

q

e
⋅

⋅ 1  in Eq. 2.21 neglecting second order and higher
terms. The second order and higher terms in Eq. 2.22 are negligible when

the u values are ‘much’ lower than unity. The value of 
1

max

xR

tq

⋅
⋅

 is always

smaller than unity because otherwise the time period t is so long that all
the substances are washed out of the top soil according to Eq. 2.17. The
qmax value is always larger than the q value (typical range 2-3 times

larger) so the term 
1xR

tq

⋅
⋅

 will also be smaller than unity in a higher de-

gree than 
1

max

xR

tq

⋅
⋅

. Using the part eu=1+u from Eq. 2.22 in Eq. 2.21

yields

11

max
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⋅
⋅
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⋅

⋅
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⋅
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⋅

⋅
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All the ratios in this equation are lower than unity as discussed above, so
the following simple relationship reveals:

1

max

1

max ,
x

tq
Rfor

xR

tq ⋅
>>

⋅
⋅

<∆ 2.24

where the demand on R to be much larger than the ratio 
1xR

tq

⋅
⋅

 is needed

for the Taylor assumption to be valid (u<<1).

The numbers: qmax=700 mm/year, t= 1 year (the period between plough-
ing) and x1=20 cm yields:

5.3,
5,3 >><∆ Rfor

R
2.25

Thus, if a slightly hydrophobic substance is associated whit a R value of
1000, then the maximal discrepancy due to the assumption of completely
mixed conditions in the top soil is 0.35% compared to calculation where
the true (but unknown) dispersion is used.

Simple rule for the relative
difference
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3 Experimental results

Field scale measurement of the top soil contamination has been under-
taken by Vikelsøe et al., (2000). These data will be further interpreted in
an analysis using the simple model for the top soil.

3.1 The chemical properties of DEHP

The general structure of the phthalates is shown in Figure 3.1 and the
specific structure for DEHP is shown in Figure 3.2. DEHP is mainly hy-
drophobic exhibiting  high sorption affinity to soils.

The basic environmental properties of DEHP are shown in Table 3.1.

O O

R1

O

O
R2

Figure 3.1 Structure of phthalates. R1 and R2 may be alkyl or aryl groups

O

O

O

O

Figure 3.2 Di-2-ethylhexyl phthalate  (CAS 117-81-7)
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Table 3.1 DEHP properties

Property References
CAS number 117-81-7
Formula C24H38O4

MW (g/mol) 390.6

Mp (oC) -45, -46, -55, -50 Furtmann (1996)

Bp (oC) 370, 385 Furtmann (1996)

Aqueous solubility (mol/L) 4.7x10-7 Thomsen and Carlsen (1997)

Aqueous solubility (mg/L) 0.18

Henry’s law constant 0.03, 18.6, 64.1, 4.3 (293 K), 7.8 (298 K), Furtmann (1996)

log Kow ( 9.64, 7.94, 5.11, 7.5, 7.45, 7.4, 5.11, 3-9.6 Thomsen and Carlsen (1998)

log Koc 5.48, 5.94, 5.41, 6, 4.94, 5.8 Thomsen and Carlsen (1998)

Kd (cm3/g) 452, 1000-5000, 1390, 4830, 5860 Thomsen and Carlsen (1998)

T½ (days) approximately 400 Roslev et al. (1998)

Density (g/cm3) at 25 oC 0.981, 0.98-0.985, 0.986 Furtmann (1996)

Surface tension (N/m) 1.5, 32.2 mN/m Furtmann (1996)

Flash point (K) 488 Furtmann (1996)

Dynamic viscosity (mPaxs) 58 (25 oC) Furtmann (1996)

Molar volume (mL/mol) 525 Furtmann (1996)

3.2 Field scale measurements

Soil samples are taken 6 and 8 years after the termination of the sludge
loading period respectively. Two different sample sites were selected for
sampling in both years, where the vertical concentration profiles (0-50
cm) were investigated (Vikelsøe et al., 2000). In the present analysis the
data for the top layer (0-20 cm) are used to estimate the contamination
level in the top soil. It was not possible to observe any significant differ-
ence between the two years of sampling and between the depth of 10 and
20 cm (Vikelsøe et al., 2000). Thus, results from both years are pooled in
order to estimate the soil contamination after 7 years, corresponding to a
value between the two years of sampling. The concentration measure-
ment results are shown in Table 3.2.

Table 3.2 The measured soil concentration levels (Vikelsøe et al., 2000).
Year (month) Sample site number Concentration (mg/kg dw) Concentration (mg/kg dw)

1996 (August) 1 480 1700
1120 1700

2 770 1800

1600 1600

1998 (October) 3 1526 1868

1816 2290

4 1000 1324

1440 1273

Sampling strategy
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The mean concentration is 1457 mg/kg dw and the standard deviation is
453 mg/kg dw. The purpose of the analysis is to compare the mean soil
concentration to modeling results for the top soil. However, the mean is
associated to some uncertainty, which has to be taken into account. The
concentration values are assumed normal distributed. Thus, the mean
value is also normal distributed and the density function for the mean
value will be used in the analysis.

3.3 Estimation of DEHP loading

The field has received all sludge produced at Roskilde municipal water
treatment plant during 25 years ending in 1990. Today, the actual amount
of wastewater generated from the area in Roskilde is 80.000 Pe (Person
equivalents). However, the amount of wastewater has obviously changed
during the 25 years period. The wastewater treatment technology has also
changed from a mixture of both mechanical, biofilm and activated sludge
facilities to only activated sludge.  Furthermore, expansion has happened
of both the numbers of connected inhabitants and industries.

The sludge load to the soil is calculated using estimates for wastewater
load and sludge production per load unit. The wastewater load is calcu-
lated using estimated figures for the number of person equivalents (pe).
The sludge production is calculated using an estimate for the amount of
sludge generated per day from one pe. Obviously significant uncertainties
are related to all the estimates, so, the input numbers will be treated as
intervals and the final load calculation will thus be a probability density
function. The calculation is summarized in the following equation.

L
N SP C

A
pe pe pe=

⋅ ⋅
3.1

where L is the daily load of substance per unit area (mg/(m2⋅d)), Npe is
the number of person equivalents (pe), SPpe is the sludge production per
day per pe (kg dw/(pe⋅d)), Cpe is the substance (DEHP) concentration in
the sludge (mg/kg dw) and A is the field area receiving the sludge (m2).
The unit for the load (L) becomes mg substance per m2 per day. Thus, the
load can be interpreted as a flux of substance to the field.

There is no reason to assume that the waste water load during the period
of sludge supply has been larger than the actual load of today (80.000
pe). So, the maximum waste water load in the period of sludge supply is
estimated as 80.000 pe. The minimum waste water load is estimated to
be half of the maximum (40.000 pe). The sludge production from one pe
is estimated as the interval between 30 and 60 g dw/d (Christensen and
Sørensen, 1994), where the value depends on the load of matter per pe,
the total yield coefficient for the plant and the degree of cleaning. The
DEHP content from experimental results of two fresh sludge samples
from two similar wastewater treatment plants are 25 and 29 mg/kg dw
respectively (Vikelsøe et al., 2000). However, due to the limited data set
and the fact that the load of sludge has been taken place in a longer time
period the concentration estimate will be the interval of 10-50 mg/kg dw.
The field area is 100 ha.

Variability in concentra-
tion levels

The site of wastewater
treatment facility

Sludge load

Value intervals for load
estimate
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Parameter values are randomly selected from the identified intervals us-
ing a simple Monte Carlo technique (using 10000 realizations). The re-
sulting load calculations using Eq. 3.1 are shown in Fig. 3.3.
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Figure 3.3 Load density function as a lognormal distribution (curve) compared to Monte Carlo
estimates (data points).

A lognormal distribution seems to make a suitable fit to the Monte Carlo
results (cf. Fig. 3.3) In the load estimate (Eq. 3.1), the parameters are
multiplied and such a product of a series of stochastic numbers will tend
be lognormal distributed as seen in Fig. 3.3.

Distribution function
for load estimate
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4 Determination of the field half life time

The agricultural area has been subject to sludge amendment during 25
years until year 1990 where the load was ended. The measurements were
taken during the 90’ties. Therefore, the used mathematical description of
the top soil assumes a termination of a continuously sludge load period
(Eq. 2.10) and will be used in a Bayesian type statistical approach in or-
der to identify the resulting variability introduced in the top soil model
from the data input. This variability is partly a result of a ‘true’ variabil-
ity in a heterogeneous environment and partly a result in experimental
uncertainty. In this analysis the total variability will be considered as the
condition for the model predictions.

The probability density function for the load (fL) is described by a log-
normal distribution (Fig. 3.3) and Eq. 2.10 relates a load value to a soil
concentration level. Thus, for known values of tload, t and Kdis it is possi-
ble to calculate a probability density function for soil concentration lev-
els, fc,cal. The probability for the load value L is fL and the probability
density function for the concentration value C is fc,cal. The concentration
and load are interrelated as

dC

dL
ffdCfdLf LcalccalcL ⋅=⇔⋅=⋅ ,, 4.1

Combining Eqs. 4.1 and 2.10 yields

tKe
tKe

disKx
Lfcalcf dis

loaddis

⋅⋅
⋅−−

⋅
⋅=

)1(

1
, 4.2

where the dissipation coefficient Kdis is used as aggregated parameter for

'k
R

q +  and L in fL is calculated as a function of C. Eq. 4.2 can be consid-

ered as a probability density function for model estimates of concentra-
tion values. Two probability density functions for C can be made: (1)
based on the measurements and (2) Based on Eq. 4.2. From these two
functions, the probability for a concentration value C to be both meas-
ured and calculated is determined in the next paragraph.

The joint probability for at concentration value C to be included in both
the measurements (fc) and the calculation (fc,cal) is the product: fc⋅ fc,cal

(Fig. 3.4).

Bayesian approach

Density function for con-
centration estimates

Joint probability
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Figure 4.1 The principle of calculating the probability for co to be included in both fc  and fc,cal.

The probability (m) for any concentration value to be included in both the
measurements and the calculation is the sum of the joint probabilities for
all concentration values. Thus, m is calculated by the integral equation as

∫
∞

⋅=
0

, dCffm calcc 4.3

A function of this type is denoted the marginal distribution by Berger
(1985). The m values appear as a function of a series of parameters out of
which only Kdis is unknown. The m function can therefore be taken as a
measure for the relevance of a specific Kdis value, where higher P values
means higher relevance for the associated Kdis values. In this way the m
function is a likelihood function (Berger, 1985). The m function calcu-
lated by numerical integration of Eq. 4.3. is shown in Fig. 4.2. as a func-
tion of Kdis.

Figure 4.2 The m values (Eq. 4.3) as a function of Kdis.
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The m function can be interpreted graphically (Fig. 4.3). The model over
estimates the concentration values for small values of Kdis (small
disappearance from top soil). Contrary, the model under estimates the
measurements for larger values of Kdis (high disappearance from top
soil). Kdis value between these extremes apparently gives a more realistic
coincidence between the model predictions and the measurements.

It is emphasized that the m function is not an probability density function
as the area under the curve (Fig. 3) is not unity. However, the shape of
the curve is close to be similar to a normal distribution. The curve may,
however, be normalized in order to obtain a area under the curve of
unity. Thereby, the curve will form a probability density function for Kdis.
The interpretation of the m function has to be done with caution, since
the m function is discontinuous around zero. In our case the Kdis value
needs to be positive or zero but not negative so the intersection on the y-
axis at Kdis equal zero is a discontinuity. This discontinuity is in our case,
however, small (cf. Fig. 4.2) and will not be taken into account.

Figure 4.3 The principle of calculating the probability density function for Kdis from
the two density functions for C (the measured and calculated using Eq. 4.3) at dif-
ferent fixed values of Kdis.

When the m function is normalized to have an under laying area of unity
it can be used to generate an accumulated probability curve for a specific
Kdis value or smaller (cf. Fig. 4.4). An realistic interval for Kdis could be
from 0.00005 to 0.00027 1/d. In terms of the field half life this corre-
sponds to an interval from 7 to 38 years, which indicates that DEHP is
rather persistent.
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Figure 4.4. The accumulated probability curve for Kdis to be smaller than the spe-
cific value on the x-axis.

0,0

0,2

0,4

0,6

0,8

1,0

1,2

0,00E+00 5,00E-05 1,00E-04 1,50E-04 2,00E-04 2,50E-04 3,00E-04

Disappearance ceofficient, K dis  (1/d)

A
cc

um
ul

at
ed

 p
ro

ba
bi

lit
y



29

5 Application of the soil model

The model for the top soil is useful as decision support for the manage-
ment of sludge amendment of agricultural soils. The estimated distribu-
tion function for Kdis will in the following be used in three examples in
order to illustrate different use of the model. The basic concept is a sto-
chastic modeling approach, where the uncertainty of the key input pa-
rameters result in a probability distribution function for the model result.

5.1 Determination of recovery time values

When soil has been contaminated to an extent where the concentration
level appears to be above the recommended soil quality criteria it will be
useful to estimate the time period necessary for the soil to recover. Two
examples of such estimates will be given in the following. In the first ex-
ample the initial soil concentration is assumed known in form of the ex-
perimental results from Vikelsøe et al. (2000). In the second example the
initial concentration is assumed unknown and the load is estimated as
above for the Roskilde area. The two examples results in different un-
certainty, as the first example avoids the uncertain estimate of the load
during 25 years and uses more confident field concentration measure-
ments. However, both scenarios do implicit have uncertainty arising from
the load estimates, since this uncertainty was involved in the estimate of
Kdis.

Known initial concentration levels

In this case the initial soil concentration is assumed known in form of the
results in Table 1. The problem is then to estimate the recovery time pe-
riod (trec) necessary for the soil concentration value to drop below a spe-
cific soil quality criteria (csqc). The soil quality criterion is based on the
concentration relative to the mass of dry soil (µg/kg dw) and not the
volumetric concentration (µg/l). However, in this analysis the volumetric
concentration can simply be replaced by the concentration based on soil
mass using the density of the dry soil. The disappearance is assumed to
be a first order so trec and csqc are assumed related as

recdis tKeocsqcc ⋅−⋅= 5.1

where co is the initial soil concentration in relation to the mass of dry soil
(µg/kg dw) and calculated using Eq. 2.4. Eq. 5.1 can be rewritten to











⋅=

sqcc
oc

disKrect ln
1 5.2

Both the parameters Kdis and co in Eq. 5.2 are described as distribution
functions, so the equation has to be treated in a stochastically way. A
convenient way to handle Eq. 5.2 is a Monte Carlo simulation as done in

Top soil model as decision
support

Known initial soil con-
centration

Unknown initial soil con-
centration

Time for recovery
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Fig. 5.1, where 10000 realizations of Eq. 5.2 were performed for the
three soil quality criteria (csqc): 500, 1000 and 1500 µg/kg dw.
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Figure 5.1 The accumulated probability for the trec value to be in the interval. Calculated based on 10000 Monte
Carlo realizations of Eq. 5.2, where the initial soil concentration is assumed known with out uncertainty.

The csqc value of 1500 µg/kg dw is met already in the first time period
interval (0-5 years), which is not surprising, because the mean value for
Co is below 1500 µg/kg dw. For the Csqc value of 1000 µg/kg dw a recov-
ery time period of 10-15 years is needed in order to meet a 95% confi-
dence level and for a csqc value of 500 mg/kg dw the 95% confidence
level is reached after 35-40 years.

Unknown initial concentration levels

When the initial soil concentration value is unknown it obviously needs
to be calculated using estimated values for the load and time period of
loading. Using Eq. 2.10 and the relationship cC ⋅σ=  the recovery time
equation becomes
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Recovery time estimates
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The parameters L and Kdiss are described by probability functions, so the
use of Eq. 5.3 needs to be in terms of probabilities. A Monte Carlo tech-
nique is again applied for the calculations.

In the following analysis the value for csqc are sat equal to respectively
500, 1000 and 1500 µg/kg dw and the loading time (tload) is 25 years.
10000 Monte Carlo realizations are made using the two probability dis-
tribution functions identified earlier for respectively L and Kdis. The re-
sults are summarized in Fig. 5.2.

0-5 5-10 10-15 15-20 20-25 25-30 30-35 35-40 40-45 45-50 50-55 55-60

S10

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

0.6

0.7

0.8

0.9

1

P
ro

ba
bi

lit
y 

fo
r 

th
e 

in
te

rv
al

 o
r 

lo
w

er

Recovery time, trec, intervals (years)

crec=500 µg/kgDM

crec=1000 µg/kgDM

crec=1500 µg/kgDM

Figure 5.2 The accumulated probability for the trec value to be in the interval. Calculated based on 10000 Monte Carlo
realizations of Eq. 5.3, where the initial soil concentration is estimated from the load.

When the results in Fig. 5.2 are compared to those in Fig. 5.1 it becomes
clear that the probability build up for increasing time values in Fig. 5.2
are less pronounced compared to Fig. 5.1. This difference is easily ex-
plained as a result of the higher degree of uncertainty in the calculation
of Fig. 5.2, where the initial soil concentration is unknown in contrast to
Fig. 5.1.

If the uncertainty in the calculations leading to Fig. 5.2 has to be reduced,
more historic information about the load needs to be collected. This will
further reduce the uncertainty in the estimate of Kdis as well and thereby
also reduce the uncertainty in the results summarized in Fig. 5.1.

5.2 Prediction of maximum amendment period

The maximum sludge amendment period may be calculated in order to
secure the soil concentration to be below the soil quality criteria (csqc).
During the sludge amendment period the concentration development in
the top soil is described by Eq. 2.7.

Longer estimated recovery
time period for unknown
initial concentration level
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As a first step in the analysis the infinite loading time concentration
value (Ctot∞) is compared to the soil quality criteria concentration value
(csqc). Any loading time is acceptable if (using Eq. 2.8):

dissKx

L
sqcc

⋅⋅ρ
<

1
5.4

where the relationship: csqc ⋅ρ = Ctot∞ is used. Therefore, the critical load,
L, below which the soil quality criteria never will be exceeded is calcu-
lated using a rewritten form of Eq. 5.4 as

disKxsqccL ⋅⋅ρ⋅= 1  5.5

This equation shows how the x-axis at the accumulated probability dis-
tribution function for Kdis (Fig. 4.4) can be multiplied by the factor of to
form a similar curve for the critical load. The critical load is identified
using a specific significance level for which L is exceeded. Thus, the
value for Kdiss is about 5 ⋅ 10-5 1/d on a significant level of 0.05 (Fig. 4.4).
This Kdis value results in a L value of 15µg/(m2⋅d) for csqc = 1000 µg/kg
dw, which is a low value compared to the estimated values for L in
Fig.3.3.

More realistic calculations is possible where loading time period and
concentration build up are related using Eq. 2.7. In a rewritten version of
Eq. 2.7, the time period for a load to take place (tmax) to reach the soil
quality criteria concentration (Csqc) is calculated as



















⋅⋅ρ⋅
−

⋅=

L

disKxsqcc
ln

disKmaxt
1

1

11 5.6

The disappearance coefficient Kdis is a stochastic variable while csqc and L
are fixed values in this analysis.

Eq. 5.6 is used for csqc=1000 µg/kg dw and load values of respectively
25, 50 and 75 µg/(m2⋅d). 10000 Monte Carlo realizations are made, the
results being shown in Fig. 5.3. A cautious analysis will allow the high
load (75 µg/(m2⋅d)) to proceed for 8 years whereas the lower load of 50
µg/(m2⋅d) may proceed for 16 years. The lowest load of 25 µg/(m2⋅d)
may proceed for all 48 years involved in the problem investigation indi-
cating that the maximum load value of 15 µg/(m2⋅d) as predicted using
Eq. 5.6 is rather conservative.

Maximal loading for infi-
nite time periode

Maximal load in a fi-
nite time periode



33

0-4 4-8 8-
12

12-
16

16-
20

20-
24

24-
28

20-
32

32-
36

36-
40

40-
44

44-
48

S10

0,1

0,2

0,3

0,4
0,5

0,6

0,7

0,8

0,9

1

P
ro

ba
bi

lit
y 

fo
r 

th
e 

in
te

rv
al

 o
r

lo
w

er

Amendment time period, tload, intervals (years)

L=25 µg/(m
2
d)

L=50 µg/(m
2
d)

L=75 µg/(m
2
d)

Figure 5.3 The predicted accumulated probability for the loading time period needed to reach a
soil quality criteria of 1000 µg/kg dw.
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6 Symbols

A field area receiving the sludge (m2)
Cdiss dissolved concentration of substance (µg/l)
Ctot total volumetric concentration of substance (µg/l)
Co either the initial total or the initial dissolved concentration (µg/l)
Cpe substance (DEHP) concentration in the sludge (mg/kg dw)
Ctot∞ steady state concentration (µg/l)
Cconv or Concentration calculate using either the advective flow model
Cmixed  or the completely mixed top soil model respectively (µg/dm3)
csqc soil quality criteria (µg/kg dw)
c”indeks” Concentration relative to dry soil mass (µg/kg dw)
fc,cal probability density function for the concentration value C (-)
fL probability density function for the load (-)
Fluxleach the flux of substance released by leaching (µg/(dm2

�d))
Kd reversible linear adsorption coefficient (l/kg)
Kdis total disappearance coefficient for the top soil (1/d)

k’ overall degradation rate (
R

k
k 1'= ) (1/d)

k1 first order degradation coefficient (1/d)
L load of substance per unit time due to sludge amendment (mg/(m2⋅d)
m marginal distribution of fc,cal  and fL (-)
Npe number of person equivalents (pe) (-)
q mean flux of water leaving the top soil (leaching) (dm/d)
qmax maximal water flux in the soil (at the soil surface) (dm/d)
qx downward water flux  at position x from the soil surface (dm/d)
R retention factor (-)
SPpe sludge production per day per pe (kg dw/(pe⋅d))
T½ total degradation half lifetime (d)
tload time period for the load to take place (d)
tmax the time period for a load to take place (d)
trec recovery time period (d)
u arbitrary variable in Taylor series (-)
XL ratio between the amount supplied and the amount leached (-)
x1 top soil layer thickens (dm)

∆ relative difference between box model and advective flow model (-)
ρ dry bulk density of the soil (1.5 kg/dm3)
θ volume fraction of water (-)



36



37

7 Reference

Berger, J. O., 1985: Statistical Decision Theory and Bayesian Analysis,
Springer-Verlag, New York, Berlin, Heidelberg, Tokyo.

Boesten, J. J. T. I. and A. M. A. van der Linden, (1991): Modelling the
influence of sorbtion and transformation on pesticides and persistence.
Journal of Environmental Quality, vol. 20, 425-435.

Christensen J. R. and P. B. Sørensen, (1994): Slambehandling, Chapter
10 in Biologisk Spildevandsrensning, -et model- og computerorienteret
kursus (Danish). Dept. of Environmental Technology, Aalborg Univer-
sity, Denmark.

Di, H. J. and L. A. G. Aylmore, (1997): Modeling the probabilities of
groundwater contamination bt pesticides. Soil Science Society  American
Journal, vol. 61, pp. 17-23.

European Commission, 1996: Technical Guidance Document in Support
of Commission Directive 93/67/EEC on Risk Assessment for New Noti-
fied Substances and Commission Regulation (EC) No 1488/94 on Risk
Assessment for Existing Substances, Part II.

"EUSES, the European Union System for the Evaluation of Sub-
stances" EUSES 1.00 User Manual. February 1997: TSA Group Delft
bv, European Commission - JRC, Existing Chemicals T. P. 280, 1-21020
Ispra (VA), Italy

Furtmann (1996): Phthalates in the aquatic environment. European
Council for Plasticisers and Intermediates.

Jacobsen, O.H., (1989): “Unsaturated hydralic conductivity for some
Danish soils”, Tidskrift for Planteavls Specialserie, Beretning nr. p.
2030-1989.
Marshall, T.J. and J.W. Holms (1996)), “Soil Physics, 3. ed.”, Cambridge
University Press.

Jarvis, N., (1991): MACRO - A model of water movement and solute
transport in macroporous soil. Monograph, Reports and dissertations, 9.
Department of Soil Science, Svedish University of Agriculture, Uppsala.

Jury, W. A. and J. Gruber, (1989): A stochastic analysis of the influence
of soil and climatic variability on the estimate of pesticide groundwater
pollution potential. Water Resources Research, vol. 25, pp. 2465-2474.

Loague, K., R. L. Bernknopf, R. E. Green and T. W. Giambelluca,
(1996): Uncertainty of groundwater vulnerability assessment for agri-
cultural regions in Hawaii: Review. Journal of Environmental Quality,
vol. 25, pp. 475-490.



38

Loague, K., (1991): The impact of land use on estimates of pesticide
leaching potential: Assessment and uncertainties. Journal of Contaminant
Hydrology, vol. 8, pp. 157-175.
Loague, K. M., R. S. Yost, R. E. Green and T. C. Liang, (1989): Uncer-
tainty in a pesticide leaching assessment for Hawaii. Journal of Contami-
nant Hydrology, vol. 4, pp. 139-161.

Marshall, T.J. and J.W. Holms (1996): “Soil Physics, 3. ed.”, Cam-
bridge University Press.

Petach, M. C., R. J. Wagenet and S. D. DeGloria, (1991): Regional
water flow and pesticide leaching using simulations with spatially dis-
tributed data. Geoderma, vol. 48, pp. 245-269.

Roslev, P., P. L. Madsen, J. B. Thyme and K. Henriksen, (1998): Deg-
radation of Phthalate and Di-(2-Ethylhexyl)phthalate by indigenous and
inoculated microorganisms in sludge-amended soil. Applied and Envi-
ronmental Microbiology, Dec. 1998, pp. 4711-4719.

Thomsen, M. & Carlsen, L.(1998): Phthalater i miljøet. Opløselighed,
sorption og transport. NERI technical repport No. 249, National Envi-
ronmental Research Institute, Denmark.

Van Der Zee, S. E. A. T. M. and J. T. I. Boesten, (1991): Effects of soil
heterogeneity on pesticide leaching to groundwater. Water Resources
Research, vol. 27, pp. 3051-3063.

Vermeir, T. G., D. T. Jager, B. Bussian, J. Devillers, K. den Haan, B.
Hansen, I. Lundberg, H. Niessen, S. Robertson, H. Tyle, P. T. J. van
der Zandt, (1997): European Union system for the evaluation of sub-
stances (EUSES). Principle and structures. Chemosphere, vol. 34, pp.
1823-1836.

Vikelsøe, J., M. Thomsen, E. Johansen and L. Carlsen, (2000): Pha-
lates and nonylphenols in soil: A feild study of soil profiles. NERI tech-
nical repport No. 268, National Environmental Research Institute, Den-
mark.



39

National Environmental Research Institute

The National Environmental Research Institute, NERI, is a research institute of the Ministry of Environment and En-
ergy. In Danish, NERI is called Danmarks Miljøundersøgelser (DMU).
NERI's tasks are primarily to conduct research, collect data, and give advice on problems related to the environment and
nature.

Addresses: URL:   http://www.dmu.dk

National Environmental Research Institute
Frederiksborgvej 399
PO Box 358
DK-4000 Roskilde
Denmark
Tel: +45 46 30 12 00
Fax: +45 46 30 11 14

Management
Personnel and Economy Secretariat
Research and Development Section
Department of Atmospheric Environment
Department of Environmental Chemistry
Department of Policy Analysis
Department of Marine Ecology
Department of Microbial Ecology and Biotechnology
Department of Arctic Environment

National Environmental Research Institute
Vejlsøvej 25
PO Box 314
DK-8600 Silkeborg
Denmark
Tel: +45 89 20 14 00
Fax: +45 89 20 14 14

Environmental Monitoring Co-ordination Section
Department of  Lake and Estuarine Ecology
Department of Terrestrial Ecology
Department of Streams and Riparian areas

National Environmental Research Institute
Grenåvej 12-14, Kalø
DK-8410 Rønde
Denmark
Tel: +45 89 20 17 00
Fax: +45 89 20 15 15

Department of  Landscape Ecology
Department of Coastal Zone Ecology

Publications:
NERI publishes professional reports, technical instructions, and the annual report. A R&D projects' catalogue is avail-
able in an electronic version on the World Wide Web.
Included in the annual report is a list of the publications from the current year.



40

Faglige rapporter fra DMU/NERI Technical Reports

2000
Nr. 320: Transportvaner og kollektiv trafikforsyning. ALTRANS. Af Christensen, L. 154 s., 110,00 kr.
Nr. 321: The DMU-ATMI THOR Air Pollution Forecast System. System Description. By Brandt, J., Christensen, J.H.,

Frohn, L.M., Berkowicz, R., Kemp, K. & Palmgren, F. 60 pp., 80,00 DKK.
Nr. 322: Bevaringsstatus for naturtyper og arter omfattet af EF-habitatdirektivet. Af Pihl, S., Søgaard, B., Ejrnæs, R.,

Aude, E., Nielsen, K.E., Dahl, K. & Laursen, J.S. 219 s., 120,00 kr.
Nr. 323: Tests af metoder til marine vegetationsundersøgelser. Af Krause-Jensen, D., Laursen, J.S., Middelboe, A.L.,

Dahl, K., Hansen, J. Larsen, S.E. 120 s., 140,00 kr.
Nr. 324: Vingeindsamling fra jagtsæsonen 1999/2000 i Danmark. Wing Survey from the Huntig Season 1999/2000 in

Denmark. Af Clausager, I. 50 s., 45,00 kr.
Nr. 325: Safety-Factors in Pesticide Risk Assessment. Differences in Species Sensitivity and Acute-Chronic Relations.

By Elmegaard, N. & Jagers op Akkerhuis, G.A.J.M. 57 pp., 50,00 DKK.
Nr. 326: Integrering af landbrugsdata og pesticidmiljømodeller. Integrerede MiljøinformationsSystemer (IMIS). Af

Schou, J.S., Andersen, J.M. & Sørensen, P.B. 61 s., 75,00 kr.
Nr. 327: Konsekvenser af ny beregningsmetode for skorstenshøjder ved lugtemission. Af Løfstrøm, L. (Findes kun i

elektronisk udgave)
Nr. 328: Control of Pesticides 1999. Chemical Substances and Chemical Preparations. By Krongaard, T., Petersen, K.K.

& Christoffersen, C. 28 pp.,  50,00 DKK.
Nr. 329: Interkalibrering af metode til undersøgelser af bundvegetation i marine områder. Krause-Jensen, D., Laursen,

J.S. & Larsen, S.E. - (elektronisk). Tilgængelig: http://faglige-rapporter.dmu.dk
Nr. 330: Digitale kort og administrative registre. Integration mellem administrative registre og miljø-/naturdata. Energi-

og Miljøministeriets Areal Informations System. Af Hansen, H.S. & Skov-Petersen, H. 103 s., 100,00 kr.
Nr. 331: Tungmetalnedfald i Danmark 1999. Af Hovmand, M.F. Kemp, K. 30 s., 50,00 kr.
Nr. 332: Atmosfærisk deposition 1999. NOVA 2003. Af Ellermann, T., Hertel, O. & Skjødt, C.A.125 s., 125,00 kr.
Nr. 333: Marine områder – Status over miljøtilstanden i 1999. NOVA 2003. Hansen, J.L.S. et al. 230 s., 240,00 kr.
Nr. 334: Landovervågningsoplande 1999. NOVA 2003. Af Grant, R. et al. 150 s., 150,00 kr.
Nr. 335: Søer 1999. NOVA 2003. Af Jensen, J.P. et al. 108 s., 125,00 kr.
Nr. 336: Vandløb og kilder 1999. NOVA 2003. Af Bøgestrand J. (red.) 126 s., 150,00 kr.
Nr. 337:  Vandmiljø 2000. Tilstand og udvikling. Faglig sammenfatning. Af Svendsen, L.M. et al. 64 s., 75,00 kr.
Nr. 338: NEXT I 1998-2003 Halogenerede Hydrocarboner. Samlet rapport over 3 præstationsprøvnings-runder . Af

Nyeland, B. & Kvamm, B.L. 87 s., 150,00 kr.
Nr. 339: Phthalates and Nonylphenols in Roskilde Fjord. A Field Study and Mathematical Modelling of Transport and

Fate in Water and Sediment. The Aquatic Environment. By Vikelsøe, J., Fauser, P., Sørensen, P.B. & Carlsen,
L. (in press)

Nr. 440: Afstrømningsforhold i danske vandløb. Af Ovesen, N.B. et al. 238 s., 225,00 kr.
Nr. 341: The Background Air Quality in Denmark 1978-1997. By Heidam, N.Z. 190 pp., 190,00 DKK.
Nr. 342: Methyl t-Buthylether (MTBE) i spildevand. Metodeafprøvning. Af Nyeland, B. & Kvamm, B.L. 45 s., 75,00

kr.
Nr. 343: Vildtudbyttet i Danmark i jagtsæsonen 1999/2000. Af Asferg, T. 31 s., 40,00 kr.

2001
Nr. 344: En model for godstransportens udvikling. Af Kveiborg, O. 246 s., 130,00 kr.
Nr. 345: Important summer concentrations of seaducks in West Greenland. An input to oil spill sensitivity mapping. By

Boertmann, D. & Mosbech, A. (in press)
Nr. 346: The Greenland Ramsar sites. A status report. By Egevang, C. & Boertmann, D. (in press)
Nr. 347: Nationale og internationale miljøindikatorsystemer. Metodeovervejelser. Af Christensen, N. & Møller, F. 161

s., 150,00 kr.
Nr. 348: Adfærdsmodel for persontrafik. Modelkoncept. ALTRANS. Af Rich, J.H. & Christensen, L. (i trykken)
Nr. 349: Flora and fauna in Roundup tolerant fodder beet fields. By Elmegaard, N. & Bruus Pedersen, M. (in press)
Nr. 350: Overvågning af fugle, sæler og planter 1999-2000 med resultater fra feltstationerne. Af Larusen, K. (red.) (i

trykken)
Nr. 351: PSSD – Planning System for Sustainable Development. A Methodical Report. By Hansen, H.S (ed.) (in press)
Nr. 352: Naturkvalitet på stenrev. Hvilke indikatorer kan vi bruge? Af Dahl, K. et al. (i trykken)
Nr. 353: Ammoniakemission fra landbruget siden midten af 80’erne. Af Andersen, J.M. et al. (i trykken)
Nr. 354: Phthalates, Nonylphenols and LAS in Roskilde Wastewater Treatment Plant. Fate Modelling Based on Meas-

ured Concentrations in  Wastewater and Sludge. By Fauser, P. et al.
Nr. 355: Veststadil Fjord før og efter vandstandshævning. Af Søndergaard, M. et al. (i trykken)



Ministry of Environment and Energy ISBN 87-7772-623-5
National Environmental Research Institute ISSN 0905-815x

ISSN (electronic) 1600-0048

The topic is risk assessment of sludge supply to agricultural soil in
relation to xenobiotics. A large variety of xenobiotics arrive to the
wastewater treatment plant in the wastewater. Many of these
components are hydrophobic and thus will accumulate in the sludge
solids and are removed from the plant effluent. The focus in this work
is the topsoil as this layer is important for the fate of a xenobiotic
substance due to the high biological activity. A simple model for the
topsoil is used where the substance is assumed homogeneously
distributed as suggested in the European Union System for the
Evaluation of Substances (EUSES). It is shown how the fraction of
substance mass, which is leached, from the topsoil is a simple function
of the ratio between the degradation half lifetime and the adsorption
coefficient. This model can be used in probabilistic risk assessment of
agricultural soils and different examples are shown using a Bayesian
type of modelling approach
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