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l - DESCRIPTION OF WORK 

This study examines and rates alternative methods of treating 
contaminated bottom sediments, and recommends a program of 
work to evaluate seleoted procesSes with high potential. 

The full terms of reference defining the scope of the study 
are given in Appendix II. 7 

I? w“
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2 — BACKGROUND AND APPROACH' 

The potential for treatment of contaminated bottom sediments 
by dredging and removal was examined in a previous study 
,(Acres l972)l. This study indiCated that the environmental 
impact of dredging operations to improve navigation can be 
reduced; and that there is a possibility of using planned 
dredging fOr the specific purpose of improving the'environf 
‘ment ($.3Bjork l972)2. The.cost involved in removal of conta- 
minated sediments and their deposition in a manner that would 
not cause subsequent pollution is, however, high.- So would 
‘be the cost of permanently covering the contaminated sediment K 

with a stable layer of imported material. As an alternative' 
to the7above, the study recommended further investigation i 

into the treatment of contaminated sediment in situ, 

In the-present study, which emphasized in situ methods of 
treatment, it is recognized that Contaminated sediments can 
cause or accentuate many different environmental problems

‘ 

(Ku & Foess‘1973)3, therefore, partiCular attention is placed 
on basic methods that are broadly applicable to-a Variety of 
conditions. The complexity of treatment of a wide range of 
contaminants and-their-separate and.synergistic relationShips 
to natural water Chemistry, however, will require additional 
consideration to be given to individual cases. 

The report is divided into two parts. In the first, basic 
treatment processes are rated and a selection made of those 
proceSses that merit further evaluation. In the seCond, a. 
laboratory test and field program.is recommended for the 
technical-evaluation of these selected processes.
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The principal recommendations made in the report are: 

(a) 

IKb) 

(C) 

(d) 

(e) 

‘ Where contaminated sediments are underlain by clean 
.sedimentary depOsits, contamination cf the water body 
can be retarded by progressive turnOVer by dredging so 
that the contaminated material is covered by the clean_ 
sedimentary deposit. 

This method of treatment is applicable in a VarieEY of 
~\situati0ns}' Laboratory tests should be made in aguaria 
TtQ-determine its chemical and biological potential, and 
-the results correlated, if poSsible, with field tests. 
I.If'the method.pr0ves effective pilOt tests could be used 
for process deVelopment.g 

Treatment of heavy metal-contaminated sediments by
_ 

chemical stabilization could prove to be both economical 
and effective in reducing contamination of the surround— 
ing'Waterybody. 

Chemical stabilization by anion exchange of hydrogen
I 

sulphide adsorbed to an anion exchange support could 
reduCe soluble release of many heaVy metal ions; The 
pr0cess of hydrogen sulphide adsorption shonld be de- 
veloped by laboratory tests, and the treated materials 
Itested in agnaria to determine their effectiveneSS. 

If the method proVes effective, and correlates With field 
Itest data, pilot tests would be in ord'er'1 

v Progress_of.research and development on other methods of 
treatment, such as agglomeration and on—barge oxidation 
itechniques,_should be kept under obserVation_for uSe in 
-Special conditions.



3,- RATING AND SELECTION OF 1"""BASIC'TREATMENT PROCESSES 

3.1 — Summary' 

The proCedure used to select basic treatment processes with 
potential that could merit further_evaluation is based on: 

v” 

5(a)' Adoption of six nearly independent considerations as 
Criteria to be used in judging the merits of basiCG“ 
treatment processes. 

(b). The weighting of these_criteria to reflect the relative 
‘importance Of each Criterion. 

(c) _Assigning to each process a separate rating (0 e 4) 
pertaininto each of the criteria. Zero being the3<“ 
most favorable rating.

' 

AS not all criteria merit equal weight in the selectionW 
‘process, each is_given_a weight reflecting its relative 
importance. The‘six criteria and the weights assigned 

Ito them are_given below: 

Criteria . iWeight 

Shorteterm releases to water column 
_ 

0-1 
Long—term releases to water column 0-5 
Effect on Benthic'DeVelopment , 0.5 
Flexibility of Operati0n~ . 

'1 0.2 
Required Tedhnical'DeVelopment' 

I 

0.5 
cost1 ‘ 

‘. 
. 

~ 
' ’ 

» 1.0
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Four basic processes are considered:‘ 

- Agglomeration 
Turnover 
Chemical Stabilization in situ 
Dredging, Processing and Replacing , 

A compariSOn is made for two very dissimilar conditions-that 
are known to occur in the Great Lakes. 

‘ 

I

L 

(a) A silt-sand material in oxygenated water with release 
_ 

Of heavy metals to the food chain,7‘ 
'

‘ 

(b) A thick industrial harbor deposit With high concentras 
tions of hydrocarbons and industrial wastes of recent 
origin. .

a 

Comparative ratings, given in Tables 1 and 2,_indicaté that. 
'for the above cOnditions consideration shOuld be given to 
further evaluation of in situ chemiCal stabilizatiOn of sedi— 
ments contaminated by heavy metals, and to perfeCting methods 
of oVerturning heavily contaminated harbor deposits so that 
they-can be effectively.sealed, using the original uncontami- 
nated material directly belOw them; 

V 

‘ 

I

' 

The weights given to the various criteria favor processes w 

feasible with preSent technology and capable of direct imple; 
mentation.“The.weighting system selected; however, must,not 
‘be allowed to stop development-of Other processes Such as 
agglomeration‘or sophisticated dredging techniques; that have 
more specialiZed applications;
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3.2 — Criteria and Rating System' 

As outlined in the preceding summary, six considerations were 
selected as criteria to be examined in choosing basic treat—' 
ment proceSses; 

The.following paragraphs_give the baSis upon which the six a 

criteria were selected, and considerations that were'taken- 
into account in establishing a rating under each criteriod;‘ 

(a) Short—Term Release 
tO'Water'Column 

In most cases, if the sediment is_disturbed_or mixed_ 
with the overlying water, some of the contaminant can 
be released from the surface of the sediment particles 
tor the interstitial water. In‘rating treatment processes, 
each process is considered from the point of View of the 
mixing likely to take place before final stabilization.- 
in establishing a Process rating for this criterion, ac—. 
count must also be given to the role of the redox potential 
in minimizing the release of soluble phosphorus during 
the mixing period. 

A rating of zero.(0), under this criterion,-would entail 
no disturbance of the surface layer, two (2), the removal 
'of the surface layer by controlled dredging,’and, four (4). 
complete mechanical mixing to stimulate rapid decomposi-_ 
tion of the contaminant.l
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Long-Term Release 
to water column 

The release of contaminants from treated bottOm sediments 
will be modified by the chemical and physical changes 
that occurred during the treatment process. 

Generally, longéterm releases in undisturbed sediments 
.mare controlled by the diffusion rate in the interstitial 
Water (Stumm & Chen)4. Also, as the sediment consoli€ 

'Vdates, further releases can occur by displacement ofithe 
interstitial water. Wave and_ship action in shallOw”# 
water can reSult in the periodic mixing of'sedimentSV‘ 
with resultant contaminant release. 

The role of micro—organisms as agents of methylation is 
an extremely important one. Through their activities; 
heavy metals such as mercury are released from the'sedi— 
ments in a form which is utilizable by other Organisms. 
In addition, higher organisms can cause vertical trans- 
fer of contaminants by physical movements. For example,‘ 
tubificid undulations, diffusion through rooted plants 
and the feeding activities of forage fish. 

In_rating a treatment process the following factors are 
.taken into consideration: 

(i)_ Change in chemical stability and concentration 
of contaminants in the surface layer. 

-(ii) IChange in stability against physical disturbanCe. 

(iii) 'Consolidation of sediment after initial settlement..
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’(C) 

.(d)'

I 

A rating of four (4) would entail no Change in thehrate 
-of long-term release;.and-zero (0); complete removal or 
~permanent Stabilization of the contaminant; intermediate 
numbers being used to index rates of release between 
these two limits. 

v Effect on Benthic Fauna 

Treatment of the contaminated sediment_can result in 
modification to the benthic fauna, and may be undertaken 
for this purpOSes; ‘For instance, treatment that Caused 

‘ bias toward pollutant tolerant species; such as tubificids' 
or some chironomids, would be judged undesirable because' 
it restricts the full development of benthic'faunam 

Treatment that encouraged an increase in the number of 
species, including those less tolerant to IOW;oXygen 
condition, would be rated beneficial to the benthic 
fauna. 

The rating of zero (0), under this criterion; indicates 
.a wide diversity of-sPecies, and four (4) indicates con-- 
ditions that.would not support-any form of benthic fauna.

\ 

Flexibility to Operate under a 
Range of Environmental ConditiOns 

The methods eXamined in this report for treating contami~ 
Inated bottom sediments pertain to Open water conditions; 

.\ V



(e). 

Additional site factors that could influence the choice 
of methOd; or restrict its use to specific conditions 
only. are: 

(i), Depth of water 
(ii) Exposure to waves and currents 

(iii) Obstruction to navigation 
(ivf' ProximitY"of structures 
.(v) .Mechanical'strength of the Sediment 

The method of treatment selected for_further investigae 
tions Should'be applicable to a Variety of site conditions. 

A-rating of zero (0) under this criterion implies that the 
same equipment, with minor modifications could be applied 
in all situatiOns. Four (4) implies that a number of‘

‘ 

separate types of equipment are required to utilize the 
' method under a variety of,conditions found in Canadian 
lakes_and sloilowi g rivers; 

Required.TeChnica1 
Development“- 

"There are obvious merits in any approach that uses only 
7 existing equipment. The deVelopment, manufacture and 
use of new equipment_entails costs and uncertainties in 
design, training and contractural prOcedures. Treatment' 
processes that in part emploY standard compdnents are to 
fhe preferred over thOSe that require special equipment. 
’that is normally not in continued demand. 

In rating processes under this criterion, zero (0) implies 
no equipment_development, and fOur (4), the complete

’ 

design and development of new equipment.
\
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(f)‘*COSt~ 
Experience has'shOWn that the_range of cost of treatment 
Ivaries widely. Oxygenation of a thin layer of contamina— 
ted sediments in a Small bay or lake can be effected for 
a cost_of about $10;000'per square kilometre. ver

I 

$l}000,600 per square kilometre has been spent on inplant 
‘treatment of_a heavily-contaminated'sédiment. Some 
typical COStS for unit_operations relating to dredging

. 

:‘andgigplant'OPeration have already been published (Acres 
1972)-. . 

' 

- 

" 
v 

. 

- - 
'y” ‘5i 

"i grating the cost criteriOn of treatment, zero (0) 

implies negligible direct costs, reliance being plaCed 
on the natural proceSS of oxygenation once the source of 
pollution=is.stopped. Ratings one (1) to four (4), for 

‘the four treatment processes considered, being in the 
order of their incremental cost. pThe cost of-treatment 

vfor any given rating will naturally depend on the degree 
‘_of contamination? the composition and depth of the‘ 
'deposit. 

3.3 - weighting of Criteria. 

The criteria selected for rating basic treatment processes 
were chosen as being independent of each other so that a 

-choice Could be made, either on the basis of one criterion or 
a combination of seyeral. _In most inStances the equal weight 
would not be_giyen to individual ratings under each of the 
six criteria,1



For example, in most Cases the major disbenefit.to any method 
‘of treatment.is its cost, The major.potential benefits of 
treatment of contaminated sediments relate to reducing the 
long-term Contamihation of the water body and improving the 
diVersity of bottom fauna (benthic'develOpment). In_thi$” 
study; therefOre, cost has been given the weight of l.Qf and 
»each of the above two major benefits a weight of 0.5. vReduc— 
-tion of the short—term release of contaminants to the water 
body has been given the leSser weight of 0.1. 

The need for further technical development can have a major ' 

impact on scheduling and the reliability of cost estimates; 
.Rating-under this_¢riterion was also given a weight of 0L5. 
Flexibility of operation, being of lesser importance, was for 
this Study rated at 0.2. 

All the above-weightings are subjective only, but are deemed 
to be representative of weights that would be allocated in. 
many situations when an immediate solution is desirable. 

3,4 4-ProceSSes COnsidered 

Fodr processes were-selected for consideration as-being 
suited to Canadian conditions, and net yet developed through 
use in other countries. The processes are described-in the 
following,paragraphs.



,(a) 

'(b) Turnover 

Egglomeration 

'In this proceSS fine contaminated sedimentsior loose floc 
are treated to form larger particles or pellets that-are 
essentially inert. As presently envisaged; the contami— 
nated material wofild be carefully dredged, and treated 
by one of the following methods: 

‘(i) _Appropriate addition would be mixed with the. 
material to form; on Settlingy_insolublefSOlid‘ 
’particles of appropriate size.' 

(ii). The sediments would be pelletized into larger 
‘V particles which could later be stabilized by'a 

.sUrface coating Of inert material. 

In either caSe, the agglomerate wofild be returned to the 
lake or river bed and spread in an even layer.‘

1 

. In this process contaminated material is buried_under 
_clean_sediments brought up from below. The approach is, 
to trench, partially backfill with contaminated sediments,. 
and cover again with clean material. Equipment is avail; 
able to perform these operations (Acres - Faldi57, but 
'its rate of performance is.limited. ‘The develOPment of 
a continuous process along the lines shown in Figure 3' 

to increase the efriciency and economy of turnover, wOuld 
-be.warranted if the initial investigation indicated that 
the pr0cess is effectiye. 

The_method is mOSt clearly applicable where there is-a’ 
‘readily dredged clean substratnm, under_a_.contaminatedi 
.layer, and the Contaminated sediments are dense and not 
in the form ofla loosefloc.‘
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(C) 

(d) 

ChemicalHStabilization 
. In, situ. _ . n . . . _ 

Chemical or biochemical treatment of the contaminated 
sediments can be done in situ by: 

(i), Spreading or mixing an additive with the conta— 
=.minated material. An example would be the use 
a“sofa treated anion exchange support to-adsorb 
metal"ions. 

(ii) Oxygenation of-the lower layer of water to raise 
its redox'potentialQ This could result in ab- 
sorption of organic materials, and a reduction 
in the solubility of phosphorous compounds. 

(iii) Biological seeding: when the water chemistry is 
favorable,.micro—organiSms can be introduced to 
promote the breakdown of certain contaminants. 

Dredging, Processing 
and’Replacing 

This process is similar to the agglomeration insofar as 
the contaminated material is dredged, treated and re- 
'turned to the lake or river bottom. Processing_is done, 
however; through\a treatment plant to remove the-con: 
taminant.- The contaminant could be removed by rapid 
oxidation or solvent extraction. An appropriate treat— 
ment would have to be designed for each type of prOblem 
sediment. The capital_cost of a treatment-plant witha. 
the required flexibility and throughput would be con- 
siderable_(Everett_197§)8.

I
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The following processes were specifically excluded from con— 
sideration in this study.for the reasons outlined below: 

(i)’ 

’(ii) 

‘(iii) 

(iV) 

'Dredging and removal of Sediments — this had been con- 
Sidered preViOuSly (Acres 1972)1 and a controlled field 
test completed (S. Bjork l972)2. 

-.Covering the sediment with imported clean material 4 

experiments_have been made in Sweden (ACres l972)l; and 
wOrk is continuing on a larger scale in Germany under 
the direction of ProfesSor Ohle6. 

'Sealing the sediment surface - this method could_be: 
expected to have a long-term adverse effect on benthic 

'fgroWEH. 

Reducing the impact of contaminants - this would nor- 
mally be a preliminary to any Consideration of sediment 
treatment, or removal of contaminants by plant harvest— 
ing. The latter approach has been field tested and- 

.equipment developed (S Bjork)2; 

3.5 — Selection of Processes 
for Further EvaatiOn 

Processes with potential warranting further evaluation were 
chosen for rating.under eaCh of the criteria outlined in 
'Section 3.2. Evaluation was made for extreme conditions that 

. occur in the Great Lakes and other conditions that are.common 
in small lakes and'reSerVOirs and_also in some major rivers; 
Continued review is.suggested of all treatment prOceSSes 
‘with.potential[ as their use couldzbe appropriate in special 
conditions.



_

h

- 

- 

"— 

-

-

- 
m

- 
-

—
‘ 

. 

I.” 

‘ 

Vi. 

‘hi

A

A 

“I, 

3;5.l — Extreme Conditions 

Ratings and oVerall comparisons were made for two ex— 
treme conditions that are known to ocCur in the Great 
Lakes: 

A'— A contaminated silt—sand material in oxygenated 
water with release of heavy metals to the food 
chain. 

B -: A thick (>.l metre) industrial harbor deposit with high 
concentratiOns of hydrocarbOns and other industrial 
>wastesl()IlO per'cent organics, )-10 per cent_metalS), 
all of recent origin. ; 

Results of the two comparisons are given in Tables 1 and 
2. Four processes outlined in Section 3;4 were rated, 
and the rating under each criterion was weighted as out- 
lined in Section 3.2 to give a composit overall rating. 
The individual and Composite ratings were used as fol- 
lows for comparison of procesSes; and evaluation of 
their potential for treatment of specific conditions; 

Condition'A 
HeaveetalIcontamination 

_ of Upper Layer in Well— ‘COnSdlidated'Silty-Sand 

The overall rating on Table 1 shows that for Con— 
dition A,-in situ treatment is considered most 
'likely to be successful and eCOnomically feasible. 
A second alternative would be turnover, which could 
be moreQSuitable in locations Where the sediment 

h was not likely to be disturbed by currents-Or wave 
acti0n1‘
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Other reasons for this choice are: 

(i). In situ chemical stabilization and turnover 
' provide potentially the lowest cost alterna- 

tives. '
‘ 

(ii) .Both will restrict long-term contaminant,/ 
releases to acceptable values. 

(iii) Chemical stabilisation will minimize short-- 
i 

term releases of.contaminants, but could t 

have-deleterious effects On benthic-develop4 
‘mentfig " i 

(iv) Turnover, while causing more immediate 
release of contaminants to the water body 
would allow acceptable benthic development 
on clean sediments. 

(v) The technical development required to Vali— 
date either process is within practical 
limits; X 

(vi) The overall cost of in situ chemical stabi+ 
lization is estimated to be less than that 
of turnover. 

Condition B
_ 

Thick Contaminated Deposit in 
Harbor with High.ConCentration of; 
Hydrocarbon'and‘other'Industrial“Wastes 

'The_overall rating on Table 2 indicates that.for 
the deep depdSit of mixed industrial waste, Con— 
dition B, turnover is'most likely to be suCCessful 

inb



,l 

and economically feaSible. Very cOnsiderable 
‘technical development is_required if any other' 
process is considered. .Success of the method, 
however, depends on the availability of suitable 
Uncontaminated sediment under or adjacent to the 
contaminated deposit. Should there be no Such 
vmaterial available, nor a-suitable disposal Site 
.~for-the contaminated material, conSideration would 

,swhave to be given to dredging and on-site treatment, 
probably using two_or more.unit_processes. Agglo— 

' meration or in situ chemical stabilization would 
nOt likely be Successful for a heterogeneous mix- 
ture of contaminants. 

‘It is, therefore, recommended that a laboratory and 
field test program be developed to further examine the 
feasibility, and determine design parameters for treat— 
ment by: 

(a) Turnover'for heterogeneous deposits. 

(b) Chemical stabilization for heavy metal-contaminated 
deposits.*

\ 
3.5.2 - Other Conditions 

Less extreme conditions of sediment contaminatiOn that 
should also be conSidered are:‘ 

(a)' DepOSits with organic contaminants only. 

(b) Hydrocarbon-saturated sediments,
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For the first of these, oxygenation is the treatment 
most commonly employed. Normally, the whole water 
body is aeratedg, but, where this could encourageValgae 
blooms, or other undeSirable conditions, aeration can 
be focuSed on the hypolimnion (Bjork l972)2. 

The second, hydrocarbon—saturated sediments, represents.- 
a more stable condition (U.S. Corps of Engineers)lo[ but 
not neCeSSarily.a more desirable one. Oil-Saturated 
deposits Support little colonization by any organisms;l. 
'However, it has been reported that tubificids Can sur— 
vive in oil-contaminated sediments, and strains Of 

‘ 
bacteria have been found to partially degrade crude oil- 
contaminated depositslz. 

As dredged'oil—contaminated materials cannot generally 
be uSed as fill material, treatment of such deposits, 
if required, might warrant in-plant treatment either 
by solvent extraCtion or oxidation at elevated tempera- 
tures. This could be done at the dredging site, but 
would require extensive equipment development. 

It is therefore recommended that, outSide of the labora— 
tory test program, the behaviour of the reservoirs 
treated by oxygenation should be kept under constant 
review. Other studies currently in progress on the 
underWater degradation of hydrocarbonslll’12 should be 
kept under observation. 

! 3,5,3 - Other Treatment 
'Processesg"' ___T__,_,_____ 

Although further laboratory and field'tests have not 
been.suggested for treatment of contaminated sediments
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by agglomeration, or processing on a barge by rapid 
oxidation or solvent extraction, their use in special 
conditions must not be ignored. 

Development work.now under wayl3 on.solidification 
of phosphate—contaminated_sludge from municipal Sewage _ 

treatment indicates the possibility of economical 
agglomeration if the carbonaceous content does not 
exceed'lé per cent. In such cases the-larger particles 
formed.through the agglomeration proCess could provide 
a more acceptable substrate for aquatic fauna than 
prior to treatment. 

Rapid.oxidation of hydrocarbons and other organic con— 
taminants by incineration is beComing more feasible. 

14 Increased deVelopment of the fluidized bedn as a com- 
bustion system gives stability to the incineration 
.process, and allows it to operate more economically. 

AlSo, as mentioned in Section 3.4(b), much development“ 
work remains to be.done on dredging equipment to maker 
it more suitable for handling of COntaminated materials. 

selection of 
Test ProCedures 

As the processes recommended for.further studies.have not 
been extensiyely used,_small~scale testing is_reguired.to 
determine their feaSibility; “Approximate design parameters 
are also required prior to initiating_largeescalelfield 
Studies.
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'Questions that can be answered in part by small—scale tests. 
are: 

(a)s The release of_material.to the water column.following 
‘treatment.' I 

'

I 

(b) The resistance of the sediments to disturbance by curé 
rents or wave4induced shear. 

(c) VSuitability of-the treated sediments as a habitat for 
various selected invertebrate species; a a 

'

\

\ 

‘ Several approaches are possible:. in situ testing; bench 
testing and various combinations of the two. 'An example of ., , >15_ . ‘in situ testing has been described by Hallberg ‘. This 
method involved regular diving for samples.' The majoryadvani 

_ 

tage of this approach is that samples of undisturbed material 
can be taken. 

A more commOn first approach is to bench test, using aquaria 
containing reconstituted samples of the sediment for the 
‘determination of sediment water reaction. 'This methOd is 
suggested for_the initial studies that are proposed for exa— 
mination of the two selected processes. Also, if required, 
in the laboratory separate tests on the physical stability 
of the treated surface can be run in-a small flume that 
Simulates hydrodynamic shear on the bed, but this is not 
recommended in the initial test program. 

The‘use of aquaria is advantageous in that it facilitates 
sampling and_gives the operator maXimum control over the 
experimental enVironment. It has,weaknesses,.hOWever, in 
that it is possible to only partially simulate the natural 
system and, thereforeAJeXtrapolation'frOm the aquariUm to

\ the lake is potentially misleading.



In aquaria.the effect of treatment on biota can be examined‘ 
by determinations of surviVal and proliferation of selected 
species.5 The same organisms.could_beluSed.to determine a 
‘potential path of contaminant release by meaSurement of its 
concentration within the species' bodies. 

~In addition to periodic measurements in aquaria_pertaining 
directly to the process under examination, data would be' 

- obtained to CharaCteriZe the sediment type, Particular 
parameters that could affect the treatability of sediments' 
are: 

(i) 'Minerology_ 

(ii) Particle size distribntion 

(iii) Ion exchange capacity 

-(iv) Watercontent 

(V) ’Organic content 

(Vi) Elemental analysis 

It is also possible to combine a series of laboratory tests 
with field measurements, thereby increasing the reliability 
of the information obtained.

‘

\



4 — RECOMMENDED 
TEST PROGRAMS 

4.l-- summary‘ 

The objective of the test programs is to determine the feasi— 
'bility of in situ treatment of contaminated sediments to: 

reduCe.the adverse environmental impact. The described pro— 
grams include purely laboratory testing as well as a COmbi- 
nation of laboratory.and field experiments. 

.Two methods of treatment are examined, namely: 

(a) Turnover of heterogeneous deposits. 

(b) Chemical stabilization of heavy metal contaminants.‘ 

,4.l.l — Laboratory 
Test Program 

A flow diagram for the proposed laboratory test program 
is-given in Figure 1. 

'Phase I, which examines treatment by turnover, includes 
tests for contaminant release, physical stability and 
support Of benthic fauna. Using a single sample, the 
Phase I test program could be completed in lo weeks. 

. Phase II, which examines chemical stabilization, re- 
quires a larger test period, as the metal Contaminant 
is traced through the biochemical process. 

The time required to complete both phases is 30 weeks. 
‘The aquaria that would be used for.the test program is



shown-diagramatically in Figure 2. The estimated 
Cost of the proposed test program is $34,500. 

4.1.2 - Combined Laboratory 
and Field Program 

The alternative approach, that of combining the results 
obtained from complementary laboratory and field studies, 

‘lis likely to yield the greatest amount of information, 
and be the most reliable, but involves a conSiderable 
eXpenditure of time and effort to set up and maintain. 
Such an approach is generally deScribed in Appendix IV. 

4.2 - Program of ChemiCal 
Testing in Laboratory 

The following program of sampling, simulation-and chemical 
tests is proposed. 

4.2.1 - Turhover 

(a) Sampling — SUfficient undisturbed cover will be 
L 

taken from the site to charge the aquaria (0.6 
metres square). The cores will extend to at least 
,0.2 metres beyond the zone of contamination. The 
Sample_will be sealed_and regrigerated to prevent 
deterioratiOn. sufficient water will be taken 
from the lake to charge the experimental system. 

(b) 'Simulation of Turnover — The upper 0.15 metres of 
the contaminated.core will be removed, homogenized



' 

(c') 

and screened to remove the invertebrate fauna. 
The contaminated sediment will be placed to a 
thickness of 0.05 metres on the bottom of the 
experimental_vessels in the aquaria (Figure 2), 
and the vessels filled with lake water.- 

The lower Ogl5 metres of uncontaminated core will
M 

then be reded and reworked to break down any, 
Structure. The reworked material will be ejected 
into the water at low velocity and allowed to_ 
settle on separate sets of samples of the contami— , 

nated Sediment to a depth-of O; 0.05 and 0.15 metres 
respectively;. 

Analysis 

(i) Before treatment-—consolidation, compaction 
and other physical tests will be done on 
sediment samples. 

Samples from the top 10 millimetres, 10 e 30 
millimetres and 30 - 100 millimetres will be 
taken, homogenized and analyzedvr C.O.D., 
benZene ektractables, PO41 N, carbon, sulphurf 
pH, Eh, heavy metals, water content and any 
other contaminants considered likely in the 
particular location. Samples of interstitial 
water will be extracted at depths at 5, 10,. 
20 and_65 millimetresygand analysed for the 
same parameters plus B.b.D; iAdditional con— 

.trol samples Will be obtained for biological 
V teSting.
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(ii) 

(iii) 

(iV) 

During the treatment a sample of the 
material to be used for covering the sedi- 
ments will be taken and subjected to the 
same analyses as the underlying sediments. 

Seven days after turnoVer the physical‘ 
‘parameters will be examined, and sediment 
and interstitial water samples will be taken 
from the top and bottom of the cover layer 
and the top 10 millimetres.of the original 
layer.' These will be subjected to the same 
analySes as the original samples. The tests 
-will be repeated after a-further'periOd of 
28,daysn 

In addition_to the above tests the overlying 
water will be sampled before turnover, im- 
mediately after the top layer has settled, 
and at 7 days and_35 days after turnover. 
Analysis will be for B.O.D., P04, N and 
heavy metals. During the period of testing, 
the pH, D.O. and temperature of the over—_ 
lying water_will be maintained constant at 
the values found in the water column at the 
sampling area. Additional water used above 
the sediment samples will be obtained at- 
the time of sampling from the sampling site 
at a height of 1 metre above the bed. 

During the experimental_incubation periOd. 
the aquaria will be_aerated, and the water 
within'them.circulated:toipreventistagnation 
and to maintain water.quality.




