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3 INTRODUCTION

Pompey is one of the three pilot sites of the NWE-REGENERATIS project. It is a former tailing pond
owned by the EPFGE (Etablissement Public Foncier de Grand Est, Public Real-Estate Company of
Grand Est region). The site has been chosen for two main reasons: (1) it hosted various activities
for iron based alloys production; (2) it was just rehabilitated on surface, and historic documentation
and investigations are done with respect of the French legislation and threshold values. One of the
interest of this site is that it allows testing the REGENERATIS methodologies developed within WPT1
and WPT2 on a site that has already been remediated.

Objectives of the geophysical investigations

Site works provided access to material to perform lab trials and also allowed on-site geophysical
measurements. Geophysical data on site were acquired at two different times: (1) a first electrical
profile, completed by magnetic susceptibility measurements in the trench pit were conducted in
November 2020; (2) Measurements on 5 electrical profiles, 3 seismic profiles, an electromagnetic
map and a magnetic map were led in March 2021. Geophysical methods allow mapping the
variations of geophysical properties that are indirectly linked to the physical and chemical nature of
the formations in place, over the entire surface of the deposit. These methods provide very valuable
and almost continuous information laterally and vertically. However, they are only indirectly linked
with the targeted properties, such as concentration of metallic elements, size the metallic particles...

Objectives of the traditional sampling investigations

In addition, two phases of sampling were handled on site: (1) traditional sampling prior to the
geophysical investigations in fall 2020, within an already-existing pit, from 0 to 2m deep; (2) targeted
sampling after the geophysical investigations in the summer 2021 within 5 selected boreholes, from
0 to 9m deep. Traditional sampling investigations on past metallurgical sites and deposits aims at
characterizing the nature, physical and chemical composition of the wastes at a punctual location.
The combination of the traditional sampling investigations and the geophysical imaging will allow
interpreting in a semi-quantitative approach the geophysical observations, using the chemical and
physical laboratory characterizations of the punctual samples.
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Figure 1 : Map of the Pompey site showing the location of: a) the different geophysical profiling or mapping measurements
and b) the different sampling locations



Objectives of the correlation report

This site-specific correlation report is intended to compare the geophysical results to the traditional
characterization study (samplings, boreholes, etc.) and results. This correlation results will serve as
basis for the establishment of the RAPIDM model for the site.

We will first study the correlation between the different chemical elements for the samples taken on
4 different locations of the site, at various depths from 0 to 9m deep. This will allow us to identify the
main chemical elements present at each depth of the settling pond.

We will then study the correlation between the geochemical results and the geophysical dataset in
order to identify to which chemical elements the electrical resistivity and chargeability are the most
sensitive. We chose to focus on the electrical measurements as they are the ones describing the
most the settling pond both laterally and vertically, and they will also be used to implement the RAPIM
model.

The Pompey site is a former tailing pond from the iron and steel complex of Pompey-Frouard-
Custines, located 10 km North from Nancy (see deliverable DI2.1.1 and Huot, 2013). The steel
complex was active from 1870 to 1986. It is renowned for producing cast iron and special steels,
such as ferromanganese (ferro-alloy rich in manganese). The last blast furnace of the Pompey-
Frouard-Custines iron and steel complex was stopped in 1986. Over time, a forest ecosystem
developed on the former tailing pond. The dike delimiting the site was planted with a curtain of black
locust trees in 1997. The rest of the pond gradually got covered with diversified deciduous
vegetation, more or less dense depending on the area.

The geological substratum of the former tailing pond consists of the Lias marl formations (at 181 m
NGF), which are covered by alluvium from the two rivers, composed of coarse siliceous materials
(sands, gravel and pebbles) at the base over 3 to 6 m surmounted by finer materials (sands, silts
and clays) on 1 to 3 m. These alluvial formations were locally exploited and backfilled with waste
rock and iron and steel by-products.

The depth of the deposits in the basin is estimated at around 10 m. The surface of the former pound
is estimated to 26 000 m?, for a total estimated volume of wastes equal to 260 000 m3.

The waters of the alluvial table would circulate from the channeled Moselle towards the Meurthe,
whose level is lower. The piezometric levels measured in 2002 are 187.5 m NGF upstream (South-
West of the island) and 184 m NGF downstream (East of the island), the basin surface being at
197 m NGF (ANTEA, 2002).

We studied the correlation between pairs of chemical elements (average content) found after the
pXRF analysis in all samples. In order to facilitate the description in the rest of the report, the
associated symbol will be used to describe each chemical element. The symbols for each of the
chemical elements studied are listed in Table 1. There are 31 chemical elements studied.



Symbol Element Symbol Element
Fe Iron Cu Copper

Si Silicon Sr Strontium
Ca Calcium K Potassium
Al Aluminum Vv Vanadium
Mg Magnesium P Phosphorus
Mn Manganese S Sulfur

Ni Nickel Ti Titanium

Cr Chromium Zn Zinc

The geophysical dataset used in this correlation report is describing 3 different geophysical
parameters:

- Electrical resistivity (rho in ohm.m): describes the ability of the underground layers studied
to resist the flow of current applied. It is linked with the movement of free charges in the layers
such as ions in the electrolyte or metallic particles

- Chargeability (M or phi in mV/V): describes the capacity of the underground layers studied
to store charges, i.e. to act like a capacitor. It is linked with the movement of bound charges
in the layers, mostly at the interface between different phases of the medium (e.g. electrical
double layer around the solid grains, polarization of metallic particles...)

- Metal Factor (MF in 1/(ohm.m)): is a parameter that summarizes the variations observed in
terms of electrical resistivity and phase shift. It can be expressed as a ratio between
chargeability M and resistivity rho. Here it is taken as: MF=2000.M/rho

The dataset presented here is extracted from the inverted sections presented in report DI2.2.1. We
extracted the results from the inversion at cells close to the location of the boreholes and for the
different depths at which the samples were taken.For each depth/altitude, we take the mean of the
different inversion cells the closest to each sample location. This extraction allows to directly
compare the geophysical dataset with the chemical elements analysis made on the samples.

4 CORRELATION METHODS USED

Principal component analysis (PCA) is a dimensionality-reduction method that is often used to
reduce the dimensionality of large data sets, by transforming a large set of variables into a smaller
one that still contains most of the information in the large set. The goal is to increase the
interpretability of the dataset and enable the visualization of multidimensional data. To reduce the
dimensionality of the dataset, the data are linearly transformed into a new coordinate system
containing the smallest possible number of artificial variables, called principal components, to
describe (most of) the data. It is commonly used in the study of the variability of large geochemical
datasets (e.g. Grunsky and Smee, 1999; Dempster et al., 2013). The amount of calculated
eigenvalues is equal to the number of variables in our analysis (Reimann et al., 2011), which in our
case is equal to the number of chemical elements with (or without) the geophysical parameters
added (inverted electrical resistivity and chargeability).



Normalization

In order to be able to compare the initial variables between one another, a normalization is needed
in order to: (1) remove units from variables by making them dimensionless, (2) standardize the range
of values for each variable. The standardization consists of removing the mean and scaling the data
so that the variance is equal to one, i.e., subtract the mean of the data and divide by standard
deviation (e.g. Davis, 1973).

Selection of the number of principal components
A common approach in helping to choose the number of principal components (PCs) to keep is:

e The Elbow criterion (or scree plot criterion): A scree plot is a simple line segment plot that
represents the eigenvalues (y-axis) for each individual PC (x-axis). The first component
usually explains much of the variability, the next few components explain a moderate amount,
and the latter components only explain a small fraction of the overall variability. The scree
plot criterion looks for the “elbow” in the curve and selects all components just before the line
flattens out. In other terms, the “elbow” is the point beyond which the remaining eigenvalues
are all relatively small and of comparable size (Jollife 2002, Peres-Neto, Jackson, and
Somers (2005))

If the scree plot curve doesn’t show a clear “elbow”, other approaches to help reduce the number of
PCs are:

e The Kaiser criterion (or eigenvalue criterion 1): Only the PCs whose eigenvalues are
greater than 1 are retained. An eigenvalue > 1 indicates that PCs account for more variance
than accounted by one of the original variables in standardized data. Indeed they represent
the majority of the variance in the dataset.

o Eigenvalue criterion 2: Another criteria based on eigenvalues analysis is to limit the number
of component to that number that accounts for a certain fraction of the total variance, e.g.
70% of the total variance explained.

If too many principal components (more than 3) are kept after applying the different reduction criteria,
PCA might not be the best way to visualize the dataset. Instead, other dimension reduction
techniques can be considered, such as t-SNE and MDS

A Bivariate relationship describes a correlation between two variables. There are two primary
methods to compute a bivariate relationship between two variables:

o Pearson’s method: parametric correlation test
e Spearman and Kendall’s methods: rank-based correlation analysis

The Pearson correlation method is usually used as a primary check for the relationship between two
variables. The coefficient of correlation, is a measure of the strength of the linear relationship
between two variables. It is computed as follow:

_ Cov(x,y)
r= 050y

With g, and o,, the respective standard deviation of x and y

The correlation ranges between -1 and 1. A value of near or equal to O implies little or no linear
relationship between the 2 variables. In contrast, the closer comes to 1 or -1, the stronger the linear
relationship is between the 2 variables.



Here we will use the same correlation method than for the other pilote sites: Pearson’s correlation
coefficient (see DI3.2.3) in order to be able to compare the results between the different sites.

5 CORRELATION BETWEEN CHEMICAL ELEMENTS

5.1.1 Selection of the number of PCs to keep

After calculating the eigenvalues for the 31 principal components, corresponding to the 31 chemical
elements that are evaluated, the different selection criteria were applied (see section 4.1 and below).
The results for the first 15 PCAs are presented in Table 2.

Kaiser’s criterion: we decided to keep only the PCs whose eigenvalues are greater than 2. In our
case, we will retain the first 4 principal components (see Table 2).

Eigenvalue criterion 2: 70% of the total variance is explained by the first 3 principal components
(see Figure 2).

Figure 2 : Cumulative percentage of variance versus the
15th first principal components for the geochemical
dataset

Table 2: Eigen values estimated by the PCA
for the 15th first principal components (PC)
for the geochemical dataset

eigenvalue

percentage of
variance [%]

cumulative percentage
of variance [%]

PC1

13.23

42.66

42.66

PC2

3.72

12.01

54.67

PC3

3.08

9.94

64.61

PC4

2.22

7.17

71.78

PC5

1.37

4.43

76.22

PC6

1.21

3.91

80.13

PC7

1.03

3.32

83.45

PC8

0.86

2.78

86.24

PC9

0.69

2.21

88.45

PC 10

0.58

1.86

90.30

PC11

0.52

1.67

91.98

PC12

0.49

1.58

93.56

PC13

0.40

1.28

94.83

PC14

0.36

1.16

95.99

PC15

0.25

0.79

96.78
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Elbow criterion: The strongest slope break is observed between PC4 and PC5. We thus decided
to place the elbow between these two PCs. According to this criteria, we will retain the first 4 principal
components.
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Figure 3: Scree plot of the 15th first PCs for the geochemical data



According to the 3 selection criteria, 3 or 4 principal components are describing the majority of the
variability of the dataset. In the next section, we will study the first 4 principal components.

5.1.2 PCA results

We look at the contributions of the different chemical elements to the first 4 PCs (see Figure 4). The
red dashed line on the graphs indicates the expected average contribution. If the contribution of the
variables were uniform, the expected value would be 1/length(variables) = 1/31 = 3.2%. For a given
component, a variable with a contribution larger than this cutoff could be considered as important in
contributing to the component.
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Figure 4: Contribution of the first 20th chemical components for the first 4 PCs
According to the results in Figure 4, the main contributions for each PC are:

- PC1: Cu, Pb, Zr, K, Si, Ti, Ca, Sn, Rb, Cd, S, Ag, Th, Sr and Bal
- PC2:V,Cr, Fe, Mn, P, Cl, Ba, Sb

- PC3: Mo, Nb, Al, As, Bal, Si, Bi

- PC4: Ni, Mg, Ag, CI, Nb, Sr, Ca, S, Rb, Bi

These results are only taking into account the dynamics of the variations for each chemical
component, and not their concentrations that might be small for some (e.g. Mo, Nb, V...).

The term variable refers here to the different chemical components that are studied, while the
observations or individuals refers to the results obtained for each sample measured.

The correlation between a variable and a principal component (PC) is used as the coordinates of the
variable on the principal component. The representation of variables differs from that of observations
(also called individuals): observations are represented by their projections, but variables are
represented by their correlations (Abdi and Williams, 2010).
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The graphs presented in Figure 5 are known as the variable correlation graphs. They show the
relationships between all the variables and the PCs studied (PC1 and PC2 for Figure 5 a); and PC3
and PC4 for Figure 5 b)). It can be interpreted as follows:

o Positively correlated variables are grouped together.

o Negatively correlated variables are positioned on opposite sides of the origin of the graph
(opposing quadrants).

o The distance between the variables and the origin measures the quality of representation of
the variables. Variables that are far from the origin are well represented by the studied PCs.

The contributions of the variables in the definition of a given main axis are expressed as a percentage
(also see Figure 4).

e The variables correlated with PC1 (i.e., Dim.1) and PC2 (i.e., Dim.2) are the most important
to explain the variability in the dataset.

o Variables that are not correlated with an axis or that are correlated with the last axes are low-
input variables and can be removed to simplify the overall analysis.

Figure 5 is another way of representing the same results than Figure 4, but for two different
components on the same graph, and in a much more graphic way.

Regarding the contribution to PC1 and PC2, several variables are contributing equaly to the PCs.
Two main groups can be identified:

- Positively correlated variables: Cu, Pb, Ca, Sn, Cd, S, Ag; V, Fe, Mn, Cr
- Negatively correlated variables: Zr, K, Si, Ti, Rb

Regarding the contribution to PC3 and PC4, less variables are contributing to the two PCs. The two
main negatively correlated variables are Mo and Nb.
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Groups can be sorted out when looking at the correlations between the variables in all the 31
principal components. We used the k-means classification algorithm to classify variables into groups
using the PCA results on all the 31 PCs estimated. The clusters returned by the k-means algorithm
are then used to color the variables in the variable correlation graphs. We decided to fix the number
of groups estimated with the k-means algorithm following 3 different observations:
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2 groups (see Figure 6 a)): From the results presented in Figure 5 a), two obvious groups
can be extracted from the data:

1. positively correlated variables with PC1,;

2. negatively correlated variables with PC1

3 groups (see Figure 6 b)): the 1% group of Figure 6 a) includes a wide range of chemical
elements correlated with each other. It is reasonable to expect layers within the settling pond
with less chemical element variety. When using the clustering algorithm for 3 groups, cluster
1 gets splitted into 2 distinct groups:

1. positively correlated variable with PC2;

2. negatively correlated variables with PC2

5 groups (see Figure 6 ¢)): According to the geophysical interpretation (see DI2.2.2),4t0 5
different layers are identified within the entire settling pond. We thus tried to split the results
into 5 different groups to see if some links could be made between the geophysical
interpretation and the PCA results on the geochemical samples.

These results will be applied on the individuals analysis (see section 5.1.2.3).
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We then study the correlations observed between the PCs and the different individuals, i.e. between
the different samples collected at various locations and depths. The individuals are represented by
their projections on the different PCs.

We chose to color the individuals by altitude (Figure 7) and by borehole number (Figure 8) to try to
distinguish spatial and vertical variations of chemical composition within the settling pond.

Link with altitude

Figure 7 presents the individuals correlation graphs colored by altitude for PC1 vs PC2 (Figure 7 a))
and for PC3 vs PC4 (Figure 7 a)).

For PC1 vs PC2, a clear distinction can be made between:

Altitudes > 191 m: most of the points are positively correlated with PC1. The highest
altitudes are also negatively correlated with PC2(group B).
Altitudes <191 m: most of the points are strongly negatively correlated with PC1 (group A)
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For PC3 vs PC4, no clear trend can be observed versus altitude. We observe that group A previously
identified is very weekly correlated to PC3 and PC4.
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Figure 7: Individuals correlation graphs between: a) PC1 vs PC2 ; b) PC3 vs PC4 for individuals colored by altitude (in
m). The PCs are represented with their respective percentage of variance (see Table 2), e.g. PC1 represent 42.7% of the
variance. The number associated for each individual (on top of each point) is the position in the result table of the PCA
analysis (see Appendix 1).

Link with location of the borehole

Figure 8 presents the individuals correlation graphs colored by borehole number for PC1 vs PC2
(Figure 8 a)) and for PC3 vs PC4 (Figure 8 a)). We observe that there are no clear distinvtions
between the different borehole locations. For each of the groups previously identified, the 4
boreholes are represented. It seems that there is no clear distinction between the 4 boreholes in
terms of chemical composition.

Based on these observations, the settling pound main variations in terms of chemical composition
are vertical and not lateral.
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Figure 8 : a) PC1 vs PC2 ; b) PC3 vs PC4 for individuals colored with borehole number scale (FP1 in blue and FP4 in
red). The PCs are represented with their respective percentage of variance (see Table 2), e.g. PC1 represent 42.7% of
the variance. The number associated for each individual (on top of each point) is the position in the result table of the
PCA analysis (see Appendix 1).
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Comparison with variable classifications

To go further in the PCA analysis, we used a bi-plot to represent on one graph the PCA analysis on
PC1 vs PC2 for both variables (points in grey) and individuals (points colored by altitude), combined
with the cluster analysis shown in 5.1.2.2. The 5 groups separation used in one the clustering
analysis is not used here since there could not be found much correlations between the variables
and individuals groups.

In Figure 10, the 2-groups clustering of variables is compared to the individual analysis, colored by
altitudes.

We note that group A of samples with altitudes lower than 191 m corresponds well with cluster n°2.
Cluster n°2 corresponds to the negatively correlated chemical elements with PC1: Zr, K, Si, Ti, Rb.
This group of samples has a distinct chemical composition than the rest of the samples for the 4
borehole locations. It could correspond to the natural alluvia layer on which the settling pond was
built.

Most of the rest of the samples, along with group B, are included within cluster n°1. They correspond
to the layers of techno-soil above 191 m. The variables included within cluster n°1 are too many to
be able to draw conclusions in terms of chemical composition of the techno-soils.
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In Figure 10, the 3-groups clustering of variables is compared to the individual analysis, colored by
altitudes. Several observations can be made based on this analysis:

- Cluster n°1 intersect with the group B identified in the PCA results for individuals. Cluster
n°1 includes chemical elements such as Zn, Pb, Cu, Mn, as well as Ca and Al. They intersect
with group B of the samples that have the highest altitudes. These techno-soil layers were
placed within the pond the latest, or even after the closure of the pond.

- Cluster n°2 corresponds mostly to samples with medium altitudes, at the center of the
settling pond. Cluster n°2 includes chemical elements such as Fe, Cl; Mg and As. With the
3-group clustering, we note that Fe and Mn are not placed in the same groups, indicating that
they are probably not present in their alloy forms.

- Cluster n°3 corresponds to cluster n°2 of the 2-groups clustering. This group of samples has
a distinct chemical composition than the rest of the samples for the 4 borehole locations. It
could correspond to the natural alluvia layer on which the settling pond was built.
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The 3-group clustering analysis is in good coherence with the PCA results for individual. We note
some coherence between the chemical element clusters identified and the altitude of the samples.
3 layers could thus be identified within the pond based on the PCA analysis. These results could be
used for the establishment of the RAPIDM model for the site

In order to compare the correlation analysis between the different pilote site, we also run a Pearson’s
correlation coefficient matrix analysis.

Figure 11 is showing the Pearson’s correlation coefficient matrix for the 31 chemical elements
studied. In the correlation matrix the strong and positive relations are presented in blue ([1;0.8] and
[0.8;0.6]) while the strong and negative relations are shown in beige ([-1;-0.8] and [-0.8;-0.6]).
Interesting relationships can be observed 2 by 2.

Positive correlations:
- Zn-Pb-Cu and S-Ag and Cd-Sn-Ba. All these elements are part of the cluster n°1 identified
using the PCA analysis
- Mnis only strongly correlated with Ba
- Feis not very strongly correlated with any other element, except Ag
- Si-K-Ti-Rb-Th-Zr. All these elementsare part of te cluster n°3 identified using the PCA
analysis

Negative correlations:
- Elements belonging to separate clusters such as Zr and Cu with Cu, Pb and Zn correlate
negatively

Using Pearson’s correlation coefficient matrix highlights the same correlations between chemical
elements than the ones identified using PCA analysis. As the correlation is only 2-by-2, it is a weaker
tool to distinguish clusters of chemical elements that are bound together.
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Figure 11: Pearson's correlation coefficient matrix for the 31 chemical elements studied
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6 CORRELATION BETWEEN CHEMICAL AND GEOPHYSICAL
DATASETS

After calculating the eigenvalues for the 34 principal components, corresponding to the 31 chemical
elements, plus the three geophysical parameters (resistivity: rho; chargeability: phi or M; metal factor:
MF) that are evaluated, the different selection criteria were applied (see section 4.1 and below). The
results for the first 15 PCAs are presented in Table 3.

Kaiser’s criterion: we decided to keep only the PCs whose eigenvalues are greater than 2. In our
case, we will retain the first 5 principal components (see Table 3).

Eigenvalue criterion 2: 70% of the total variance is explained by the first 4 principal components
(see Figure 12).

According to the 2 selection criteria used above, 4 or 5 principal components are describing the
majority of the variability of the dataset. In the next section, we will study the first 5 principal
components.

L. cumulative

Principal . percentage of _ 120

Component eigenvalue variance [%] perc.entageof &
variance [%] v

PC1 13.23 38.91 38.91 g 10
PC2 3.76 11.05 49.96 =
PC3 3.09 9.09 59.05 Z 80
PC4 2.47 7.27 66.32 470%r- --
PC5 2.21 6.50 72.82 g 60
PC6 1.37 4.03 76.85 ]
PC7 137 4.03 80.88 T 4
PC8 1.10 3.24 84.12 v
PC9 0.92 2.72 86.84 B 5
PC 10 0.67 1.97 88.81 E
PC 11 0.60 177 90.58 3
PC 12 0.56 1.64 92.22 0
PC13 0.45 132 93.54 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15
PC 14 0.43 1.25 94.79 principal component
PC 15 0.35 1.03 95.82

We look at the contributions of the different chemical elements to the first 5 PCs (see Figure 13Figure
4). The red dashed line on the graphs indicates the expected average contribution. If the contribution
of the variables were uniform, the expected value would be 1/length(variables) = 1/34 = 2.9 %. For
a given component, a variable with a contribution larger than this cutoff could be considered as
important in contributing to the component.

The results are very similar to the results with only the 31 chemical elements (see section 5.1.2.1)
for the first 3 principal components. They change only for PC4, where the contribution of rho
(resistivity) is dominant and for PC5, where the contribution of MF (metal factor) and phi
(chargeability) are dominant.
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Figure 13 : Contribution of the first 20th chemical components for the first 5 PCs (also nhamed Dim here). The
geophysical parameters are highlighted in red (rho: electrical resistivity; phi: chargeability; MF: metal factor).

The new variable correlation graphs are shown in Figure 14. The same observations than in 5.1.2.2
can be made for the first two components. The contributions of the geophysical variables are small
for PC1 and PC2. For PC3, PC4 and PC5, the following observations can be made for each
geophysical parameters:

- Rho - electrical resistivity:
The contribution of rho to PC3 and PC4 is above average (7%). It is negatively correlated
with PCA4. It is isolated compared to the other chemical elements. No cluster can be intuitively
built around rho.
The contribution of rho to PC4 and PC5 close to 11%. It is negatively correlated with PC4. It
is isolated compared to the other chemical elements. No cluster can be intuitively built around
rho.

- M —chargeability and MF — metal factor:
M and MF are closely correlated with each other. The 2 variables are located very close to
each other in the variable correlation graphs.
The contributions of M and MF to PC3 and PC4 are very low, below the threshold level
estimated in section 6.1.2.1 (2.9%)
The contributions of M and MF to PC4 and PC5 are above 15%. They are positively
correlated with PC5. The 2 points are isolated compared to the other chemical elements. No
cluster can be intuitively built around M and MF.
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From the PCA analysis, no clear correlations can be made between the chemical elements and the
geophysical parameters. They contribute to different principal components. The PCA analysis will
thus not be helpful to correlate the geophysical parameters with specific chemical elements. Instead,
we will use the PCA on the chemical components to separate the datasets into clusters linked with
different altitudes. This analysis will help determine various layers with different chemical
composition, that will be used for the RAPDIM analysis.

In order to compare the correlation analysis between the different pilote site, we also run a Pearson’s
correlation coefficient matrix analysis.

Figure 15Figure 11 is showing the Pearson’s correlation coefficient matrix for the 31 chemical
elements and the 3 geopysical parameters studied. In the correlation matrix, the strong and positive
relations are presented in blue ([1;0.8] and [0.8;0.6]) while the strong and negative relations are
shown in beige ([-1;-0.8] and [-0.8;-0.6]).

Regarding the chemical elements, the same relationships can be observed 2 by 2 than in section
5.2. The addition geophysical parameters have low correlations with the 31 chemical elements
(maximum of 0.3 for the positive correlations, and minimum of -0.3 for the negative correlations).
These observations confirm the conclusions of the PCA analysis: no clear correlations can be made
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between the chemical elements and the geophysical parameters. The geophysical parameters can
thus not be correlate with specific chemical elements. The cluster analysis studied for the chemical
components alone will be used to separate the different layers observed in the field when the depth
is varying.
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Figure 15: Pearson's correlation coefficient matrix for the 31 chemical elements studied and the 3 geophysical
parameters: resistivity (rho), chargeability (M), metal factor (MF). The red square highlights the correlations with the 3
geophysical parameters.

6.3 CLUSTER SELECTION FOR THE RAPIDM MODEL

We will use the results of the PCA on the chemical components (see part 5.1.2.3) to separate the
datasets into clusters linked with different altitudes. This analysis will help determine various layers
with different chemical composition that will be used for the RAPDIM analysis.

We chose to separate the dataset into 4 clusters (see Figure 17). We use 2 clusters extracted from
the PCA analysis of the chemical elements (cluster n°1 and cluster n°3) (see Figure 16), and that
also corresponds to 2 different altitude ranges. We add two other clusters (cluster n°2 and cluster
n°4) in altitudes in between cluster n°1 and cluster n°3.

From the chemical PCA analysis, we can identify the chemical components that are dominant for
each cluster (see Figure 16):
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Cluster n°1: corresponds to group A of the individual analysis (see section 5.1.2.3), and
partially to cluster n°1 of the variable analysis (see section 5.1.2.2). It is mostly correlated
with chemical elements such as . These elements are cited
because they have the highest concentrations of the group.

Cluster n°3: corresponds to group B of the individual analysis (see section 5.1.2.3), and
partially to cluster n°3 of the variable analysis (see section 5.1.2.2). It is mostly correlated
with chemical elements such as . These elements are cited because they have the
highest concentrations of the group.

Cluster n°2: is not as constrained within the bi-plot of PC1 vs PC2. Most of the individual
points are located in the positive dial for PC1 and PC2. They can thus be associated with
chemical elements of cluster n°2 identified with the variable PCA analysis. One of the main
chemical element contributing to this cluster is

Cluster n°4: is scattered in the bi-plot. No conclusions can be drawn in terms of chemical
composition for this cluster.
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In terms of geophysical parameters variations, the identified clusters present the following
characteristics, from the highest to the lowest altitudes (also see Table 4):

From 200 to 196 m of altitude: cluster n°4 corresponds to the highest resistivities of the
profile (mostly between 200 and 600 ohm.m), average chargeabilities (mostly between 7 and
20 mV/V) and low metal factor (mostly between 30 and 90 (chm.m)?). Most of the points are
extracted from borehole FP1, where a mound could be observed at the surface. This cluster
could thus correspond to a layer of wastes that were placed here after the closure of the
settling pond, with unknown origin. Its composition can thus be very variable, and explains
the scattering of the points within the bi-plot results (see Figure 16)

From 198 to 194 m of altitude: cluster n°1 represents a transition zone for the geophysical
parameters variations. The resistivity decreases from 300 ohm.m to 30 ohm.m. The
chargeability is very scattered, ranging from 1 to 100 mV/V. The metal factor increases above
100 (ohm.m)™. This zone is mostly correlated with chemical elements such as Zn, Cu and
Pb, as well as Mn, and not as much with Fe. It could correspond to a period when the
processes and/or the raw components used in the plant productions changed, using more
alloys with higher concentrations of Zn, Cu, Pb and Mn. The historical data study indicates
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several changes in the processes used to produce steel, and in the suppliers of the iron-ores
used (see BRGM, 2022).

From 195to 191 m of altitude: cluster n°2 represent a zone where: (1) the resistivity is low,
ranging between 10 and 100 ohm.m; (2) the chargeability is scattered between 1 and 100
mV/V; (3) the metal factor is high, ranging from 200 to 2000 (ohm.m) 1. This layer corresponds
to the base of the settling pond. Fe is one of the major chemical elements contributing to the
chemical composition of the layer.

From 191 to 187 m: cluster n°3 has a very similar response than cluster n°2. We can
observe that: (1) the resistivity is increasing slightly; (2) the chargeability is decreasing at
least for FP1 and FP3; (3) the metal factor is slightly decreasing. We don’t observe a major
change for the geophysical parameters. It is the case for the chemical compounds. This
cluster has major contributions of very different chemical elements, e.g. Si and K, compared
to the other clusters. It is interpreted as the first layer of natural geological formation. This
interpretation is consistent with the drillers observations that stopped drilling when the
samples changed visually. For the geophysical parameters, the sharp transition is at lower
altitudes (see DI2.2.2). This variation can be explained by the fact that the chemical
composition analysis only focuses on the solid grains, while the geophysical parameters also
take into account the changes in the electrolyte. Electrolyte with higher ionic strength at the
bottom of the pond could explain the geophysical observations. The geophysical data will
thus not allow to clearly distinguish the physical bottom of the settling pond in terms of solid
particles.
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Chemical Geophysical
Altitudes [m] Group n composition parameter Interpretation
variations
Anthropic wastes
o placed after the
High rho closure of the settling
195 -193.3 4 scattered - Average M pond
- Low MF
Present mostly for
FP1 and FP4
Main Transition zone:
_ contributions: | - Decrease of rho Settling pond layer
193.9-191.4 1 Zn, Cu and - Scattered M n°l
Pb, Mn - Increase of MF
Main - Lowrho _
193.2 - 187.4 2 contribution: | - Scattered M Settling pond layer
Fe - High MF n°2
limit: increasing)
Main - Scattered M Natural alluvia with
18;;3 EJFrMIl:Pl 3 contributions: (decreasing) high ionic strength
Siand K - High MF electrolyte?
~189 for FP2 and (slightly
FP3 decreasing)

7 CONCLUSIONS

Two different statistical analysis were used to identify correlations between: (1) the chemical
elements, and (2) the chemical elements and the geophysical parameters.

allows correlating variables 2-by-2. It is interesting
because it shows positive and negative correlations. It is not very well suited to analyze datasets
with a lot of different variables. Here we have 31 variables if we only consider the chemical elements
analyzed, and 34 variables if we add the 3 geophysical parameters.

presents the advantage of reducing the number of
dimensions considered in the correlation analysis. It allows identifying clusters both for the variables
(=chemical elements and geophysical parameters) projected on the new calculated dimensions
(principal components or PCs), and for the individuals (=samples).

Using the PCA on the 31 chemical elements studied, we were able to identify cluster of variables
correlated with each other. We splitted the variables into 3 different clusters depending on their
contributions to the calculated PCs. We then linked these clusters with groups identified within the
individual analysis: group A corresponding to samples taken at the lowest altitudes, and group B
corresponding to samples taken at medium altitudes, within the settling pond.

Using PCA to link the geophysical parameters to specific chemical elements was not successful.
Indeed, the geophysical parameters contributed to independent PCs. We thus decided to use the
PCA analysis on the chemical elements alone to distinguish layers with various compositions, and
link these layers to geophysical parameters variations. The results are presented in Table 4. The
results of these correlation analysis will be used to build the RAPIDM model for the Pompey site.
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