Continuous ambient air monitoring in the frame of HVOC
impacted residues remediation
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Context & Problematics

Context

* On-site remediation by excavation & thermal treatment of industrial

residues

e Residues

residues impacted by HVOC)

Air monitoring methodology

Former tailings (red muds) and Former pond (HVOC’s
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Obiectives:

Verification of the absence of gaseous emanations induced by the
treatment process
» Application of a threshold not to exceed a value of 1 mg/m3 (X HVOCs)

» Verification of the workers’ and oft-site residents' exposure to HVOCs
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Conclusion and limitation
Criteria Activated Carbon Canister Gas Chromatography

- Sampling time perfectly controllable

e Low quantification limits
- Very low quantification limits , S
direct data visualization

Advantages - oftenly used method - Implementation on site very easy o , , o
- 15min time step analysis (real time monitoring)
- Correlation with wind direction and speed
- Implementation requires Fallbratlon and ~ Analysis of DCM not possible
flow verification - o Raa lbration £ " 1
disadvantages - Difficulty to measure DCM - Sampling time Variable (preset by the laboratory) - HPIEmentation REqUITes (alibTation 10T eattl Compout

- Lower PCE concentrations compared to
Canister measurement

Requires thermal insulation and regular on-site maintenance,
equipment non-resistant to high temperatures

X

method used for the monitoring (8h weekly sampling)

X
(continuous monitoring)
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