N13ANEIUTIELY PM.2.5 Uag PM 10 M6Nutiaenausunauninnguidnges
lay wienuu  leudegi
WYSA - Wedaing

UNANED

msitedifunsinurineouniawsuaninsoldidutanlunis doadsiosndusulduas
Jutagianunsafnfudu PM 2.5 uag PM 10 Iéegnsfluszansam lagldvinisatisvies
uandrenislineuninnsuliutanunudgudendesauialy uenainiu Ssldvhmmaasy
Uszandamlunisindudu PM 2.5 uaz PM 10 Taenisldaeunianguludinseudsesudiay
fudsudontesauilunmelundesitaesiidnaeniuesdn

Nan1sNAaUNUI1 UseAnsaimnisiniudu PM 2.5 lnduvesdsudentotauuaz
Uszansnmnstiesturlu PM 2.5 vesasunsnnguilrniadeegil 42.1% uay 93.0% mudisu
TuvyAvszavsamnisindugdu PM 10 ladgvsdgudontasaunasUsyansnmnslostu
Ju PM 10 vosaaunInnsuilaadengil 49.5 % way 93/9.% auddu deiuaindoya
Panuaninsaaguladn peunIamguiussansamlunisiniudu PM 2.5 uag PM 10 ladndn

dgudentosauilogeiieddgy



A Study of PM2.5 and PM10 content flowing through simulated porous concrete
clean room
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ABSTRACT

This research aims to study the use of porous concrete as construction material
for clean room and can be effectively used for retention of PM 2.5 and PM 10 dust.
Porous concrete is, therefore, used to replace the contentional ventilation block of
clean room. Moreover, the efficiency of PM 2.5 and PM 10 retention is compared
between porous concrete and ventilation block in the simulated close box.

The test results are as the following: The average retention efficiency of PM 2.5
for ventilation block and the average retention efficiency of PM 2.5 for porous
concrete were 42.1 % and 93.0 % respectively. Whereas, the average retention
efficiency of PM 10 for ventilation block and the average retention efficiency of
PM 10 for porous concrete were 49.5 % and 93.9 % respectively. From the obtained
results, porous concrete therefore provided a superior efficiency of PM 2.5 and

PM 10 retention better than conventional ventilation block significantly.



