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ABSTRACT

Geophysical methods are increasingly used to detect and locate illegal waste
disposal and buried toxic steel drums. This study describes the results of  a
test carried out in clayey-sandy ground where 12 empty steel drums had
previously been buried at 4-5 m below ground level. This test was carried out
with three geophysical methods for steel-drum detection: a magnetometric
survey, electrical resistivity tomography with different arrays, and a
multifrequency frequency-domain electromagnetic induction survey.
The data show that as partially expected, the magnetometric and
electromagnetic induction surveys detected the actual steel drums buried in
the subsurface, while the electrical resistivity tomography mainly detected
the changes in some of  the physical properties of  the terrain connected with
the digging operations, rather than the actual presence of  the steel drums.

1. Introduction
Due to the recent advances in electronics and in data-

processing software, and to the increased experience in data
interpretation, many cases of  buried illegal waste have been
discovered through the use of  geophysical surveys.
Furthermore, the low cost of  obtaining the geophysical data
and their characteristic noninvasive techniques have
promoted a great increase in their use in the territory.

Even if  the magnetometric method is used more
frequently, other geophysical techniques can be used in such
investigations [Emerson et al. 1992, Pierce and De Reamer
1993, Foley 1994, Vogelsang 1994, Dahlin and Jeppsson 1995,
Daniels et al. 1995, Bernstone et al. 1996, Gibson et al. 1996,
Huang and Keiswetter 1997, Godio et al. 1999, Orlando and
Marchesi 2001, Marchetti et al. 2002, Chianese et al. 2006,
Ting-Nien and Yi-Chu 2006, Hamzah et al. 2009, Ruffell and
Kulessa 2009]. Indeed, the choice of  the methodology to be
used will depend on the physic characteristics of  the
materials and the depth of  the targets.

This study describes the results from a test site where
several integrated geophysical methods were used to detect
some buried steel drums [Morucci 2003]. A 5-m-deep, 3-m-wide

and about 10-m-long hole was dug into the slope of  a valley
that is characterized by clayey-sandy deposits (Figure 1). The
site is located about 50 km from Rome. Twelve empty steel
drums were buried in a vertical orientation inside the hole,
with their top surface at a depth of  4 m to 5 m below ground
level, to simulate a genuine case of  hidden drums that might
contain, for example, toxic waste. The longer side of  the hole
was in an east-northeast to west-southwest orientation, and
each drum was 0.88 m high with a diameter of  0.58 m.

Three types of  surveys were carried out in this test area:
a magnetometric survey, electrical resistivity tomography
(ERT) with different arrays, and a multifrequency frequency-
domain electromagnetic (FDEM) induction survey. While
magnetometer and induction surveys are regularly used for
the detection of  buried drums and tanks, ERT is more widely
used in studies of  groundwater pollution, to determine the
presence of  leachates in landfills, and in the study of  the
possible escape of  leachates from municipal waste.

In the present study, the ERT measurements were
carried out to determine whether the metal drums could
induce resistivity variations in the data. The in-situ sediments
have low resistivity values (around tens of  ohm·m), which
are similar to those that are likely to be found in urban waste
dumps, where the magnetic induction method might not
provide clear answers because of  the high levels of  iron
masses scattered in such waste.

In practice, the goal was to determine whether steel
drums buried in a landfill site of  municipal waste can be
detected with these geophysical techniques [Marchetti et al.
1995, Marchetti 1997, Marchetti 2000].

2. Magnetic measurements
The magnetometric technique is the geophysical

method that is most frequently used for environmental
problems [Bevan 1983, Tyagi et al. 1983a, Tyagi et al. 1983b,
Barrows and Rocchio 1990, Roberts et al. 1990, Schlinger
1990, Gilkenson et al. 1992, Foley 1994, Cochran and Dalton
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1995, Gibson et al. 1996, Ravat 1996, Marchetti et al. 1998,
Eskola et al. 1999, Godio 2000, Furness 2001, Furness 2002,
Marchetti et al. 2002, Furness 2007, Sheinker et al. 2009]. As
such, we can say that among the potential techniques for
geophysical exploration of  the subsoil, magnetometry
generally appears to be one of  the most effective, rapid and
precise for the location of  buried ferromagnetic masses
[Marchetti 1997, Marchetti and Meloni 1997, Marchetti
2000]. Magnetometric surveys allow the detection of  the
surface effects and the local disturbances in the Earth
magnetic field that are generated by buried ferromagnetic
objects. These effects are known as magnetic anomalies, and
can result from the combination of  the Earth magnetic field
with the induced and permanent magnetization of  the
magnetic targets. Natural bodies (such as a magnetic ore
deposit) and man-made iron and steel objects (such as
pipelines, vehicles, rails, mines and, as in our case, buried
drums) can produce local deformations in the geomagnetic
field. The detectability of  magnetic objects by a
magnetometer depends on their effective magnetic mass, the
intensity of  the magnetization, and the distance from the
magnetometer. The intensity of  the anomalies varies
inversely as the square (for a monopole) or the cube (for a
dipole) of  the distance [Breiner 1973].

On this test site, the survey was carried out along 12
profiles, each spaced 2 m apart, with a sampling rate of  every
1 m. Around the buried drums, an area of  720 m2 was covered
with about 360 measurements. The magnetic data were
collected using an optical pumped cesium magnetometer,

the Geometrics model G-858, in gradiometer configuration:
two sensors were mounted on a vertical staff  at a distance of
1 m and 1.5 m from ground level. A magnetic base station
with sampling rate of  1 s was used during the data collection,
and the measurements were corrected for the magnetic
diurnal variation.

Figure 2a shows the map of  the anomalies of  the total
intensity of  the Earth magnetic field related to the top sensor
measurements. This map shows a typical dipolar magnetic
anomaly that is characterized by a well-defined maximum
and a less-intense minimum. This anomaly is clearly
connected to the buried steel drums, and it reaches a total
intensity of  about 290 nT, with its main axis in a north-south
orientation. The signature of  this anomaly is similar to that
obtained on another test site by Marchetti et al. [1998]. The
broad minimum appearing in the left upper quadrant of  this
map is related to the presence of  some wire netting. Figure 2b
shows the map of  the vertical magnetic gradient, calculated
starting from the data collected by the two cesium sensors.
The vertical gradient characterizes the steel-drum anomaly
more precisely, as it can detect shallow buried targets better
than the total intensity magnetic field [Breiner 1973]. In the
ferromagnetic objects, induced and remnant magnetization
contribute to the production of  a single magnetic anomaly.
In these cases, the remnant magnetization can be much larger
than the value of  the induced magnetization [Ravat 1996].
The assemblage of  steel drums can be viewed as the
combination of  single individual permanent magnetizations
that partly compensate for each other, leaving almost only
the induced part. A very large number of  drums can
completely cancel out the remnant magnetization
contribution [Breiner 1973, Marchetti et al. 1996, Marchetti
et al. 1998]. The main axis of  the drum anomaly was north-
south oriented, in agreement with the direction of  the Earth
magnetic field (induced magnetization).

3. Geoelectrical measurements
The geoelectrical technique (ERT) is based on the

analysis of  the underground electric fields generated by a
current flow injected from the surface. This resistivity
method is based on the electric conduction in the ground,
and it is governed by Ohm's law. From the current source I
and potential difference DV values, an apparent resistivity
value ta can be calculated as ta = k (DV/I), where k is a
geometric factor that depends on the arrangement of  the
four electrodes. A pair of  electrodes (A, B) are used for the
current injection, while potential difference measurements
are made using a second pair of  electrodes (M, N). The
potential is then converted into apparent resistivity, and then
by inversion to the true resistivity, which depends on several
factors: mainly the lithology of  the soil, and its porosity, and
the saturation and conductivity of  its water pores.

ERT is a powerful tool that is widely used for
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Figure 1. Photograph of  the preparation of  the steel-drum arrangement.
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environmental site assessments and to map leachate
concentrations within closed and unconfined landfill sites
[Bernstone and Dahlin 1988, Dahlin 1996, Bernstone and
Dahlin 1997, Dahlin and Bernstone 1997, Bernstone 1998,
Loke 1999, Wisèn et al. 1999, Bernstone et al. 2000, Dahlin
2001, Nasser et al. 2003, Lillo et al. 2009]. In the ERT method,
a multiple electrode string is placed on the surface, and then
using computer-controlled data acquisition, each electrode
can serve both as a source and as a receiver; thus a large
amount of  data can be collected quickly during a survey.

The surveyed depth depends on the length of  the
geoelectric extension and on the selected sequence of
measurements. A numerical inversion routine is used to
determine the probable electrical resistivity distribution of
the subsurface. Due to the progress in both electronics and
data-processing software, it is now possible to make real
three-dimensional tomography images using direct-current
measurements on electrode grids [Loke and Barker 1996,
Dahlin and Loke 1997, Ogilvy et al. 1999, Ogilvy et al. 2002,
Finotti et al. 2004, Morelli et al. 2004, Fischanger et al. 2007].

A north-northwest to south-southeast oriented ERT line
was carried out using a Syscal R2 resistivity meter equipped
with a line of  48 electrodes (stainless steel stakes) spaced 1
m apart and connected through automatic switching to a
three multinode box, each node of  which can drive 16
electrodes. This profile was centered orthogonally on the
drums, and the measurements were carried out using
different array configurations: Wenner, dipole-dipole and
pole-dipole. The Wenner array is an attractive choice for
surveys carried out in areas with a lot of  background noise
(due to its high signal strength), and also when good vertical
resolution is required. The dipole-dipole array might be a
more suitable choice if  good horizontal resolution and data
coverage is important (assuming the resistivity meter is
sufficiently sensitive and there is good ground contact). If  a
system has a limited number of  electrodes, the pole-dipole
array with measurements in both the forward and reverse
directions would be a viable choice [Loke 1999].

To determine the values of  the ground resistivity, ERT
with the Wenner array was performed in an area that was
not affected by the excavation (about 9 m further downhill).
The data analysis and modeling were carried out using a
commercial geophysical inversion program (Res2dinv).

The profiles carried out in this geoelectrical survey are
shown in Figure 3. In the ERT profile of  Figure 3a, the
resistivity values rise regularly from the shallower to the
deeper terrain, according to soil moisture variations. This
profile was performed away from the buried drums. Instead,
for the experimental site, a large resistivity region is present
that corresponds to the buried steel-drum cluster (Figure 3b).
The increase in the resistivity acquired by the ground was
caused by the digging operations and by terrain reworking
effects, rather than by the conductivity of  the steel drums.

Therefore, the geoelectrical survey only detected the
presence of  the drums in the subsurface as an indirect effect.
ERT performed with different electrode arrays detected the
resistivity increases, although various images of  this high
resistivity zone are shown because of  their different
geometrical characteristics.

In general [Loke 1999], the Wenner array is good for the
resolving of  vertical changes (i.e. horizontal structures),
while it is relatively poor for the detection of  horizontal
changes (i.e. narrow vertical structures). Compared to the
other arrays, the Wenner array has a moderate depth of
investigation. Among the common arrays, the Wenner array
has the strongest signal strength. This can be an important
factor when a survey is carried in areas with high background
noise. One disadvantage of  this array for two-dimensional
surveys is the relatively poor horizontal coverage as the
electrode spacing is increased. This can be a problem if  the
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Figure 2. Magnetic anomaly maps of  the total intensity field (a) and the
vertical magnetic gradient (b).



system used has a relatively small number of  electrodes.
The dipole-dipole array has been, and still is, widely

used in resistivity and induced-polarization surveys, because
of  its low electromagnetic (EM) coupling between the
current and potential circuits. The dipole-dipole array is very

sensitive to horizontal changes in resistivity, although
relatively insensitive to vertical changes in resistivity. This
means that it is good for the mapping of  vertical structures,
such as dykes and cavities, but relatively poor for the
mapping of  horizontal structures, such as sills or
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Figure 3. Electrical resistivity tomography profiles of  the nearby terrain (a) and the test site for the Wenner (b), dipole-dipole (c) and pole-dipole (d)
arrays. The lateral section of  the steel-drum arrangement is also shown (b-d).
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sedimentary layers. In general, this array has a shallower
depth of  investigation compared to the Wenner array,
although for two-dimensional surveys, this array has better
horizontal data coverage than the Wenner array. This can be
an important advantage when the number of  nodes available
with the multi-electrode system is small. One possible
disadvantage of  this array is the very small signal strength.

The pole-dipole array also has relatively good horizontal
coverage, but it has a significantly higher signal strength
compared with the dipole-dipole array. Unlike the other
common arrays, the pole-dipole is an asymmetrical array.
One method to eliminate the effects of  this asymmetry is to
repeat the measurements with the electrodes arranged in the
reverse manner. However, these procedures will double the
number of  data points and consequently the survey time.
Similar to the dipole-dipole array, this array is probably more
sensitive to vertical structures. Due to its good horizontal
coverage, this is an alternative array for multi-electrode
resistivity meter systems with a relatively small number of
nodes. The signal strength is lower compared with the
Wenner array, but higher than the dipole-dipole array. In
particular, Figure 3b-d shows these ERT measurements,
respectively corresponding to the Wenner, dipole-dipole and
pole-dipole configurations that were used on this test site.

The different array resolutions from the ground
reworking are visible in the ERT sections. The pole-dipole
array (carried out with 32 electrodes) appears to be the only
one of  these arrays that can more precisely detect the high
resistivity zone, although it shows a slightly eccentric image,
as it is an asymmetric array.

Resistivity measurements for mapping the geology of
different terrains have been applied for more than half  a
century. However, some deficiencies have prevented this
technique from being widely used for engineering aims. The
first is that ordinary measurements of  resistivity involve a
relatively high number of  performing operators, which is
therefore expensive. Secondly, actual resistivity seldom has a
diagnostic merit; it is just the lateral or vertical alterations in
the resistivity that allow a physical interpretation.

4. Frequency-domain
electromagnetic induction measurements
The FDEM induction method for measuring ground

resistivity, or more correctly, conductivity, is well known, and
some extensive discussions of  this technique can be found in
the references given in the studies by McNeill [1980a, 1980b].

The FDEM induction method is based on the response
of  an induced alternating current in the ground. Consider a
transmitter coil Tx energized with an alternating current at
an audio frequency placed on the Earth (assumed to be
uniform), and a receiver coil Rx located a short distance s
away. The time-varying magnetic field arising from the
alternating current in the transmitter coil can induce very

small currents in the Earth. These currents generate a
secondary magnetic field Hs, which is sensed by the receiver
coil, together with the primary field, Hp.

In general, this secondary magnetic field is a complicated
function of  the inter-coil spacing s, the operating frequency f,
and the ground conductivity v. Under certain constraints,
which are technically defined as «operation at low values of
induction number» (discussed in detail by McNeill [1980a,
1980b]), the secondary magnetic field is a very simple
function of  these variables. The ratio of  the secondary to the
primary magnetic field is linearly proportional to the terrain
conductivity, a relationship that makes it possible to construct
a direct-reading, linear-terrain conductivity meter by simply
measuring this ratio. Given Hs/Hp, the apparent conductivity
indicated by the instrument is defined by the equation: va =
(4/~n0s2)(Hs/Hp), where ~=2rf and n0 are the permeabilities
of  free space. The MKS units of  conductivity are the mho
(Siemens) per m, or more conveniently, the millimho per m.

In physical terms, if  a conductive medium is present
within the ground, the magnetic component of  the incident
EM waves induces eddy currents (alternating currents) within
the conductor. These eddy currents then generate their own
secondary EM field, which can be detected by the receiver,
together with the primary field that travels through the air;
consequently, the overall response of  the receiver is the
combined effects of  both the primary and the secondary
fields. The degree to which these components differ reveals
important information about the geometry, size and electrical
properties of  any sub-surface conductors [Reynolds 1997].

EM induction methods use ground responses to the
propagation of  EM waves to detect electrical conductivity
variations. Some environmental applications of  these
methods are, for example, the detection of  landfills,
unexploded ordnances, buried drums, trenches boundaries,
and contaminant plumes [McNeill 1980a, McNeill 1980b,
Tyagi et al. 1983a, Tyagi et al. 1983b, McNeill 1994, Jordant
and Costantini 1995, Won et al. 1996, Bernstone and Dahlin
1997, McNeill 1997, Witten et al. 1997, Won et al. 1997,
Wisèn et al. 1999, Huang and Won 2000, Norton and Won
2001, Huang and Won 2003a, Huang and Won 2003b, Huang
and Won 2003c, Huang and Won 2004].

This FDEM survey was carried out using a GSSI GEM
300 instrument, which is suitable equipment for the
simultaneous measuring of  up to 16 user-defined frequencies
between 330 Hz and 20,000 Hz. As it works in
multifrequency mode, it is possible to obtain not only a
detailed underground map, but also information at different
depths; indeed, the penetration depth of  the electromagnetic
signal into the subsurface is inversely proportional to the
frequency. The secondary field measured by the receiver coil
of  the FDEM sensor is divided into in-phase and quadrature
components that are expressed as percentage intensities of
the signals relative to the primary-field strength. Note that
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this instrument is no longer in production, as it has now been
replaced by the GSSI Profile EMP 400.

This FDEM survey was carried out along profiles that
were north-northwest to south-southeast oriented, 20-m
long, and at a distance of  2 m apart, to cover an area of  400 m2.
The data were acquired along each profile in steps of  1 m,
working continuously at the frequencies of  1,925, 2,675,
3,725, 5,125, 7,125, 9,875, 13,725 and 19,025 Hz. Figure 4a
shows the in-phase component map at these selected
frequencies. Here, a monopolar anomaly can be seen that
shows up more and more clearly with the decrease in
frequency, and so with the increase in the penetration depth
of  the EM signal; this anomaly is associated with the buried
steel drums. Figure 4b shows the quadrature component
maps that describe the terrain conductivity variations at the
different frequencies. As can be seen, the in-phase response is
more sensitive to the buried steel drums, relative to the
quadrature component of  the induced magnetic field, which
is linearly related to the ground conductivity [McNeill 1983,
Dahlin and Jeppsson 1995]. In all of  the maps shown in
Figure 4b, a sharp distinction is seen between a resistive zone
on the left side of  each map –– corresponding to the highest
part of  the study area –– and a conductive zone on the right
side of  each map –– corresponding to the lowest part of  the
test area. This conductivity/resistivity variation is probably
linked to the soil moisture variations that themselves are
related to the valley slope, and the effects are most visible at
high frequencies. The effects associated with the steel drums
are also seen in these maps.

The monopolar signature of  the electromagnetic
anomaly allows the better locating of  the underground
position of  the steel drums than the dipolar signature of  the
magnetic anomaly. As magnetic anomalies are inherently
dipolar in nature, the target is thus commonly located at the
slope, rather than at the peak, of  an anomaly. In contrast, it
can be shown theoretically by forward modeling that an EM
anomaly is almost monopolar, and centered directly above
the target; consequently, this is easier to interpret than
dipolar magnetic anomalies [Won et al. 1996].

It is very interesting to compare the data obtained by
the FDEM induction survey with those of  the ERT: in the
first case, the variations in the terrain conductivity and the
buried steel drums were evident; in the second case, the
measurements have only revealed the variations in the
resistivity of  the subsoil. The presence of  the steel drums
was not enough to lower the resistivity values in the subsoil.
Resistivity measurements are possible if  there is a resistivity
contrast between the target and the hosting terrain. This also
depends on the volume related to the depth and the
electrode space. Instead, the EM measurements refer more
to the absolute value of  resistivity than to its contrast.

McNeill [1980a, 1980b] provided a deep discussion of  the
physical principles for the mapping of  the electrical

conductivity of  the ground by applying magnetically induced
currents at low frequencies. Our present study has confirmed
that some benefits can be gained from working at low values
of  induction number. These benefits include fine conductivity
resolution, considerable reduction in the manpower
necessary to perform the conductivity measurements, and
simplified calculation of  the layered Earth response.

One point should be clearly underlined when these
types of  measurements are performed for the mapping of
the geology of  a terrain: these devices probe just the
electrical conductivity. If  the conductivity does not depend
substantially on the geological environment, or even if  other
factors other than the geology affect the conductivity, the
data from such measurements would be difficult to interpret
and understand.

In our case here, the geoelectrical method (ERT) does
not allow the discrimination of  the clayey-sandy ground from
the buried steel drums, as the conductivity measurements are
performed using only the current flow. Instead, the FDEM
method can identify an anomaly due to the conductivity, as
this method is based on the interactions of  an EM wave
with the conductor body.

5. Conclusions
In this study, we have investigated the responses of  some

geophysical techniques for the detection of  buried steel drums.
Twelve empty steel drums were buried in clayey-sandy ground
to simulate the actual burying of  potentially toxic waste. On
this test site, we carried out a magnetometric survey, ERT
with different arrays, and a FDEM induction survey.

The ERT measurements were realized to determine
whether these metal drums can change the characteristics of
the resistivity of  the soil where they are buried, as this terrain
has low resistivity values that will be similar to those that are
likely to be found in an urban-waste dump.

On the basis of  both the geological characteristics of  the
test area and the results obtained from the various surveys, we
can see that the magnetometric and FDEM induction
methods can detect the steel drums buried in the subsurface:
indeed, the target was indicated by a dipolar anomaly in the
former case, and by a monopolar anomaly in the latter case.
These methods were also carried out in less time, and with
fewer operators needed. The ERT only detected changes in
some of  the physical properties of  the terrain, and in
particular, an increase in the electrical resistivity. These
changes are associated with the digging operations and/or the
empty steel drums. The FDEM induction survey was probably
the optimum survey type, as this gave the best results for the
locating of  the buried drums (in addition to the magnetic
methods that are commonly used in such studies) and the
detection of  the soil-conductivity variations. At the same time,
the varying of  the frequencies can provide information on the
target depth. However, the EM instruments with fixed
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intercoil spacing achieve a depth of  investigation that is less
than that obtained by the magnetic method.

Acknowledgments. The authors would like to thank Dr. Massimo
Chiappini who prepared the test site, Geostudi Astier S.r.l. for
measurements by the GEM 300, and Dr. Andrea Morucci for the magnetic
and geoelectrical measurements.

References
Barrows, L. and J.E. Rocchio (1990). Magnetic surveying for

buried metallic objects, Ground Water Monit. Rev., 10 (3),
204-211.

Bernstone, C. and T. Dahlin (1988). Can resistivity be used to
locate heavy metal contaminated soils?, In: Proceedings
of  the 4th Meeting on Environmental and Engineering
Geophysics, Barcelona, Spain, September 1988, 69-72.

Bernstone, C., T. Dahlin and P. Ulriksen (1996). Geophysical
Mapping and Monitoring of  Waste Deposits (Literature
study), AFR report 146, ISSN 1102-6944, Swedish Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency, Stockholm, 27 pp.

Bernstone, C. and T. Dahlin (1997). DC resistivity mapping
of  old landfills: two case studies, Eur. J. Engin. Environ.
Geophys., 2, 121-136.

Bernstone, C. (1998). Environmental investigations using high
resolution DC resistivity, Licentiate thesis, AFR-report
189, LUTVDG/TVTG-1009, ISBN 91-628-2904-1, Dept.
of  Geotechnology, Lund University, 88 pp.

Bernstone, C., T. Dahlin, T. Ohlsson and W. Hogland (2000).
DC resistivity mapping of  internal landfill structures: Two
pre-excavation surveys, Environ. Geol., 39 (3-4), 360-371.

Bevan, B.W. (1983): Quantitative magnetic analysis of  landfill,
Geosight Technical Report #1.

Breiner, S. (1973). Applications manual for portable magne-
tometers. Geometrics, 395 Java Drive, Sunnyvale, Cali-
fornia, 58 pp.

Chianese, D., M. D'Emilio, M. Bavusi, V. Lapenna and M. Mac-
chiato (2006). Magnetic and ground-probing radar mea-
surements for soil pollution mapping in the industrial
area of  Val Basento (Basilicata Region, southern Italy): a
case study, Environ. Geol., 49 (3), 389-404.

Cochran, J.R. and K.E. Dalton (1995). Using high-density mag-
netic and electromagnetic data for waste characterization,
a case study, in Proceedings of  the Symposium on the Ap-
plication of  Geophysics to Engineering and Environ-
mental Problems (SAGEEP), R. S. Bell (Editor),
Environmental and Engineering Geophysical Society
(EEGS), Orlando, Florida, p. 117.

Dahlin, T. and H. Jeppsson (1995). Geophysical investigations
of  a waste deposit in southern Sweden, In: Proceedings
of  SAGEEP '95, edited by R.S. Bell, EEGS, April 1995, Or-
lando, Florida, 97-105.

Dahlin, T. (1996). Two-dimensional resistivity for ground-
water and environmental applications, In: Proceedings of
the International Congress on the Environment/Climate

(ICE-96), March 1996, Rome, Italy, p. 1.
Dahlin, T. and C. Bernstone (1997). A roll-along technique

for 3D resistivity data acquisition with multi-electrode
array, In: Proceedings of  SAGEEP, edited by R.S. Bell,
EEGS, March, 1997, Reno, Nevada, 2, 927-935.

Dahlin, T. and M.H. Loke (1997). Quasi-3D resistivity imaging:
mapping of  3D structures using two dimensional DC re-
sistivity technique, In: Proceedings of  the 3rd Meeting of
EEGS, September 1997, Aarhus, 143-146.

Dahlin, T. (2001). The development of  DC resistivity imaging
techniques, Comput. Geosci., 27 (9), 1019-1029.

Daniels, J.J., R. Roberts and M. Vendl (1995). GPR for the de-
tection of  liquid contaminants, J. Appl. Geophys., 33 (1-3),
195-207.

Emerson, D.W., J.E. Reid, D.A. Clark, M.S.C. Hallett and P.B.
Manning (1992). The geophysical responses of  buried
drums – field tests in weathered Hawkesbury Sandstone,
Sydney Basin, NSW, Explor. Geophys., 23 (4), 589-617.

Eskola, L., R. Puraner and H. Soininen (1999). Measurement
of  magnetic properties of  steel sheets, Geophys. Prospect.,
47 (4), 593-602.

Finotti, F., F. Fischanger, V. Iliceto, G. Morelli and F. Zandonai
(2004). Tomografia elettrica 3D dell'Area Test Bosco della
Città, Rovereto (TN), In: Atti del Workshop in Geofisica,
Museo Civico di Rovereto, 10 dicembre 2004 (in Italian).

Fischanger, F., G. Morelli, D.J. LaBrecque and M. Occhi (2007).
Monitoring resins injection with 3D Electrical Resistivity
Tomography (ERT) using surface and multi-borehole
electrode arrays, In: Proceedings of  SAGEEP 20th Annual
meeting, edited by R.S. Bell, EEGS, Denver.

Foley, J.E. (1994). STOLM TM Magnetic survey at Sandia Na-
tional Laboratory Technical area 2, In: Proceedings of  SA-
GEEP, edited by R.S. Bell and C.M. Lepper, March 27-31,
1994, Boston, Massachusetts, 895-907.

Furness, P. (2001). A note on magnetic modelling with rema-
nence, J. Appl. Geophys., 48 (4), 257-261.

Furness, P. (2002). The magnetic field of  steel drums, J. Appl.
Geophys., 51 (2-4), 63-74.

Furness, P. (2007). Modelling magnetic fields due to steel drum
accumulation, Geophys. Prospect., 55 (5), 737-748.

Gibson, P.J., P. Lyle and D.M. Gorge (1996). Environmental
applications of  magnetometry profiling, Environ. Geol.,
27 (3), 178-183.

Gilkenson, R.H., S.R. Gorin and D.E. Laymon (1992). Appli-
cation of  magnetic and electromagnetic methods to metal
detection, In: Proceedings of  SAGEEP, edited by R.S. Bell,
EEGS, April 26-29, 1992, Oakbrook, Illinois, 309-328.

Godio, A., M.C. Zanetti and L. Giordanetto (1999). Geophys-
ical site investigation for "landfill mining", In: Processings
Sardinia 99, Seventh International Waste Management
and Landfill Symposium, October 4-8, 1999, S. Marghe-
rita di Pula, Cagliari, Italy, 4, 587-594.

Godio, A. (2000). Magnetic data interpretation in an industrial

MARCHETTI AND SETTIMI

112



113

waste landfill, Annals of  Geophysics, 43 (2), 297-307.
Hamzah, U., M.A. Ismail and A.R. Samsudin (2009). Geoelec-

trical Resistivity and Ground Penetrating Radar Techni-
ques in the Study of  Hydrocarbon-Contaminated Soil,
Sains Malaysiana, 38 (3), 305-311.

Huang, H. and D.A. Keiswetter (1997). Comparison of  mag-
netic and electromagnetic data for underground structures,
J. Environ. Eng. Geophys., 2 (2), 115-126.

Huang, H. and I.J. Won (2000). Conductivity and susceptibil-
ity mapping using broadband electromagnetic sensors,
Environ. Eng. Geophys., 5 (4) 31-41.

Huang, H. and I.J. Won (2003a). Real-time resistivity sounding
using a hand-held broadband electromagnetic sensor,
Geophysics, 68 (4), 1224-1231.

Huang, H. and I.J. Won (2003b). Detecting metal object in mag-
netic environments by broadband electromagnetic meth-
od, Geophysics, 68 (6), 1877-1887.

Huang, H. and I.J. Won (2003c). Characterization of  UXO-like
targets using broadband electromagnetic induction sen-
sors, IEEE Trans. Geosci. Remote Sens., 41 (3), 652-663.

Huang, H. and I.J. Won (2004). Electromagnetic detection of
buried metallic objects using quad-quad conductivity,
Geophysics, 69 (6), 1387-1393.

Jordant, E. and D. Costantini (1995). The use of  Non-Invasive
electromagnetic (EM) techniques for focusing environ-
mental investigations, in Grounds Conductivity Meters
for Environmental Site Evaluation, Geonics Limited (Edi-
tor), Ontario, Canada, 4-9.

Lillo, F.J, D. Gomez-Ortiz, T. Martin-Crespo, F. Carreno, I.
De Bustamante and P.L. Lopez (2009). Using electrical re-
sistivity tomography (ERT) to evaluate the infiltration in
land application systems. A case study in the Carriòn de
los Céspedes wastewater treatment plant (Seville, Spain),
Desalin. Water Treat., 4 (1-3), 111-115.

Loke, M.H. and R.D. Barker (1996). Practical techniques for
3D resistivity surveys and data inversion, Geophys. Pros-
pect., 44 (3), 499-523.

Loke, M.H. (1999). Electrical imaging survey for environment-
al and engineering studies, Technical Notes; http://www.
terrajp.co.jp/lokenote.pdf.

Marchetti, M., A. Meloni and M. Pirro (1995). Indagine ma-
gnetometrica per l'individuazione di fusti metallici sepolti
in un'area di discarica, In: Atti del XIV Convegno Consiglio
Nazionale delle Ricerche (CNR) - Gruppo Nazionale di
Geofisica della Terra Solida (GNGTS), Roma, 535-544
(in Italian).

Marchetti, M., M. Chiappini and A. Meloni (1996). Anoma-
lie magnetiche generate da fusti metallici: gli effetti pro-
dotti da un singolo fusto, In: Atti XV Convegno Nazio-
nale CNR-GNGTS, Roma, 5-12 (in Italian).

Marchetti, M. (1997). Applicazioni della magnetometria alle
problematiche ambientali, in particolare alle discariche,
Geologia dell’ambiente, periodico della Società Italiana

di Geologia Ambientale, 4, 20-23 (in Italian).
Marchetti, M. and A. Meloni (1997). Ricerca di corpi metal-

lici sepolti con tecniche magnetometriche. Una breve ras-
segna, In: Atti XVI Convegno Nazionale CNR-GNGTS,
Roma (in Italian).

Marchetti, M., M. Chiappini and A. Meloni (1998). A test site
for magnetic detection of  buried steel drums, Annals of
Geophysics, 41 (3), 491-498.

Marchetti, M. (2000). Anomalie magnetiche in aree di disca-
rica: una breve rassegna, In: Atti XIX Convegno Nazionale
CNR-GNGTS, Roma (in Italian).

Marchetti, M., L. Cafarella, D. Di Mauro and A. Zirizzotti
(2002). Ground magnetometric survey and integrated
geophysical methods for solid buried waste detection: a
case study, Annals of  Geophysics, 45 (3-4), 563-573.

McNeill, J.D. (1980a). Electromagnetic terrain conductivity
measurement at low induction numbers. Technical Notes
TN6, Geonics Limited (Editor), Ontario, Canada.

McNeill, J.D. (1980b). Principles and application of  time do-
main electromagnetic techniques for resistivity sounding,
Technical Notes TN27, Geonics Limited (Editor), Onta-
rio, Canada.

McNeill, J.D. (1983). Use of  EM31 in phase information, Tech-
nical Notes TN-11, Geonics Limited (Editor), Ontario,
Canada.

McNeill, J.D. (1994). Use of  Electromagnetic Methods for
Groundwater Studies, in Geotechnical and Environmen-
tal Geophysics, Stanley H. Ward (Editor), Society of  Ex-
ploration Geophysicists Investigations, Tulsa, Oklahoma,
Review and Tutorial, 1, 147-190.

McNeill, J.D. (1997). The application of  electromagnetic tech-
niques to environmental geophysical surveys, Geological
Society (Editor), London, Engin. Geol. Spec. Pub., 12,
103-112.

Morelli, A., G. Morelli, P. Chiara, A. Pacchini and F. Fischanger
(2004). Characterization of  complex archaeological sites
using 3D electrical Resistivity Tomography, In: Procee-
dings of  SAGEEP 17th Annual Meeting, edited by R.S.
Bell, Colorado Spring.

Morucci, A. (2003). Prospezioni geofisiche integrate per l'in-
dividuazione di fusti metallici sepolti: realizzazione di un
"test-site" a Torrita Tiberina (RM), Degree Thesis, Aca-
demic Year 2002-2003, Faculty of  Mathematical, Physical
and Natural Science, University of  Rome «La Sapienza»
(in Italian).

Nasser, A., E. Mazzini and A.R. Bernardi (2003). Use of  high
resolution 2D electrical resistivity tomography for land-
slide investigation, In: 4th European Congress on Region-
al Geoscientific Cartography and Information System,
June 17-20, 2003, Bologna, Italy, 1, 64-66.

Norton, S.J. and I.J. Won (2001). Identification of  buried unex-
ploded ordnance from broadband electromagnetic induction
data, IEEE Trans. Geosci. Remote Sens., 39 (10), 2253-2261.

INTEGRATED GEOPHYSICAL MEASUREMENTS



Ogilvy, R., P. Meldrum and J. Chambers (1999). Imaging of
industrial waste deposits and buried quarry geometry by
3D resistivity tomography, Eur. J. Engin. Environ. Geo-
phys., 3, 103-113.

Ogilvy, R., P. Meldrum, J. Chambers and G. Williams (2002).
The use of  3D electrical Resistivity Tomography to char-
acterise waste and Leachate distribution within a closed
landfill, Thriplow, UK, Eur. J. Engin. Environ. Geophys.,
7 (11), 11-18.

Orlando, L. and E. Marchesi (2001). Georadar as a tool to iden-
tify and characterize solid waste dump deposits, J. Appl.
Geophys., 48 (3), 163-174.

Pierce, D. and J. De Reamer (1993). Geophysical investigation
for buried drums: a case study, In: Proceedings of  SAGEEP,
edited by R.S. Bell and C.M. Lepper, EEGS, San Diego,
California, 229-244.

Ravat, D. 1996. Magnetic properties of  unrusted steel drums
from laboratory and field magnetic  measurements, Geo-
physics, 61 (5), 1325-1335.

Reynolds, J.M. (1997). An introduction to applied and envi-
ronmental geophysics, John Wiley & Sons Ltd., Chichester,
England, 565-566.

Roberts, R.L., W.J. Hinze  and D.I. Leap (1990). Data enhance-
ment procedures on magnetic data from landfill investi-
gations, edited by S.H. Ward, Soc. Expl. Geophys., Geo-
tech. Environ. Geophys, 261-266.

Ruffell, A. and B. Kulessa (2009). Application of  Geophysical
Techniques in Identifying Illegally Buried Toxic Waste,
Environ. Forensics, 10 (3), 196-207.

Schlinger, C.M. (1990). Magnetometer and gradiometer sur-
veys for detection of  underground storage tanks, Bull.
Assoc. Eng. Geol., 27 (1), 37-50.

Sheinker, A., L. Frumkis, B. Ginzburg, N. Salomonski and B.Z.
Kaplan (2009). Magnetic Anomaly Detection Using a
Three-Axis Magnetometer, IEEE T. Magn., 45 (1), 160-167.

Ting-Nien, W. and H. Yi-Chu (2006). Detection of  Illegal Dump
Deposit with GPR: Case Study, Practice Periodical of  Haz-
ardous, Toxic, and Radioactive Waste Management, 10
(3), 144-149.

Tyagi, S., A.E. Lord Jr. and R.M Koerner (1983a). Use of  a
very-low-frequency electromagnetic method at 9.5 kHz
to detect buried drums in sandy soil, J. Hazard. Mater., 7
(4), 353-373.

Tyagi, S., A.E. Lord Jr. and R.M Koerner (1983b). Use of  a
proton precession magnetometer to detect buried drums
in sandy soil, J. Hazard. Mater., 8 (1), 11-23.

Vogelsang, D. (1994). Environmental Geophysics. A Practi-
cal Guide, Springer-Verlag Eds., Harcover, 1916 pp.

Wisèn, R., T. Dahlin and C. Bernstone (1999). Resistivity and
Inductive Electromagnetics for Delineation Studies of
Leakage from Waste Deposit in Southern Sweden, In:
Procs. 5th Meeting of  the European Association for En-
vironmental and Engineering Geophysics, 5-9 September

1999, Budapest, p. 2.
Witten, A.J., I.J. Wom and S.J. Norton (1997). Subsurface im-

aging with broadband electromagnetic induction, Inverse
Probl., 13 (6), 1621-1639.

Won, I.J., D.A. Keiswetter, G.R.A. Field and L.C. Sutton (1996).
GEM-2: a new multi-frequency electromagnetic sensor,
Eur. J. Engin. Environ. Geophys., 1 (2), 129-137.

Won, I.J., D.A. Keiswetter, D. Hanson and T. Hall (1997). GEM-3:
A mono-static broadband electromagnetic induction sen-
sor, Eur. J. Engin. Environ. Geophys., 2 (1), 27-40.

*Corresponding author: Marco Marchetti,
Istituto Nazionale di Geofisica e Vulcanologia – INGV, Rome, Italy;
email: marco.marchetti@ingv.it.

© 2011 by the Istituto Nazionale di Geofisica e Vulcanologia. All rights
reserved.

MARCHETTI AND SETTIMI

114


