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Discussion Topics

What is Petroleum Vapor Intrusi

Significance of PVI?

How to Investigate PVI?

Case Studies (3 sites)



L IS Petroleum Vapor Intrusion (PVI)?

rocess by which volatile petroleum hydrocarbons released as vapors
NAPL, petroleum-contaminated soils, or petroleum-contaminated groundwater mi
rough the vadose zone and into overlying buildings (ITRC, 2014)




ficance of PVI?

bility Risk to Responsible Party

alth Risk to Receptors
iver for Site Closure

-open Closed Sites




to Investigate PVI?
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to Investigate PVI?
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to Investigate PVI?

» Lines of Evidence
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» Study #1 — Car Dealership
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» Study #1 — Car Dealership
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» Study #1 — Car Dealership
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» Study #2 — Residence
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» Study #2 — Residence
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» Study #2 — Residence
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» Study #3 — Retall Store
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» Study #3 — Retall Store
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» Study #3 — Retall Store
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ummary and Conclusions

Guidance provides framework for screening
Screening Is dependent upon conceptual site model
Precluding factors often drive additional investigation

Evaluation should include multiple lines of evidence

PVI can be a driver and prevent closure
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