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Introduc8on

• DNAPL challenges
– Comparing 8meframes, costs,
benefits
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Outline

• Source Strength Trends
• NAPL Deple8on Model

• Technology Comparison
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DNAPL Source Dissolu8on
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• DNAPL dissolves over 8me

–In‐situ  Accelerate dissolu8on



Pool Dissolu8on
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Md = 1.4 kg/y 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metre 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Pool Dissolu8on
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Md = 1.4 kg/y 
per metre width 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Source Strength is propor4onal to velocity



NAPL Deple8on Model

• Aged sources: pools vs. ganglia
• Response to remedia8on:

– Source strength vs. 8me

– Source longevity

• Compare technologies
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Technology Comparison
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Technology Comparison
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EISB vs. Pump‐and‐Treat
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Findings

• Heterogeneous pools
– exponen8al source strength
reduc8on

• Enhanced P&T  treatment
benefit
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Conclusions

• Transient reduc8on in NAPL‐
water interfacial area affects
technology comparison

• Flux through pool layers
accelerates source deple8on
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