Experimental Examination of Transport Parameters Using Image Analysis
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Fig.1 Schematic of the water tank. (a) Plan view.
(b) a-a’ cross section.
(a) (b)ara’
Table 1: Properties of soils.
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A B C Fig.2 Estimated dispersion coefficients (Sand A).
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Fig.3 Estimated dispersivity (Sand B).
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Fig.4 Comparison of dispersion coefficients.
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