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What Is Al?

Two different ways computers solve problems

Traditional Software Al System

Follows pre-written rules Learns from examples and makes a prediction

1. Learns from 2. Finds patterns 3. Makes a

@e Instructions lots of examples in the data prediction
STEP1
Mix dry ingredients. @ —~ @ 1
STEP2 Y. ¥ X

Here’s a helpful

Add wet ingredients. 6?7 A
gech Books Websites response based on

Ingredients STEP 3 what it learned.

* 2 cups flour Stir until smooth. % -E] m

+ 1cup sugar —_—

+ 1tsp baking powder

» 1/2 tsp salt STER4 i ‘

2 o Articles Images

* 1 cup milk Bake at 350°F D
* 2eggs for 25 minutes. -

* 1/4 cup butter

(/ > @ Adjusts millions or billions

of internal settings to
understand patterns

Code And more _J

Fixed steps = Same result (O/, Uses learned patterns to predict

every time the best response

It still follows the instructions you give it,
but it uses those patterns to decide how to produce the response.



@ ChatGPT ﬁ Copilot

Common Uses of Al

Al can help with small daily tasks and
larger information-heavy projects.

* Gemini Everyday office tasks S Beyond the Basics % Claude
: e Summarize meeting notes e e Review large document sets
e Draft or proofread emails e Organize data

e Create punch lists into categories

e Help search records
for patterns

e Rewrite technical text
in plain language

e Check formatting e Create first drafts of
or consistency & reports, scripts, or

training material

% perplexity @ grammarly

RRE&




Getting Started with Al

ChatGPT Q O Chat Work )

~/

(&, New chat

(® scheduled

(0 Library

@ Plugins Where should we begin?

¢ Agents

@ GPTs meeting transcript.docx [

Document

Pinned >
Projects 5 + Summarize these meeting notes.| Medium v & G

Chats >



o SUMMARIZE THESE MEETING NOTES

‘ Summarize these meeting notes.

The meeting reviewed investigation results and outstanding issues for the
Riverview Manufacturing Site. Soil sampling near the former degreasing area
identified elevated levels of chlorinated solvents. Groundwater impacts extend
southeast of the main building, and two monitoring wells exceeded screening
levels. Additional wells are needed along the eastern property boundary to
define the plume.

For vapor intrusion, soil-gas results beneath Building 1 were below screening
levels, but a sample near Building 2 exceeded the trichloroethylene screening
level. Because Building 2 is vacant, the consultant recommended

indoor-air sampling before any future occupancy.

The team discussed remedial options. Excavation may be feasible for the
shallow source area near the degreasing area. For groundwater, enhanced
bioremediation and monitored natural attenuation are being considered.
The consultant will prepare a preliminary comparison of cost, effectiveness,
and implementation time. Access limitations may affect installing additional
wells along the eastern boundary.

Community and property topics were also discussed. A nearby property owner
requested information about the investigation. The team agreed that any
public communication should be in plain language. A land-use restriction may
be needed if contamination remains beneath paved or developed areas.
Property access agreements may be required to collect off-site samples.

Several action items were identified: install two additional monitoring wells
east of the property, complete indoor-air sampling in Building 2, prepare a
remedial-options comparison, contact the adjacent property owner about
access, draft a plain-language project update, and confirm whether a land-use
restriction will be required.

\
| - e ADD ACTION ITEMS

© sHorten

‘ Give me a shorter summary.
.

-

The team reviewed soil, groundwater, and vapor-intrusion results for the
Riverview Manufacturing Site. Additional sampling, indoor-air testing, and
evaluation of remedial options are needed before a cleanup approach

can be selected.

‘ Keep the short summary, but add a punch list.
—

a Summary:

| Punch List:
L ]

Install two additional monitoring wells
east of the property.

The team reviewed soil, groundwater, and

vapor-intrusion results for the Riverview
e Complete indoor-air sampling in
Building 2.

e Prepare a remedial-options comparison.

Manufacturing Site. Additional sampling,
indoor-air testing, and evaluation of

remedial options are needed before a
o Contact the adjacent property owner

regarding access.

cleanup approach can be selected.

e Draft a plain-language project update.
e Confirm whether a land-use restriction
will be required.
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Plain Language in Seconds

Al helps turn technical drafts into clear, easy-to-understand letters—fast.

@ TECHNICAL DRAFT a PLAIN-LANGUAGE DRAFT

Analytical results indicate that ’
volatile organic compounds were

Testing found chemicals in the
air beneath the ground at levels

 detected in subsurface soil gas | ;
at levels exceeding applicable | ’ Al REWRITE ’ that need more evaluation.
‘ . . . . . .
screening criteria. Rewrit lain | : S
g g i More testing is needed to
- ) N ’ Use an 8th-grade reading level. )
 Additional investigation is Preserve all technical meaning. determine whether those
| necessary to determine whether ’ chemicals could enter a
A complete vapor intrusion | nearby building.

pathway exists.

Q Takeaway: Al does not replace human review.

It gives you a good starting point — often faster and better.




Limitations That Matter

Al can be useful—but it has limits you need to recognize.

!
Confidently Wrong Long Documents Scanned Documents

Al can give a clear, Al may overlook details, Poor image quality,
convincing answer that is lose context, or give handwriting, stamps,
inaccurate or invented. uneven attention across and complex layouts

a lengthy document. can cause extraction errors.

A Takeaway: Limitations have workarounds,

but staff must know the limitations exist.

Missing Agency Context
Al does not automatically
know your program’s
policies, terminology, legal
requirements, or
internal practices.




Limitation 1: Confidently Wrong

Al is designed to be helpful. When it does not know the answer, it may still iry to provide one.

I'm here

Question: Does this sampling result
require additional investigation?

Confident Al answer:

No. The result is below the
applicable regulatory standard.

Problem:

The Al may have used the wrong
standard, misunderstood the sample
type, or assumed information that
was not provided.

/
[ Y
A\ v tis opens

Al tries to be helpful—so it may give an
answer even when it is uncertain.

May include invented facts or citations
References may not exist.

May use incorrect standards
or requirements
Wrong rule, wrong number, wrong program.

May make assumptions or miss
key qualifications

Critical details and exceptions can
be left out.

N

Verify before relying on the answer:

Check the
source material

Confirm technical and
0 regulatory conclusions
independently

Ask Al to identify its
sources and assumptions




Limitation 2: Long Documents

There is no universal page limit. Length, complexity, formatting, and the task all affect reliability.

WORKAROUND: NARROW THE TASK

Break the document into

logical sections
Review one chapter, appendix,

table group, or topic at a time.

PAGE COUNT ALONE DOESN'T TELL THE WHOLE STORY

200-PAGE 75-PAGE
SEARCHABLE REPORT SCANNED TECHNICAL REPORT

9 Use bounded prompts

A file canfit in :
the tool and still i g Limit each request to specific pages,

be too complex sections, or questions.
0 for a reliable, Q
detailed review.

e Combine and verify

May work reasonably well May be harder due to s Reconcile the section results and
for a broad summary. ?ables, f'g“fes' and v confirm critical details in the
image quality. original document.
- >, . E % >

Takeaway: A document fitting within the tool does not mean every detail will be reviewed reliably.

eg®

LY s s -l i,»-- M & P2 = ay ¢ iro y xj; ¢ 1YY < 7. inid P » N N ‘-:‘ Yal~ LIC N P - :l"“:;: Y ™ 3 - Y
Break long or complex documents into sections, use ical information.




Limitation 3: Scanned Documents

Al may not reliably read scanned or image-based documents.

# EXAMPLE N
17

Why this happens
E . . Document: L

* The document is an image, A scanned environmental report S :
not selectable text. or recorded restriction i—.“:’—::_‘:—'-::a":{—:-""

» OCR can misread faded, R
skewed, handwritten, or _ ]
low-resolution text. What Al may misread: =—hs

 Tables, stamps, signatures, > “00& Mg as "W mgIL E =
and marginal notes are e Parcel numbers or legal descriptions
especially difficult. e Dates, page references, or

- ; handwritten notes
« Missing or incorrect text can

lead to an incomplete or
inaccurate answer.

e Table headings and column
relationships

Takeaway: A scanned document may look readable without being machine-readable.

o

" Ve B
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Limitation 4: Missing Agency Context

Al does not know your agency’s policies, programs, or practices unless you provide them.

C GEETITD 1
WHY THIS HAPPENS

Question Applies general guidance that

Does this result require may not fit your agency.
additional investigation?

Misinterprets agency-specific

Al answer terms, acronyms, or programs.

No. The result is below the
applicable standard.

Uses the wrong regulations,
standards, or screening levels.

your agency context 0 Issue

The Al may be using general Misses unwritten practices or

assumptions — not your key background context.
agency'’s requirements.

R F

Provide the governing materials
and verify the response.

0 TAKEAWAY: Provide the right context. Verify the response.




Large Site File Review to Targeted Review

Al can help focus a large review; the reviewer still verifies the evidence.

‘ Problem i Traditional review

Al-supported
Targeted Review

Large site file ® Time consuming @ Loadfiles
- address OCR issues
® Mostly scanned (not OCR) e Open and review each - remove unnecessary
document ) Ask one targeted
® Take extensive notes question.

e Long, complex

Narrow with follow-up
documents

® Compare information guestions.

o Years of reports, letters,
maps, and tables ® Match maps

Open and verify cited
sources.

Compile results of
answers to targeted
questions.

e ldentify and track
inconsistencies




Targeted Site File Review

Yes — soil gas/sub-slab vapor samples were collected in 2015.

‘ “Were soil gas or subslab soil

sam pleS ever collected?” Confirmed from the 2015 VI report

The clearest document is:

Document title: Soil-Gas, Sub-Slab Vapor & (ndoor Air Sampling Report
Report date: Cctober 27, 2015
sampling dates: August 25-26, 2015

The report states that on August 25 and 26, 2015, SE Sciences conducted a vapor intrusion
evaluation at the_:uilding a_luding:

= installation of sub-slab soil gas probes

* installation of exterior soil gas probes

= collection of soil vapor samples

* collection of indoor air samples

s collection of one outdoor ambient air/background sample

o N,

What was collected

From the sampling table in the report:

Sample 1Ds Sample type Count
5655-1 to SG585-3 Indoor sub-slab vapor / sub-slab soil gas 3
5655-4 10 5G55-7 Exterior soil gas 4
4
Ia-1 fo Ia-3 Indoor air 3 =



Targeted Site File Review

“Give me a short two or three

sentence summary of the 22 Edit e 9
Vapor & Indoor Air Samplin
Rer)Ol’t" Ping -I Sampling Summary

The 2015 Soil-Gas, Sub-5lab Vapor & Indoor Air Sampling Report documented
vapor intrusion sampling at the[jjfevilding, including sub-slab vapor,
exterior soil gas, indoor air, and cutdoor background air samples collected in
August 2015. The report concluded that vapor intrusion did not appear to be a
concern at that time, based on non-detect indoor air results, non-detect exterior

soil gas results, and only low estimated sub-slab detections below applicable
screening levels.

o0 o Y e LS




Targeted Site File Review

9 uWaS there a nyth | ng in the flle Yes — | found a TDEC comment letter, but | did not find a clean approval of the report.
that approves this report or The relevant file is:
provides comments from I
TDEC?" OCR text shows letter date: January 11, 2016

Subyj Ect-.'a por Intrusion Evaluation Report

TDEC stated it received th apor Intrusion Evaluation Report on Movember 3,
2015, reviewed it, and had comments. The comments included:

* revise Figure 4 because the units were shown incorrectly as mg/m?® instead of pg/m?®

* verify the height of the indoor air samples, because the field sheets suggested
samples were about 1 foot above the slab, while TDEC noted indoor air samples are
typically collected in the breathing zone

* leave the soil gas implants in place for potential additional sampling

* conduct 2 VI investigation of th_ecauze of high vinyl chloride at
MW-8

* include calculated indoor air concentrations in future groundwater monitoring reports
using the VISL calculator

s discuss possible future groundwater remediation due to VI concerns nearthe-

building/Mw-15 and the |GG

So the better summary is:

TDEC did not simply approve the 2015 VI report. TDEC reviewed the report and issued
comments requiring clarification/corrections and additional Vl-related follow-up,

including investigation of th_

6 PE L



Targeted Site File Review

Main items found

III S th ere an th | N | N th e fl | es 1997 proposed limited site investigation: The work plan described an "outward-working-
y . g i . . inward" approach, starting at the property boundary and working toward the suspected
d bO Ut source Inve St'gatl 0] I"I7 source area, identified as the former dry cleaning area of operation. It proposed

wells/borings upgradient, downgradient, and lateral to the suspected source area/plume.

2003-2005 Rl work: The Rl says TDEC requested additional investigation, including more
monitoring wells for plume delineation, a comprehensive RI, CSM, and FS. The Rl also
notes TDEC's 2003 request for additional investigation after review of the PFlan of Action.

2017 RAP/DPE documents: The RAP identifies source-area impacts and states the
proposed DPE system was intended to remove cvOC mass in the source area and provide
hydraulic/vapor control to prevent further migration. It identifies the northeastern portior
of the property as the most heavily impacted area/source area.

2025 TDEC letters: TDEC specifically questioned whether all source areas—particularly
beneath th
and called out MW-8 as a key source-area concern.

—had been identified or adequately characterized,

Most relevant files
[ ]

Bottom line

Yes — source investigation/source-area characterization is in the file, but it appears to
remain an open or at least recently questic ¥ | issue. TDEC's 2025 correspondence
indicates concemn that the source area beneath th cility, especially around




Targeted Site File Review

“I need a map with mw-8, mw-15 and the buildings on it”

“What is the difference in the SD Building and the Main Building? Is there a map that
shows this? Are they the same building?

“Summarize TDEC's correspondence in 2015"

“Was DPE system performance data ever submitted?”




KEY TAKEAWAYS

Practical Al works best with a human in the loop.

GET STARTED

Use Al for everyday tasks.

KNOW THE LIMITATIONS

Understand where Al can miss, omit,
or invent information.

WORK AROUND THE LIMITATIONS

Narrow the task, break up documents,
and use the right tools.

PROVIDE CONTEXT

Give Al the policies, definitions, examples,
and expected format.

VERIFY, VERIFY, VERIFY

Check critical facts, evidence, calculations,
and conclusions.

Practical Al for Environmental Regulators



	Slide 1
	Slide 2
	Slide 3
	Slide 4
	Slide 5
	Slide 6
	Slide 7
	Slide 8
	Slide 9
	Slide 10
	Slide 11
	Slide 12
	Slide 13
	Slide 14
	Slide 15
	Slide 16
	Slide 17
	Slide 18

