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[atroduction and Overview of Sediment Cricer;:a xetnodologr

On February 2 and 3. 1989. the USEPA presented to its Science Advisory Board
(SAB) a methodology for deriving sedimeﬂt criteria for non-polar (or
non-ionic) orgaaic éheuicals. It is known is the 2quilibrium partitioning
(EP) approach. A briefing document was y.ven to the SAB which summarized che
theoretical basis for cha EP methodolcyy and supporting lab and field daca.
and included the firsc l.st of .nterin -rizeria derived by the method (EPA
1989).

The methodology has been discussed in the scientific community for seversl
vears. It is based on the theorv that toxics in sediments will exert their
effect. either toxicitv or biodc:umulitivn. to the exteat that the chemical
becomes freely biocavailabie ia the sediment interscitial (pore) wacter. It
has been determined chat rthe best sediment paramecter with which to sake
predictions of biocavailability of aon-solur vrganics ia sediments is the
fraction of crganic carbun in the sedimenac. Ffor sedisents which exceed 0.5%
total organi: carbon the conceatrativn of tha chemical in the pore water can
be predicted dividing the bulk sed:men: <on.encracion by the pruduct of the
sediment/organic carbon partictivn coefficient (Koc) and the fraction organic
carbon. FPew Koc are iciurately known. licwever it has been determined that
Kow (octanol/water paitition coefficient) .s very nearly equal to Koc and aay
be substituted for K . tn this calculativn. By secting che pore water
concentration equal to the water quality standard or criterioa for the
chemical a sedimeat cr.terion can be calculated by solving for the bulk

sediment concentration. The sediment criterion algoritham normalized for

organic carbon (0C) follows:



Sediment withk contaminints in excess of che criteria would be predicteq to
contein interstitial water in excess f the AWOS/GV. The PCB iWos thac ;s
the basis for the sediment c:iterion.ot 1.4 3/30C is designed co protect

“ildlife which consume other bioca. Th2refure. exceedance of the sediment
criterion would be gredi;ted =2 cause accumulation of PCB in Surface wacer

biota to levels that would be narmfel -, w.ldlife :onsumers of the biotca.

Table 1 contains sediment ciizarja for 1 number of noa-polar organie
chemicals. For many of the :hemicals. there i3 more than one criterion,
reflecting the varied shviremmnentil orocection objectives of the AWQS/GV/C
used t> calculate the :ricir.;. Exc2edance of the aquatic toxicity based
criterion for 3 chemi:al would be predicted to cause toxicity to beachic or
epibenthic life. Excesdance of the human health residue based criterion
would be predicted to :cause dccumulacion of the - “emicals in aquatic animals
to levels that would sxc2ad a human health tolerince. action level or cancer
risk dose (depending -n the basis of zhe AWQS/GV/C). Exceedance of the
wildlife residue based criterion for 1 <lhemical would be predicted to cause
iccumulation of the chemical in aquacti. aaumals to levels chat would be

harmful co wildlife _unsumers of the aninals.

There are & audber of s:diment -r:ceria in Table | whose AWQS/GV/C is
followed by the footnocs “e~. The human health based water quality criteria
followed by this fonr-~ = aré 1X J.O"6 caacer risk AROC derived by the method
for calculating wate: tualitv standards and guidance valyes in 6NYCRR 701.12.
The wildlife based wic - quality crioteria followed by chis footnote are
derived by dividing t.:i flesh criteria ‘zom Newell et al. (1987) by

bioaccumulation faczo.s.



Uatil the noa-polar aecthod receives SAB approval and subsequent publijc
review. there will likely be :oatroversy about its use. If its use ac a
particular site is questicaed. chen the criteria should be used in
coajunction with sediment toxicitv and'bioaccumulacion tests. |\ limiced
aumber of such tests should be conducted to site-specifically calibrace che

lriteria.

For polar organics (ax:ept for phenuls) ind mecals chere are no algorithas to
calculate sediment criter:a .in urder Co 1.count for variable sediment
chsracteristics which mav  ffect metals ctoxicity.  However., following the
logic above. ia order o ensurs wompliance with water quality standards.
iaterstitial (pore) wat:r should 70t edceed AWQS/GV/C for polar orgamics {a
[0Gs 1.1.1. Trhis applicatiyn of ARQS/GV/C s :vmplicated by the fact that
dissolved orgaaic ca:bon (DOC) in pore water is ..nerally quite a bit higher
thag in the water column. DOC tends ¢ reduce ¢ «icity and bivaccumulation
of chemicals. Since water culuan [OC =3 usually low AWQS/GV/C are not
modified by DOC known to occur 1a specifi:c waters. If partitivning between
J0C and a chemical is kaown. then tne 2ff207 of [3C on toxicity or
biocaccumulation mav Se acuounted for, ind AWQS/GV/C nav be applied to pore
water. RDOC ls known Ior many chemi.als. 1Also. .hemicals with low Roc do
not show uptake suppressed bv [OC. Appended are some mechods for collecting

interstitial water. 1l.ug with referen.es.

For metals. the prim.r- -:oncern in sedimencs is toxicity to beanthic (bottoam)
organisms. The Ontai.. Miaistry of the Environment reviewed a nuaber of
methods to derive se.m=nt criterid. 2ach with a somewhat different level of
benthos protection. and :alculated metals criteria for each as data was
available (MOE 1989). Parsaud (1989) derived from MOE (1988) no-effect
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For che messurement technique DiToro et al cited Horse (1987). ippendix 2 is
a procedure used by DiToro et al which presumably is derived from Morse ec 1)

(1987).

There is concern that use of bioaccunul;cion based sediment criterjs derived
by the EP method amay not be appropriace if the surface water impairment of
concern is an elevated residue in pelagic fish. The SAB is addressiag chis
question. It seems to be well ac:epted that residues in benthic animals ice
dccurately modeled bv the EP method. but for low K, chemicals (less than
about 105). residues ia pelagic fish may not be clearly related to pore water
concentracions. However. for high Kou chemicals (greater than sbout 105)
biomagaification through the aquatic food chain is known to occur. and EP
criteria may actually be underprotective. For these chemicals. there asy be
an ilternative approach to derive sediment criter.a. Recent studies wicth PCB
and 2.3.7,8-TCDD indicate that residues in fish :in be predicted by sediment
to fish bioaccumulatiocn factors. Accumulation .n 2dible fillet with 3% lipid
from sediment with 3% OC is about 0.l-1 times the sediment concentration for
2.3.7.8-TCDD and about 1-10 times the sediment :oncentration for PCB. Using
these sediment to fish accumulation factors. sediment criteria can be back
calculated frum fish residue levels of concern.  Table ] presents some of
these criteria./ Complete documentatioa for this approach can be provided in

the near futurs.

Sediment criteria derived by chis sediment-to-fish approach are compacable to

those derived by the £P wethod. For PCB the EP critericn in Table 2 of 0.24

ug/kg may be compared t> the criterion in Table 3 of 0.6 - 0.06 ug/kg because

they are both 1 x 10'5 cancer risk based: as can be seen the former falls

within the range of the latter. Similarly che PCB wildlife based criterion
-7 -



cemediacion i3 practicable and feasible. For the sediments which cannot
f2asibly be treated or cemoved. further risk management 2valuations mav be

warranted.

The -ncntiudc of the effect caused by a.con:a-inaced sediment will depead on
the aagnitude of the exceedance uf the <riterion. where the Critericn is
based un direct toxicity to dquactic life or indirect toxicity to wildlife via
coasumption of contaminated fish. a slight exceedance of a criterion would be
2Xpected to cause only a slizht idverse effect. Increases in ﬁhc sagnitude
of exceedance will ~ause iacreases in the @adgnitude of the effeces. It say
be useful to attempt to quantify the magnitude of predicted adverse impacts
where remediation of sediments is expected to be difficult or costly to
daccomplish. This mav be accomplished by desk-top investigation iato the
basis for a criterion. or site-specific sediment :riterion and/or
bivaccumulation tests. Decisions about the volume of sediment to cemediace
may then be made ccasidering predicted residual effects froa aay uaremediated
sediments. Where the sediment criterion is based on human exposure to a
carcinogen in fish, shellfish or other edible biota. exceedance of the
sediment criterion would be predicted to cause a greater than 10.6
incremental cancer risk for humans. The actual risk that society is willing
to accept may b factored into cleanup decisions. Presumably. once it is
predicted that an FDA . EPA tolerance or action level would be exceeded.
then cleanup would have o be mdde to the associated sediment concentration.
As with the fish and wildlife toxicity based sediment criteria. site=specific
bicaccumulation tests could be conducted to verify that sediments cause the

predicted level of binta residues.



that exceedance of o érice:ion by about ten tizes will be associated with
onset of impects. For sediment criteria based on biocaccumulation chis would
mean that there is a high degree of c&ntidence that at cen times the :ricer;a
iquatic animals exposed to the sediments would dccusulate contaminancs co
levels that would cxcged human health o; wildlife related tolecances, action
levels. fish flesh criteria etc. For sediment criteria based on ctoxicity co
dquatic life this would mean cthat there is a high degree of confidence chat
sediments with coantaminants at ten cimes the criceria would exhibit chronic
toxicity to benthic animals. Onset of chronic toxicity may be difficult to
detect in natural systems. Since water quality criteria to prevent acute
toxicity are generally about ten times the chronic criteria. it may be
generalized that for sediments with contaminants at 100 times (factors of 10
for uncertainty and acute:chronic ratios. respectively) toxicity based
criteria chere is a high degree of confidence thaz thege will be onset of
dcute toxicity to benthic animals. Such effects -.ould likely be evident as

an impacted or depauperate beanthic communicty.

It must also be noted that due to uncercainty about actual partitioning of a
chemical between water ind sediments there is the possibility that the
sediment criteria are somewhat underprotective racher than overprotective.

,
Uncertainty of the metils criteria caa not be characterized so simply. The
criteria are based on eapirical evidence from both lab and field studies
without an attempt <o ncrmalize for agy toxicity controlling factors in the
sediment. Variability of toxicitv of metals in any given sediment is evideat
from Table & which prov:ides criteria. all of which are lower than the upper
95X confidence limit of pre-industrial metal concentrations in Great Lake
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bicaccumulstion and toxicity. and based on quanctity of exceedance
would impacts be expected to be isolated or widespread through the

ecosystem of concern.

Compare sediment concentrations with unimpacted. local backgrouad
conceatrations: consider significaance of criteria exceedances jip lighe
of backgrouad concentrations. in particular. for naturally occurring

substances such is merals.

If sediment coacentrations are less than criteria. remediation is not

necessary to easure -ompliance with standards.

If sediments exceed criteria. and especially if exceedance is widespread
ia the ecosystem >f :oncern. a aumber of sters can be taken to verify

the need for remediacion.

a. For noa-polar organic chemicals with Kow <3.0. further remedial
iovestigation or sediment remediation is not necessary if it can be
demonstrated that the source of sediment contamination will be
eliminated and the sediment will cleanse itself within one vear.
Por th‘se chemicals the greatest value of sediment criteria may be

for documenti:.on of 3 significant release.

b. For sedimen-; -xceeding aquatic coxicity based criteria. including
metals:
i. conduct assessments of ecological comsunities to estimate

- 13 -



d. For sediments exceeding wildlife risk bivaccumulaction based

‘criteria:

i. identifv biota which codsume 3quatic life and studv chem ¢to
determine whether they have been impaired by contaminancs g

their food supply.

L1i. collect sediment samples. test with wildlife food supply and
measure residues: compare with residue levels kanown to be

toxic ) wildlife.

S. When sediment concentrations and criteria afc less than detection.
ecological assessmentcs are necessary to directly measure toxicity of
sedimencs or residues in bioca if it is suspected that sediments were
contaminated by rajieises.

a. senerally. .t is expected that low level impacts would be
dssociated with presence of contaminaats in sediments below
decection.

b. however., if impacts are fouad to be of unacceptable magnitude. then
iterative ecological assessments may be necessary to quantify the

4
volume of secinents to remediace.

I1I. Division of Fish and Wililife sediment criteria contact is Arthur J. Newell.

Room 530. 50 Wolf Roud. ilbany. New York 12233-4756. 518/457-1769.

IV. Detailed Criteria fcr contaminants. see tables and appendix.

- 18 -



QN-‘

t'o +4] 4 92z ueinjoqis)
L6l ++9°0 d €s aefegd . I
o (T4xaq14pa-z)o)e
10°0 +2°0 ;) €t 33939 (14932
-o301W2-2) 819
€00°0 AN 4 M wpzNag
R ]
o +49000°0 N 33470 swos pwe
/] (A | +42100°0 a %°9 WI34d(9)03w \
v - - ..l ol
! 14
! 20 +9 HYd S M 1 - Judzuag
S0 +20°0 NY4 4 M2 JvazeqOTY -
€000 +10°0 ] 4 .
100°0 +500°0 K | L 4 TAyl2esondulay
o +LL00°0 100°0 4100000 e +980°0 UL X .
1o +4100°0 HYd 0°S - ul3pratg
pus ujapry .
TLITA W
2829900 E | U juy N
0L 4 T auayadeuady
209/¥n 1/3n 209/9n " 1/8n 208/8n 1/ Wiog ..cs uvISqNg
UC1I313) /A0y SORV Uoy13111) /A9 [sbuy U0YIITID  #I/AD/SDMV  Juvaey 3o L M|
10w pag Juam)pas VW] pIS Jajenysazy v
_S1500 np183W 2J1IPIIN_S18eg anpisay Yajean umeny sysog 4£3121x01 >]3enby ﬂ

. Y

(7233 *0Z 4q 50 xz 10] ‘01 4q A1dyayne g -3 371100 vOjIdeI)
AqQ ®1321113 AfdyIfne /% vy sjvaeipas NInq JOoj 91133135 ujeiqo 03 {308/3n s® Jua3u0d (20) vogired >ywrlso 0)
pazijreiou 1w B111VID Judmipas) "SIA11D[ Q0 BOTINIIOIg 18302mu01)AUz Jo L13j1ep ® 10) PIAT3I3Q ‘®112313) UIEpIg

. -.:—...

1 31evy '




' Yy 2ol YAR | 4 | M 9
L0 +440°0 ]
vy +459°0 4 66°¢
L | +£2°0 <0'0 +600°0 H3d
€0°0 +4%00°0 H
90°'0 +10°0 K | ..
selST°O 4 8¢t
91 ++C'0 N
ySs ++1 3
%0 ¢ma.c €0 490°0 HYd 't
A | 4800°0 s1°0 +71000°0 89S¢L> 45> H3d 81’9
»8%01°0 ]
sell’0 4
10 +8(00°'0 8000°0 +£0000°0 no +4]00°0 HYd Y'Yy
es180°0D d ) B 4
»el(S0°0 se512°0 [¥]
sel(S0°0 vs80°1 d
80 +6100°'0 8°0 ++200°0 UL K 9°¢C
%00°0 ++100°0 ]
€0°0 +4600°0 4 §C°¢€
“3037%n 1/3n 209/3n" 1/3n 2098 1/ N0 4 e
oj33113) /A0 ]SV uoy13311) 3/A9]sbav UOJ333110  «JJADJShMV  3ujisy 10 t R0
+ IBIW] p3S Judm| pag 1828 pIS 3 emysargy

spseg_anpysay IJFIPIIA

SiSeg npjsay YITVIH Uveny  sjseg 43jd]x01 djienby

3sydsoyd
T1Audydipy4dapos]

uIpeIvyd
~0TI43030]QIVAIY

S00ANO[ 24D
-oJj0[QIexay

auajpeang
-030TYOwNIY

JUIZUIQOIOTYOUXIY
" Ipyx0dd
Joyyomyday
% Jojyoeiday

uojyieiog 14423
u)apuz
ue} [nsopul

! 32083

1:4

(panujluod) | 3199y




P.82

%)

n\lo.m\VlK.bUNbCKVHI LU

Ames Y3 IAMy Hyg IsayL
-02U3q ‘Judyjuesany3(q)ozuaq

A30SYApY 3dua7OS V43 2493 JOJ 3IN2WNdDOp guo-.:,_ V43 ue w013 uaye) t®#1323120 J03m]pIs : :

C'TTT'T SO01 U1 AD 30 SOMV GAR IU2IIN) 3.4......
‘IIVEPLIN pus ysijg jo voysyayq 4£q pasodoid ADDMY ¢ |
n8 10 pivpusis £I1jenb 1330m IV 1gwy .u. AD

*SIVIOVIYIUR(9)20qTAYIW *

0~N|

*3uas4d(e)ozuag se anyea 03-.3.& ‘I‘T'1 SHol

PUS ‘2UIZAA(PO-C T T)ouIpUS ‘VISAIYD ‘auayusaonyj(y)

*3UDBIQIUS(¥)203q 03 sajjsde osye Udz4d(®)o2u3q 303 BOJIIFID JUINEPIT MYy a: ‘
oo 1

‘pasog - [ ot
w}3230) pasodosd vay -?m“{w_ ;
..”M___ ,

_UOTIIFTID A377end 1238A 33930 30 § YT EOOL UJ OnJoA 2oUspy

G &

{0°'0 +81 H?3
. 95t 4y d
T 71 K13
65°0 +y W34
. {3 e N34
i0°'0 +600'0 10°0 S00°0 W13
sy'0 +8% Wyd
8°0 +H1 HY3
£°0 +H°0 HYd
2000°0 +g.01X2 o 01K 4. 0lIXZ Wi
%00 o1t 01>  +100°0> 14
“D03%jEn BRI 20880 173 20¥/8n 1780 W30 4
uo§IDINI) /A0 Sbiy Uo§33313) /A2 SONY UOJIITID  oIJAD/SOMY  aujaey 30
UIN] pIS Juamypas JUIWIPIS : I23eny9as g

sysog anpisay I3VIPIIN

$1999 anpysay YIJOIH uewny

Syseg 43y01x01 Ojienby

9°0 4..339 «33 _
65"y 2Ivydsoqd ~mmw¢a-*

m:onaﬁﬁwo-.mu_um
PR—

1y oIy

9Z°y au:uugouo_ﬂ,.wut.«

€€ | e.co_racnou.

¥'1 . suppiojorg

FWITAYID

8R°Z -o10TYdeI13]
auey3»

%z S0IOTYIBIIAL-FT T

ajxoyp
-0ZU3qLporoTqd
L ot o A A A
-, T
807 Ry

(P3nutIv0l) | ..0.3.& _



Lwo

- H N -
‘A19aay3oadsaa

‘I-1°0 pue Q-1 JO J03OVJ UOTIV[NENDOR JUIWIP3sS 03 YSTJ © AQq aInprsay
Ysid oY) HUIpIAIpP wolj Jmse1 sabuel eyl ‘AQOL-8°L’E’Z PU® €Dd 30§ «

voj32313)

(00°0-€n°0 €00°0 01-00T1 001
Ysatd ysrd A11IPIIN
¢ NINYT-, 01Xy - 01Xy 1 90°0-9°0 9°0 voj1densuod
? yst) waan/qp §
9 STy 23:u0) 01
10°0-1°0 10°0 00Z-000C 0007 AJOSTADY 10 dUNIN"L
R T N ITLLN T Agjin T TEyn
s'UOTI3}1) npysay ‘sU0JI3313D  Inpyeay
U IS ysid U] pag qsid
aa04-9°L°'C'T 924

POYIN VoI IS [NENIOEOTE YS]J-01-IUISIPIS YD AQ PIATISQ ®133111) JUIE|PIS

'€ 31Vl

.:_r_.




APPENDIX 1

Ccllection of Interstitial wWater

At this time, there is not a specific recommendation for a
site-specific method to collect interstitial water. It ig
recommended that regulated parties investigate the subject and
propose to DEC a method which will provide a sample to besgt
characterize the biocavailable metals in gite-specific
interstitial water. As a start, it is suggested at least four
methods should be considered along with some references.

1. Centrifugation (Edmunds and Bath 1976: Glesy et al.
1988; Landrum et al. 1987; EZngler 1977);

2. Squeezing (Reeburgh 1967; Bender et al. 1987; Kxalil
and Goldhaker 1973);

3. Suction (Knezovich and Harrison 1987); and

4. Equilibrium by using dialysis aembrane or fritted
glass sampler (Hesslin 1976; Mayer 1976; Bottomley and
Bayly 1984; Pittinger et al. 1988).

Additional literature which should be considered are Carignan
et al. 1983, Bray et al. 1973, Lyons et al. 1979, Word et al.
1987, and Jenne and Zachara 1987.

These suggestions and references were obtained from a draft
ASTM guidance document on sediment collection, storage,
characterization, and manipulation. However, this document is
not yet available for circulation or reproduction.

AJN1.DOC/LC0O03S
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) APPENDIX 2
L2 .. T ena. ACID VOLATILE SULFIDE o
) ‘Procedure Used as Manhattan College

- The apparatus coasists.of the folloving vessels:
A 50Q-ml Eriynmsyer flask fitted vith a three-hole
stopper, vhere the gample to bde analysed is placed.
Three 250-aL Eriynmeyer flasks. Iato the first is

. placed 175-200 alL of pi 4 buffer (0.05M potassium hydrogen

phthlate). The second and thizd contain 175-200 aL of a
0.1M silver nitrate solution. ZRach of these is fitted vith
i tvo-hole stopper. .

The four flasks are connected in sequence with

‘appropriately shaped glass.and Tygon tubing. All gittings

must be air tight. .
A nitrogen gas line is introduced intc the f£irst vessel
through one hole of the stopper. A thistle tube with a

.stopcock is placed in the second hole. The exit 1ine from

the £irst to the second vessel is placed in the third hole.

The second, third and fourth stoppers contain the eatry and ‘

exit lianes, the entry line being belov ths liguid surface
and the exit line, above. '

Betveen the nitrogen tank and the first vessel, an
oxygea-gcrubbing system must be placed. This systea
consists of a vanadous chloride solution {n the firss
scrubbing tover and the matrix of the analyte (usually
seavater or freshwater) in the second tover. The solution
used {n the first tover is prepazed in the followving manner.
Tour grams of ammonium metavanadate is Doiled with 350 aL of
conceatrated hydrochloric acid and diluted to 300 aL. This
solution is then transferred to the tover. Amalgamated
zinc, prepared by taking about 1S grams of zinc, covering it
vith deionized vater and adding 3 drops of concentrated
hydrochloric acid defore adding a small amcunt of mercury to
comsplete the amalgamation, is then added to the vanadous
chloride solution in the first tover. The solution should
oov be blue or green. When nitrzogen is bubbled through it
for a time it will turn purple. When the solutioa is
exhausted, it wvill tura back tp blue Or green. It may be
replanished by adding more amalgamated zinc or a fev drops
of concsatrated hydrochloric acid.’ :

The sample or standard to be analyzed is placed in the
first vessel after the entire system has been purged vith
nitrogen for about an hour. The usual sample size {s 10-135
grams of vet sediment. Any vater used in the transfer of
the sample to the vessel must be completely deasrated. The
system is again purged for 5-10 minates. Deasrated €M
hydrochioric acid is nov added from the thistle tube gg to
achieve a final concentration in the vessel of 0.3M.

.
(R
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COLUMBIA MILLS RI BACKGROUND SURFACE SOIL SAMPLING
SUMMARY OF VALIDATED ANALYTICAL RESULTS

PARAMETER SOIL 1 SOIL 2

Acetone

B. SEMIVOLATILES (ug/kg)

di—n—Butylp_h_thala_te

yiphthalate = = |
xyl)phthalate )

Nickel
Potassium
Selenium

1.4 U 1.1 U
Notes: U - indicates compound was analyzed but not detected.
L - indicates the sample quantitation limit is an
estimated quantity.
J -indicates an estimated value.
B - indicates analyte was found in associated
blank as well as sample.
R - indicated an unreliable result - compound may or
may not be present in this sample.

01-Oct-91 \RITB5-4B.wk1



Ground Water/Surface Water
SCGs
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APPENDIX B
Preliminary Screening
Summary Tables
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APPENDIX C
Preliminary Screening
Rating Sheets
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Analysis Factor
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Table 4-1

SHORT-TERM/LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS
(Maximum Score = 25)

Basis for Evaluation During
Preliminary Screening

Score

1.

Protection of community
during remedial actions.

Subtotal (maximum = 4)

Environmental Impact§

Subtotal (maximum = 4)

3. Time to implement the

remedy.

Subtotal (maximum = 2)

Permanence of the remedial
alternative.

Subtotal (maximum = 5)

Are there significant short-term risks
to the community that must be addressed?
(1If answer is no, go to Factor 2.)

Can the short-term risk be easily
controlled?

Does the mitigative effort to control
short-term risk impact the community
life-style?

Are there significant short-term risks
to the environment that must be
addressed? (If answer is no, go to
Factor 3.)

Are the available mitigative measures
reliable to minimize potential impacts?

What is the required time to implement
the remedy?

Required duration of the mitigative
effort to control short-term risk.

Will the remedy be classified as
permanent in accordance with Section
2.1(a), (b), or (c). (If answer is
yes, go to Factor 6.)

VIA  VIA

ENEAN

Yes
No

Yes
No

Yes
No

Yes
No

Yes
No

ayr.
2yr.

2yr.
2yr.

Yes
No
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Table 4-2

IMPLEMENTABILITY
(Maximum Score = 15)

Analysis Factor Basis for Evaluation During Score
Preliminary Screening

1. Technical Feasibility

action, if necessary.

a. Ability to construct i) Not difficult to construct. V 3
technology. No uncertainties in construction.
1) Somewhat difficult to construct. 2
No uncertainties in construction.
33i) Very difficult to construct and/or 1
significant uncertainties in construction.
b. Reliability of : i) Very reliable in meeting the specified 3
technology. process efficiencies or performance goals.
ii) Somewhat reliable in meeting the specified V4 2
process efficiencies or performance goals.
fE? c. Schedule of @elays i) Unlikely VA 2
! due to technical
problems. i) Somewhat likely 1
d. Need of undertaking i) No future remedial actions may be 2
additional remedial anticipated.

ji) Some future remedial actions may be 1
necessary.
Subtotal (maximum = 10)
2. Administrative Feasibility
a. Coordination with i) Minimal coordination is required. v// 2
other agencies.
ji) Required coordination is normal. 1
§31) Extensive coordination is regquired. 0
Subtotal (maximum = 2)
3. Availability of Services
and Materials
_ a. Availability of i) Are technologies under consideration Yes V/ 1
{ prospective generally commercially available No 0
technologies. for the site-specific application?
i) Will more than one vendor be available  Yes _;f:

to provide a competitive bid? No

U\)OH
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Table 4-1

SHORT-TERM/LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS
(Maximum Score = 25)

NS

Analysis Factor Basis for Evaluation During Score
Preliminary Screening
1. Protection of community © Are there significant short-term risks Yes 0
during remedial actions. to the community that must be addressed? No ;Z 4
(1f answer is no, go to Factor 2.)
° Can the short-term risk be easily Yes 1
controlled? No 0
° Does the mitigative effort to control Yes 0
short-term risk impact the community No 2
Jife-style?
Subtotal (maximum = 4)

2. Environmental lmpacté ° Are there significant short-term risks Yes 0
to the environment that must be No ;EE 4
addressed? (If answer is no, go to
Factor 3.)

©° Are the available mitigative measures Yes 3
reliable to minimize potential impacts? No 0
Subtotal (maximum = 4)
3. Time to implement the ° What is the required time to implement < 2yr. _ 1
remedy. the remedy? >2yr. O
© Required duration of the mitigative <eyr. 1
effort to control short-term risk. > 2yr. 0
Subtotal (maximum = 2)
4. Permanence of the remedial © Will the remedy be classified as Yes 5
alternative. permanent in accordance with Section No /. O

Subtotal (maximum = 5)

2.1(a), (b), or (c). (If answer is
yes, go to Factor 6.)



Table 4-2

IMPLEMENTABILITY
(Maximum Score = 15)

Analysis Factor Basis for Evaluation During Score
Preliminary Screening

1. Technical Feasibility

a. Ability to construct i) Not difficult to construct. v// 3
technology. No uncertainties in construction.
ii) Somewhat difficult to construct. 2
No uncertainties in construction.
3ii1) Very difficult to construct and/or 1
significant uncertainties in construction.
b. Reliability of : i) Very reliable in meeting the specified 3
technology. process efficiencies or performance goals.

i) Somewhat reliable in meeting the specified
process efficiencies or performance goals.

fE% c. Schedule of delays i) Unlikely
! due to technical
problems. ii) Somewhat likely 1
d. Need of undertaking i) No future remedial actions may be 2
additional remedial anticipated.

action, if necessary.

KITk K]

§3) Some future remedial actions may be 1
necessary.
Subtotal (maximm = 10)
2. Administrative Feasibility
a. Coordination with i) Minimal coordination is required. V// 2
other agencies.
§i) Required coordination is normal. 1
1i§) Extensive coordination is required. 0
Subtotal (maximum = 2)
3. Availability of Services
and Materials
B a. Availability of i) Are technologies under consideration Yes ”// 1
( prospective generally commercially available No 0
- technologies. for the site-specific application?
§3) Will more than one vendor be available Yes v/’ 1
to provide a competitive bid? No O



&>
U
{

DDA Sl /Al

Drecen F%nﬂs £ Rerite (3144/’(;p in place

)
PR

- 9
Table 4-1 X el
SHORT-TERM/LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS —
(Maximum Score = 25)
Analysis Factor Basis for Evaluation During Score
Preliminary Screening
1. Protection of community © Are there significant short-term risks Yes -0?
during remedial actions. to the community that must be addressed? No ;Z 4
(If answer is no, go to Factor 2.)
© Can the short-term risk be easily Yes 1
controlled? No 0
° Does the mitigative effort to control Yes 0
short-term risk impact the community No 2
1ife-style?
Subtotal (maximum = 4)

2. Environmental Tmpacté © Are there significant short-term risks Yes v 0
to the environment that must be No 4
addressed? (If answer is no, go to
Factor 3.)

© Are the available mitigative measures Yes _v 3
reliable to minimize potential impacts? No 0
Subtotal (maximum = §)
3. Time to implement the ° What is the required time to implement < 2yr. _/ 1
remedy. the remedy? > 2yr. 0
° Required duration of the mitigative <2yr. _/ 1
effort to control short-term risk. > 2yr. 0
Subtotal (maximum = 2)
4. Permanence of the remedial © Will the remedy be classified as Yes 5
alternative. permanent in accordance with Section No 0

Subtotal (maximum = 5)

2.1(a), (b), or (c). (If answer is
yes, go to Factor 6.)



Table 4-2

IMPLEMENTABILITY
(Maximum Score = 15)

Analysis Factor Basis for Evaluation During Score
Preliminary Screening

1. Technical Feasibility

action, if necessary.

a. Ability to construct i) Not difficult to construct. v/ 3
technology. No uncertainties in construction.
i1) Somewhat difficult to construct. 2
No uncertainties in construction.
ii11) Very difficult to construct and/or 1
significant uncertainties in construction.
b. Reliability of : 1) Very reliable in meeting the specified 3
technology. process efficiencies or performance goals.
ii1) Somewhat reliable in meeting the specified V// 2
process efficiencies or performance goals.
ﬁ c. Schedule of delays i) Unlikely V4 2
! due to technical
problems. 1) Somewhat likely 1
d. Need of undertaking i) No future remedial actions may be 2
additional remedial anticipated.

1) Some future remedial actions may be 1
necessary.
Subtotal (maximum = 10)
2. Administrative Feasibility
a. Coordination with i) Minimal coordination is required. 2

other agencies.
ii) Required coordination is normal.

N

111) Extensive coordination is required.
Subtotal (maximum = 2)

3. Availability of Services
and Materials

_ a. Availability of i) Are technologies under consideration Yes 1

1 prospective generally commercially available No 0
' technologies. for the site-specific application?

i) Will more than one vendor be available Yes V// 1

to provide a competitive bid? No ___ O
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Table 4-1
SHORT-TERM/LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS
(Maximum Score = 25)
Analysis Factor Basis for Evaluation During Score
Preliminary Screening
1. Protection of community © Are there significant short-term risks Yes - ;
during remedial actions. to the community that must be addressed? No v 4
(If answer is no, go to Factor 2.)
° Can the short-term risk be easily Yes 1
controlled? No 0
° Does the mitigative effort to control Yes 0
short-term risk impact the community No 2
life-style?
Subtotal (maximum = 4)

2. Environmental ]mpacté ° Are there significant short-term risks Yes v 0
to the environment that must be No 4
addressed? (If answer is no, go to
Factor 3.)

° Are the available mitigative measures Yes v// 3
> reliable to minimize potential impacts? No 0
Subtotal (maximum = §)
3. Time to implement the ® What is the required time to implement < 2yr. _/ 1
remedy. the remedy? >2r. 0
° Reguired duration of the mitigative < 2yr. <
effort to control short-term risk. > 2yr. 0
Subtotal (maximum = 2)
4. Permanence of the remedial © Will the remedy be classified as Yes _J{i 5
alternative. permanent in accordance with Section No _ O

2.1(a), (b), or (c). (If answer is
yes, go to Factor 6.)
Subtotal (maximum = 5)

V%
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Analysis Factor

Table 4-2

IMPLEMENTABILITY
(Maximum Score = 15)

Basis for Evaluation During
Preliminary Screening

Score

1. Technical Feasibility

a. Ability to construct
technology.

b. Reliability of
technology.

c. Schedule of delays
due to technical
problems.

d. Need of undertaking

additional remedial
action, if necessary.

Subtotal (maximum = 10)

2. Administrative Feasibility

a. Coordination with
other agencies.

Subtotal (maximum = 2)

3. Availability of Services

and Materials

a. Availability of
prospective
technologies.

Not difficult to construct.
No uncertainties in construction.

Somewhat difficult to construct.
No uncertainties in construction.

Very difficult to construct and/or
significant uncertainties in construction.

Very reliable in meeting the specified
process efficiencies or performance goals.

Somewhat reliable in meeting the specified
process efficiencies or performance goals.

Unlikely
Somewhat likely

No future remedial actions may be
anticipated.

Some future remedial actions may be
necessary.

§) Minimal coordination is required.

i)
1i1)

i)

Required coordination is normal.

Extensive coordination is required.

Are technologies under consideration
generally commercially available
for the site-specific application?

Will more than one vendor be available
to provide a competitive bid?

< |

SO N

| K|

Yes V//
No
Yes V//
No

O+

—
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Table 4-1 1§L{li//

SHORT-TERM/LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS
(Maximum Score = 25)

Analysis Factor Basis for Evaluation During Score
Preliminary Screening

life-style?
Subtotal (maximum = 4)

1. Protection of community ° Are there significant short-term risks Yes v -0;
during remedial actions. to the community that must be addressed? No 4
(1f answer is no, go to Factor 2.)
© Can the short-term risk be easily Yes i 1
controlled? No 0
° Does the mitigative effort to control Yes 0
short-term risk impact the community No 2 2
2. Environmental lmpacté °© Are there significant short-term risks Yes / 0
to the environment that must be No 4
addressed? (If answer is no, go to
Factor 3.)
° Are the available mitigative measures Yes Y 3
reliable to minimize potential impacts? No 0
Subtotal (maximum = 4)
3. Time to implement the °© What is the required time to implement < 2yr. _\/ 1
remedy. the remedy? > 2yr. 0
°© Required duration of the mitigative < 2yr. _V 1
effort to control short-term risk. > 2yr. 0
Subtotal (maximum = 2)
4. Permanence of the remedial © Will the remedy be classified as Yes 5
alternative. permanent in accordance with Section No _~ O

2.1(a), (b), or (c). (If answer is
yes, go to Factor 6.)
Subtotal (maximum = 5)



Table 4-2

IMPLEMENTABILITY
(Maximum Score = 15)
Analysis Factor Basis for Evaluation During Score
Preliminary Screening
1. Technical Feasibility )
a. Ability to construct i) Not difficult to construct. 3
technology. No uncertainties in construction.
1) Somewhat difficult to construct. V/ 2
No uncertainties in construction.
111) Very difficult to construct and/or 1
significant uncertainties in construction.
b. Reliability of i) Very reliable in meeting the specified 3
technology. process efficiencies or performance goals.
i1) Somewhat reliable in meeting the specified V/ 2
process efficiencies or performance goals.
ﬁ c. Schedule of delays i) Unlikely Vo2
! due to technical
problems. ii) Somewhat likely 1
d. Need of undertaking i) No future remedial actions may be 2
additional remedial anticipated.
action, if necessary. v/
i) Some future remedial actions may be 1
necessary. :
Subtotal (maximum = 10)
2. Administrative Feasibility
a. Coordination with i) Minimal coordination is required. 2
other agencies.
i) Required coordination is normal. V4 1
i11) Extensive coordination is required. 0
Subtotal (maximum = 2)
3. Availability of Services
and Materials
P a. Availability of i) Are technologies under consideration Yes _Jﬁi 1
prospective generally commercially available No O
technologies. for the site-specific application?
ii) Will more than one vendor be available  Yes _:f; 1
to provide a competitive bid? No ___ O
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Table 4-1 X 4l
N
SHORT-TERM/LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS
(Maximum Score = 25)
Analysis Factor Basis for Evaluation During Score
Preliminary Screening
1. Protection of community Are there significant short-term risks Yes v -0;
during remedial actions. to the community that must be addressed? No 4
(1f answer is no, go to Factor 2.)
Can the short-term risk be easily Yes Vo1
controlled? No 0
Does the mitigative effort to control Yes 0
short-term risk impact the community No _ 2
Tife-style?
Subtotal (maximum = 4)

2. Environmental lmpacté Are there significant short-term risks Yes / 0
to the environment that must be No 4
addressed? (If answer is no, go to
Factor 3.)

Are the available mitigative measures Yes V4 3
reliable to minimize potential impacts? No 0

Subtotal (maximum = §)
3. Time to implement the What is the required time to implement < 2yr. v// 1
remedy. the remedy? > 2yr. 0
Required duration of the mitigative < 2yr. v, 1
effort to control short-term risk. > 2yr. 0

Subtotal (maximum = 2)
4. Permanence of the remedial Will the remedy be classified as Yes _J{f 5
alternative. permanent in accordance with Section No ___ O

Subtotal (maximum = 5)

2.1(a), (b), or (c). (If answer is

yes, go to Factor 6.)

IS



Analysis Factor

Table 4-2

IMPLEMENTABILITY
(Maximum Score = 15)

Basis for Evaluation During
Preliminary Screening

Score

1. Technical Feasibility

a. Ability to construct
technology.

b. Reliability of
technology.

’53$ c. Schedule of delays
' due to technical
problems.

d. Need of undertaking
additional remedial

action, if necessary.

Subtotal (maximum = 10)

2. Administrative Feasibility

a. Coordination with
other agencies.

Subtotal (maximum = 2)

3. Availability of Services

and Materials

a. Availability of
L prospective
: technologies.

111)

i) Very reliable in meeting the specified
process efficiencies or performance goals.

ii)

i)
i)

i)

i)

i) Minimal coordination is required.

1) .
1i1)

i)

ii)

Not difficult to construct.

No uncertainties in construction.

Somewhat difficult to construct.
No uncertainties in construction.

Very difficult to construct and/or
significant uncertainties in construction.

Somewhat reliable in meeting the specified
process efficiencies or performance goals.

Unlikely

Somewhat likely

No future remedial actions may be

anticipated.

Some future remedial actions may be

necessary.

Required coordination is normal.

Extensive coordination is required.

Are technologies under consideration
generally commercially available
for the site-specific application?

Will more than one vendor be available

to provide a competitive bid?

Yes _Jéi
No
Yes V/
No

< | K |

I T k|
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SHORT-TERM/LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS

DA SU/EBl

Table 4-1

= \\x\*\ S

Land RUE

(Maximum Score = 25)
Analysis Factor Basis for Evaluation During Score
Preliminary Screening
1. Protection of community Are there significant short-term risks Yes v/ -0?
during remedial actions. to the community that must be addressed? No 4
(1f answer is no, go to Factor 2.)
Can the short-term risk be easily Yes V4 1
controlled? No 0
Does the mitigative effort to control Yes 0
short-term risk impact the community No ;Z 2
life-style?
Subtotal (maximum = 4)

2. Environmental Tmpacté Are there significant short-term risks Yes 4 0
to the environment that must be No 4
addressed? (If answer is no, go to
Factor 3.)

Are the available mitigative measures Yes v 3
reliable to minimize potential impacts? No 0

Subtotal (maximum = 4)
3. Time to implement the what is the required time to implement < 2yr. 1
remedy. the remedy? > 2yr. L 0
Required duration of the mitigative <2yr. 1
effort to control short-term risk. > 2yr. 0

Subtotal (maximum = 2)
4. Permanence of the remedial Will the remedy be classified as Yes 5
alternative. permanent in accordance with Section No _y/ O

Subtotal (maximum = 5)

2.1(a), (b), or (c). (If answer is

yes, go to Factor 6.)

.



Table 4-2

IMPLEMENTABILITY
(Maximum Score = 15)
Analysis Factor Basis for Evaluation During Score
Preliminary Screening
1. Technical Feasibility '
a. Ability to construct 1) Not difficult to construct. 3
technology. No uncertainties in construction.
1) Somewhat difficult to construct. V4 2
No uncertainties in construction.
111) Very difficult to construct and/or 1
significant uncertainties in construction.
b. Reliability of : 1) Very reliable in meeting the specified 3
technology. process efficiencies or performance goals.
ii) Somewhat reliable in meeting the specified \/// 2
process efficiencies or performance goals.
c. Schedule of delays i) Unlikely 74 2
due to technical
problems. i) Somewhat likely 1
d. Need of undertaking i) No future remedial actions may be 2
additional remedial anticipated.
action, if necessary.
i) Some future remedial actions may be v/ 1
necessary.
Subtotal (maximum = 10)
2. Administrative Feasibility
a. Coordination with i) Minimal coordination is required. 2
other agencies.
i) Required coordination is normal. v/ 1
§ii) Extensive coordination is required. )
Subtotal (maximum = 2)
3. Availability of Services
and Materials
a. Availability of i) Are technologies under consideration _2{_ 1
prospective generally commercially available 0
technologies. for the site-specific application?
i) Wi1l more than one vendor be available V/ 1
to provide a competitive bid? 0
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Analysis Factor
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Table 4-1

¥

SHORT-TERM/LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS L

S

(Maximum Score =

25)

Basis for Evaluation During
Preliminary Screening

(2esete Cl‘uk,/ (5’;«0,‘}@/ OF[ ru}e, de&[w

Score

_ Protection of community
during remedial actions.

Subtotal (maximum = &)

Environmental Impacté

Subtotal (maximum = 4)

. Time to implement the

remedy.

Subtotal (maximum = 2)

Permanence of the remedial

alternative.

Subtotal (maximum = 5)

Are there significant short-term risks
to the community that must be addressed?
(If answer is no, go to Factor 2.)

Can the short-term risk be easily
controlled?

Does the mitigative effort to control
short-term risk impact the community
life-style?

Are there significant short-term risks
to the environment that must be
addressed? (If answer is no, go to
Factor 3.)

Are the available mitigative measures
reliable to minimize potential impacts?

What is the required time to implement
the remedy?

Required duration of the mitigative
effort to control short-term risk.

Wil the remedy be classified as
permanent in accordance with Section
2.1(a), (b), or (c). (If answer is

yes, go to Factor 6.)

Yes
No

Yes
No

Yes
No

Yes
No

Yes
No

2yr.
2yr.

2yr.
2yr.

Yes

No
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Table 4-2

IMPLEMENTABILITY
(Maximum Score = 15)
Analysis Factor Basis for Evaluation During Score
Preliminary Screening
1. Technical Feasibility '
a. Ability to construct i) Not difficult to construct. 3
technology. No uncertainties in construction.
i1) Somewhat difficult to construct. V/ 2
No uncertainties in construction.
iii) Very difficult to construct and/or 1
significant uncertainties in construction.
b. Reliability of i) Very reliable in meeting the specified v/' 3
technology. process efficiencies or performance goals.
ii) Somewhat reliable in meeting the specified 2
process efficiencies or performance goals.
ﬁi‘ c. Schedule of delays i) Unlikely 2
! due to technical
problems. ii) Somewhat likely VA 1
d. Need of undertaking i) No future remedial actions may be v 2
additional remedial anticipated.
action, if necessary.
i) Some future remedial actions may be 1
necessary.
Subtotal (maximum = 10)
2. Administrative Feasibility
a. Coordination with i) Minimal coordination is required. 2
other agencies.
ii) Required coordination is normal. 1
§ii) Extensive coordination is required. vV 0
Subtotal (maximum = 2)
3. Availability of Services
and Materials
; a. Availability of i) Are technologies under consideration Yes ____ 1
1 prospective generally commercially available No V4 0
: technologies. for the site-specific application?
i) Will more than one vendor be available Yes _JZL 1
to provide a competitive bid? No ___
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Table 4-1

SHORT-TERM/LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS

(Maximum Score = 25)

Analysis Factor Basis for Evaluation During Score
Preliminary Screening
1. Protection of community Are there significant short-term risks Yes -0;
during remedial actions. to the community that must be addressed? No ;Z 4
(If answer is no, go to Factor 2.)
Can the short-term risk be easily Yes 1
controlied? No 0
Does the mitigative effort to control Yes 0
short-term risk impact the community No 2
Jife-style?
Subtotal (maximum = 4)

2. Environmental Impacté Are there significant short-term risks Yes v/ 0
to the environment that must be No 4
addressed? (If answer is no, go to
Factor 3.)

Are the available mitigative measures Yes 3
reliable to minimize potential impacts? No VA 0

Subtotal (maximum = 4)
3. Time to implement the What is the required time to implement < 2yr. v 1
remedy. the remedy? > 2yr. 0
Required duration of the mitigative <2yr. _ L 1
effort to control short-term risk. > 2yr. 0

Subtota) (maximum = 2)
4. Permanence of the remedial Will the remedy be classified as Yes 5
alternative. permanent in accordance with Section No 0

Subtotal (maximum = 5)

2.1(a), (b), or (c). (If answer is

yes, go to Factor 6.)
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Analysis Factor

Table 4-2

IMPLEMENTABILITY
(Maximum Score = 15)

Basis for Evaluation During
Preliminary Screening

Score

1. Technical Feasibility

a. Ability to construct i)
technology.
i)
111)
b. Reliability of i)
technology.
i)
c. Schedule of delays i)
due to technical
problems. ii)
d. Need of undertaking i)
additional remedial
action, if necessary.
ii)

Subtotal (maximum = 10)

2. Administrative Feasibility

a. Coordination with 1)
other agencies.
ii)
iii)
Subtotal (maximum = 2)
3. Availability of Services
and Materials
a. Availability of i)
prospective
technologies.
i)

Not difficult to construct.
No uncertainties in construction.

Somewhat difficult to construct.
No uncertainties in construction.

Very difficult to construct and/or
significant uncertainties in construction.

Very reliable in meeting the specified
process efficiencies or performance goals.

Somewhat reliable in meeting the specified
process efficiencies or performance goals.

Unlikely
Somewhat likely

No future remedial actions may be
anticipated.

Some future remedial actions may be
necessary.

Minimal coordination is required.

Required coordination is normal.

Extensive coordination is required.

Are technologies under consideration
generally commercially available
for the site-specific application?

Will more than one vendor be available
to provide a competitive bid?

Yes
No

Yes
No

NR N
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Table 4-1

SHORT-TERM/LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS

(Maximum Score = 2%5)

Basis for Evaluation During
Preliminary Screening

Score

1. Protection of community
during remedial actions.

Subtotal (maximum = 4)

2. Environmental Impacté

Subtotal (maximum = &)

3. Time to implement the
remedy.

Subtotal (maximum = 2)

4. Permanence of the remedial
alternative.

Subtotal (maxisum = 5)

Are there significant short-term risks
to the community that must be addressed?
(If answer is no, go to Factor 2.)

Can the short-term risk be easily
controlled?

Does the mitigative effort to control
short-term risk impact the community
life-style?

Are there significant short-term risks
to the environment that must be
addressed? (If answer is no, go to
Factor 3.)

Are the available mitigative measures
reliable to minimize potential impacts?

What is the required time to implement < 2yr.
> 2yr.

the remedy?

Required duration of the mitigative
effort to control short-term risk.

Will the remedy be classified as
permanent in accordance with Section
2.1(a), (b), or (c). (If answer is

_yes, go to Factor 6.)

Yes
No

Yes
No

Yes
No

Yes
No

Yes
No

< 2yr.
> 2yr.

Yes
No

N O
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Analysis Factor

Table 4-2

IMPLEMENTABILITY
(Maximum Score = 15)

Basis for Evaluation During
Preliminary Screening

Score

1.

Technical Feasibility

a. Ability to construct
technology.

b. Reliability of
technology.

c. Schedule of delays
due to technical
problems.

d. Need of undertaking

additional remedial
action, if necessary.

Subtotal (maximum = 10)

Administrative Feasibility

a. Coordination with
other agencies.

Subtotal (maximum = 2)

Availability of Services

and Materials

a. Availability of
prospective
technologies.

i) Not difficult to construct.
No uncertainties in construction.

ii) Somewhat difficult to construct.
No uncertainties in construction.

jii) Very difficult to construct and/or
significant uncertainties in construction.

i) Very reliable in meeting the specified
process efficiencies or performance goals.

ji) Somewhat reliable in meeting the specified
process efficiencies or performance goals.

i) Unlikely
ii) Somewhat likely

j) No future remedial actions may be
anticipated.

§7) Some future remedial actions may be
necessary.

§) Minimal coordination is required.
§i) Required coordination is normal.

§3i) Extensive coordination is required.

i) Are technologies under consideration
generally commercially available
for the site-specific application?

§1) Will more than one vendor be available
to provide a competitive bid?

Yes
No

Yes
No

|| |l
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Table 4-1 A
SHORT-TERM/LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS
(Maximum Score = 25)
Analysis Factor Basis for Evaluation During Score
Preliminary Screening
1. Protection of community °© Are there significant short-term risks Yes -0;
during remedial actions. to the community that must be addressed? No v 4
(1f answer is no, go to Factor 2.)
© Can the short-term risk be easily Yes 1
controlled? No 0
°o pDoes the mitigative effort to control Yes 0
short-term risk impact the community No 2
life-style?
Subtotal (maximum = 4)

2. Environmental Impacté °© Are there significant short-term risks Yes 0
to the environment that must be No 4
addressed? (If answer is no, go to
Factor 3.) L b Cedeabe muhls

ﬂ,;ﬂ/.,, ’la Le /ﬂr{“([w-/( L~ to 3’1«/7(,.&&"
°© Are the available mitigative measures Yes 3
reliable to minimize potential impacts? No s/ 0
Subtotal (maximum = &)
3. Time to implement the © what is the required time to implement 2yr. 1
remedy. the remedy? 2yr. 0
© Required duration of the mitigative 2yr. |/ 1
effort to control short-term risk. 2yr. ___ O
Subtotal (maximum = 2)
4. Permanence of the remedial © Will the remedy be classified as Yes 5
alternative. permanent in accordance with Section No v, O

Subtotal (maximum

5)

2.1(a), (b), or (c). (1f answer is
yes, go to Factor 6.)

A A
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Table 4-2

IMPLEMENTABILITY
(Maximum Score = 15)
Analysis Factor Basis for Evaluation During Score
Preliminary Screening
1. Technical Feasibility ’
a. Ability to construct i) Not difficult to construct. 3
technology. No uncertainties in construction.
ji) Somewhat difficult to construct. 2
No uncertainties in construction.
ii1) Very difficult to construct and/or v/ 1
significant uncertainties in construction.
b. Reliability of i) Very reliable in meeting the specified 3
technology. process efficiencies or performance goals.
ii) Somewhat reliable in meeting the specified v, 2
process efficiencies or performance goals.
c. Schedule of delays i) Unlikely 2
due to technical
problems. ii) Somewhat likely v/ 1
d. Need of undertaking i) No future remedial actions may be 2
additional remedial anticipated.
action, if necessary.
§3) Some future remedial actions may be v 1
necessary.
Subtotal (maximum = 10)
2. Administrative Feasibility
a. Coordination with i) Minimal coordination is required. 2
other agencies.
§i) Required coordination is normal. v/ 1
§i4) Extensive coordination is required. 0
Subtotal (maximum = 2)
3. Availability of Services
and Materials
a. Availability of i) Are technologies under consideration Yes ._;Z_ 1
prospective generally commercially available No ____ O
technologies. for the site-specific application?
§1) Will more than one vendor be available  Yes vV
to provide a competitive bid? No ____ O
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Table 4-1 A

SHORT-TERM/LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS :

(Maximum Score = 25)

Basis for Evaluation During
Preliminary Screening

Score

1. Protection of community
during remedial actions.

Subtotal (maximum = 4)

2. Environmental Impact§

Subtotal (maximum = 4)

3. Time to implement the
remedy.

Subtotal (maximum = 2)

4. Permanence of the remedial
alternative.

Subtotal (maxisum = 5)

Are there significant short-term risks
to the community that must be addressed?
(1f answer is no, go to Factor 2.)

Can the short-term risk be easily
controlled?

Does the mitigative effort to control
short-term risk impact the community
life-style?

Are there significant short-term risks
to the environment that must be
addressed? (If answer is no, go to
Factor 3.)

Are the available mitigative measures
reliable to minimize potential impacts?

wWhat is the required time to implement < 2yr.
> 2yr.

the remedy?

Required duration of the mitigative
effort to control short-term risk.

Will the remedy be classified as
permanent in accordance with Section
2.1(a), (b), or (c). (If answer is

yes, go to Factor 6.)

< 2yr.
> ayr.

Yes
No

| I

Yes
No

Yes
No

K K

Yes
No

Yes
No

NN

Yes )

N _

~n o o

& O

owm



AN

-

Table 4-2

IMPLEMENTABILITY
(Maximum Score = 15)
Analysis Factor Basis for Evaluation During Score
Preliminary Screening
1. Technical Feasibility '
a. Ability to construct i) Not difficult to construct. 3
technology. No uncertainties in construction.
i) Somewhat difficult to construct. 2
No uncertainties in construction.
i11) Very difficult to construct and/or 1
significant uncertainties in construction.
b. Reliability of i) Very reliable in meeting the specified 3
technology. process efficiencies or performance goals.
ji) Somewhat reliable in meeting the specified v 2
process efficiencies or performance goals.
c. Schedule of delays i) Unlikely 2
due to technical
problems. ii) Somewhat likely v/ 1
d. Need of undertaking i) No future remedial actions may be 2
additional remedial anticipated.
action, if necessary.
ii) Some future remedial actions may be 1
necessary.
Subtotal (maximum = 10)
2. Administrative Feasibility
a. Coordination with i) Minimal coordination is required. 2
other agencies.
ji) Required coordination is normal. 1
j31) Extensive coordination is required. a 0
Subtotal (maximum = 2)
3. Availability of Services
and Materials
a. Availability of i) Are technologies under consideration Yes _/ 1
prospective generally commercially available No __ C
technologies. for the site-specific application?
§1) Will more than one vendor be available  Yes _./ 1
to provide a competitive bid? No _  C
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Table 4-1 -
:3Y N
SHORT-TERM/LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS :{) ;
(Maximum Score = 28) | /
Analysis Factor Basis for Evaluation During Score
Preliminary Screening
1. Protection of community © Are there significant short-term risks Yes -0;
during remedial actions. to the community that must be addressed? No 4
(If answer is no, go to Factor 2.)
/_7‘/5 (‘* J)‘r\_ fn {li.r
© Can the short-term risk be easily Yes 1
controlled? No 0
© Does the mitigative effort to control Yes 0
short-term risk impact the community No 2
life-style?
Subtotal (maximum = 4)

2. Environmental Tmpacté ° Are there significant short-term risks Yes _y 0
to the environment that must be No )
addressed? (If answer is no, go to
Factor 3.)

° Are the available mitigative measures Yes v, 3

reliable to minimize potential impacts? No 0

Subtotal (maximum = 4)

AN

3. Time to implement the ° What is the required time to implement

2yr.
remedy. the remedy?

2yr. 0

<

>

° Required duration of the mitigative < 2yr. v 1
effort to control short-term risk. > 2yr.

Subtotal (maximum = 2)

4. Permanence of the remedial ° Will the remedy be classified as Yes
alternative. permanent in accordance with Section No
2.1(a), (b), or {(c). (If answer is
_yes, go to Factor 6.)

owm

Subtotal (maximm = 5)

A



Analysis Factor

Table 4-2

IMPLEMENTABILITY
(Maximum Score = 15)

Basis for Evaluation During Score
Preliminary Screening
1. Technical Feasibility -
a. Ability to construct 1) Not difficult to construct. 3
technology. No uncertainties in construction.
i) Somewhat difficult to construct. 2
No uncertainties in construction.
11i) Very difficult to construct and/or 1
significant uncertainties in construction.
b. Reliability of 1) Very reliable in meeting the specified 3
technology. process efficiencies or performance goals.
i1) Somewhat reliable in meeting the specified \/ 2
process efficiencies or performance goals.
! . ’
] 3 c. Schedule of delays i) Unlikely 2
' due to technical
problems. i3) Somewhat likely VA 1
d. Need of undertaking i) No future remedial actions may be v, 2
additional remedial anticipated.
action, if necessary.
j1) Some future remedial actions may be 1
necessary.
Subtotal (maximum = 10)
2. Administrative Feasibility
a. Coordination with i) Minimal coordination is required. 2
other agencies.
: 1) Required coordination is normal. 1
i11) Extensive coordination is required. VA 0
Subtotal (maximum = 2)
3. Availability of Services
and Materials
a. Availability of i) Are technologies under consideration Yes _gf; 1
(’ prospective generally commercially available Noe _C
~ technologies. for the site-specific application?
§1) Will more than one vendor be available Yes _igi 1
to provide a competitive bid? No [g
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Table 4-1

SHORT-TERM/LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS
{Maximum Score = 25)

Analysis Factor Basis for Evaluation During Score
Preliminary Screening
1. Protection of community © Are there significant short-term risks Yes -0;
during remedial actions. to the community that must be addressed? No 32 4
(If answer is no, go to Factor 2.)
© Can the short-term risk be easily Yes 1
controlled? No 0
° Does the mitigative effort to control Yes 0
short-term risk impact the community No 2
Tife-style?
Subtotal (maximum = 4)

2. Environmental Impact§ ° Are there significant short-term risks Yes v// 0
to the environment that must be No 4
addressed? (If answer is no, go to
Factor 3.)

° Are the available mitigative measures Yes v/’ 3
reliable to minimize potential impacts? No 0
Subtotal (maximum = 4§)
3. Time to implement the © What is the required time to implement < 2yr. v 1
remedy. the remedy? > 2yr. 0
® Required duration of the mitigative < 2yr. e 1
effort to control short-term risk. > 2yr. 0
Subtotal (maximum = 2)
4. Permanence of the remedial © Will the remedy be classified as Yes ./ 5
alternative. permanent in accordance with Section No 0

2.1(a), (b), or (c). (If answer is
yes, go to Factor 6.)
Subtotal (maximum = 5)

U
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Analysis Factor

Table 4-2

IMPLEMENTABILITY
(Maximum Score = 15)

Basis for Evaluation During Score
Preliminary Screening
1. Technical Feasibility _
a. Ability to construct i) Not difficult to construct. 3
technology. No uncertainties in construction.
ii) Somewhat difficult to construct. 2
No uncertainties in construction.
11i) Very difficult to construct and/or v// 1
significant uncertainties in construction.
b. Reliability of i) Very reliable in meeting the specified 3
technology. process efficiencies or performance goals.
ii) Somewhat reliable in meeting the specified vV 2
process efficiencies or performance goals.
¢. Schedule of delays i) Unlikely 2
due to technical
problems. 1) Somewhat likely Vo
d. Need of undertaking i) No future remedial actions may be v/ 2
additional remedial anticipated.
action, if necessary.
i) Some future remedial actions may be 1
necessary.
Subtotal (maximum = 10)
2. Administrative Feasibility
a. Coordination with i) Minimal coordination is required. 2
other agencies.
1) Required coordination is normal. v 1
§i1) Extensive coordination is required. 0
Subtotal (maximum = 2)
3. Availability of Services
and Materials
a. Availability of i) Are technologies under consideration Yes _441 1
prospective generally commercially available Noe _~ O
technologies. for the site-specific application?
1i) Will more than one vendor be available Yes __ﬁ; 1
to provide a competitive bid? No _
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Table 4-1
SHORT-TERM/LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS
(Maximum Score = 25)
Analysis Factor Basis for Evaluation During Score
Preliminary Screening
1. Protection of community © Are there significant short-term risks Yes -05
during remedial actions. to the community that must be addressed? No 4

(If answer is no, go to Factor 2.)

N TR Tk

° Can the short-term risk be easily Yes
controlled? No 0

° Does the mitigative effort to control Yes 0
short-term risk impact the community No 2

life-style?
Subtotal (maximum = 4)

1

4N ]

. Environmental 1mpact§ ® Are there significant short-term risks Yes

0
to the environment that must be No v 4
addressed? (If answer is no, go to
Factor 3.)
°© Are the available mitigative measures Yes 3
D reliable to minimize potential impacts? No 0
Subtotal (maximum = §)
3. Time to implement the ° What 3is the required time to implement < 2yr. v// 1
remedy. the remedy? > 2yr. 0
° Required duration of the mitigative < 2yr. v o1
effort to control short-term risk. > 2yr. 0
Subtotal (maximum = 2)
4. Permanence of the remedial © Will the remedy be classified as Yes V// 5
alternative. permanent in accordance with Section No 0

2.1(a), (b), or {(c). (If answer is
yes, go to Factor 6.)
Subtotal (maximum = 5)
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Analysis Factor

Table 4-2

IMPLEMENTABILITY
(Maximum Score = 15)

Basis for Evaluation During
Preliminary Screening

Score

1. Technical Feasibility

a. Ability to construct i)
technology.

1)

111)

b. Reliability of i)
technology.

i)

c. Schedule of delays 1)

due to technical
problems. 1)
d. Need of undertaking i)

additional remedial
action, if necessary.

ii)
Subtotal (maximum = 10)
2. Administrative Feasibility
a. Coordination with 1)
other agencies.
ii)
i1i1)
Subtotal (maximum = 2)
3. Availability of Services
and Materials
a. Availability of 1)
prospective
technologies.

1)

Not difficult to construct.
No uncertainties in construction.

Somewhat difficult to construct.
Nc uncertainties in construction.

Very difficult to construct and/or
significant uncertainties in construction.

Very reliable in meeting the specified
process efficiencies or performance goals.

Somewhat reliable in meeting the specified
process efficiencies or performance goals.

Unlikely
Somewhat likely

No future remedial actions may be
anticipated.

Some future remedial actions may be
necessary.

Minimal coordination is required.

Required coordination is normal.

Extensive coordination is required.

Are technologies under consideration
generally commercially available
for the site-specific application?

®il) more than one vendor be available
to provide a competitive bid?

N
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Table 4-1 1%

SHORT-TERM/LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS

(Maximum Score = 25)

Basis for Evaluation During
Preliminary Screening

Score

. Protection of community

during remedial actions.

Subtotal (maximum = 4)

Environmental 1mpact§

Subtotal (maximum = 4)

. Time to implement the

remedy.

Subtotal (maximum = 2)

Permanence of the remedial
alternative.

Subtotal (maximum = 5)

Are there significant short-term risks
to the community that must be addressed?
(1f answer is no, go to Factor 2.)

Can the short-term risk be easily
controlled?

Does the mitigative effort to control

short-term risk impact the community
life-style?

Are there significant short-term risks
to the environment that must be
addressed? (If answer is no, go to
Factor 3.)

Are the available mitigative measures
reliable to minimize potential impacts?

What is the required time to implement < 2yr.

the remedy? > 2yr.
Required duration of the mitigative < 2yr.
effort to control short-term risk. > 2yr.

Will the remedy be classified as
permanent in accordance with Section
2.1(a), (b), or (c). (If answer is

_yes, go to Factor 6.)

Yes
No

Yes
No

Yes
No

Yes
No

Yes
No

|
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Analysis Factor

Table 4-2

IMPLEMENTABILITY
(Maximum Score = 15)

Basis for Evaluation During
Preliminary Screening

Score

1. Technical Feasibility

a. Ability to construct i)
technology.

i)
1ii)

b. Relfability of i)
technology.

ii)

X c. Schedule of delays 1)
! due to technical

problems. i)

d. Need of undertaking i)
additional remedial
action, if necessary.
ii)

Subtotal (maximm = 10)

2. Administrative Feasibility

a. Coordination with i)
other agencies.
it)

i)
Subtotal (maximum = 2)

3. Availability of Services
and Materials

a. Availability of i)
(’ prospective
: technologies.

i1)

Not difficult to construct.
No uncertainties in construction.

Somewhat difficult to construct.
No uncertainties in construction.

Very difficult to construct and/or
significant uncertainties in construction.

Very reliable in meeting the specified
process efficiencies or performance goals.

Somewhat reliable in meeting the specified
process efficiencies or performance goals.

Unlikely
Somewhat likely

No future remedial actions may be
anticipated.

Some future remedial actions may be
necessary.

Minimal coordination is required.

Required coordination is normal.

Extensive coordination is required.

Are technologies under consideration
generally commercially available
for the site-specific application?

Will more than one vendor be available
to provide a competitive bid?

NN
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Table 4-1 L)
.\\. q '/.‘
SHORT-TERM/LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS ~ /
(Maximum Score = 25)
Analysis Factor Basis for Evaluation During Score
Preliminary Screening
1. Protection of community ° Are there significant short-term risks Yes -0;
during remedial actions. to the community that must be addressed? No .
(1f answer is no, go to Factor 2.)
° Can the short-term risk be easily Yes 1
controlled? No 0
° Does the mitigative effort to control Yes 0
short-term risk impact the community No 2
Tife-style?
Subtotal (maximum = 4)

2. Environmental Impacts ° Are there significant short-term risks Yes v// 0
to the environment that must be No 4
addressed? (If answer is no, go to
Factor 3.)

° Are the available mitigative measures Yes 3
reliable to minimize potential impacts? No ;Z 0
Subtotal (maximum = 4)
3. Time to implement the © what is the required time to implement < 2yr. h// 1
remedy. the remedy? S 2yr. 0
° Required duration of the mitigative < 2yr. b// 1
effort to control short-term risk. > 2yr. 0
Subtotal (maximum = 2)
4. Permanence of the remedial © Will the remedy be classified as Yes 5
alternative. permanent in accordance with Section No v 0

Subtotal (maximm = §)

2.1(a), (b), or (c). (If answer is
yes, go to Factor 6.)
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Table 4-2

IMPLEMENTABILITY
(Maximum Score = 15)
Analysis Factor Basis for Evaluation During Score
Preliminary Screening
1. Technical Feasibility .

a. Ability to construct i) Not difficult to construct. 3

technology. No uncertainties in construction.
ii) Somewhat difficult to construct. 2
No uncertainties in construction.
i31) Very difficult to construct and/or v 1
significant uncertainties in construction.

b. Reliability of i) Very reliable in meeting the specified 3
technology. process efficiencies or performance goals.

ii) Somewhat reliable in meeting the specified VAR
process efficiencies or performance goals.

c. Schedule of delays i) Unlikely 2
due to technical
problems. i) Somewhat likely v/ 1

d. Need of undertaking i) No future remedial actions may be 2
additional remedial anticipated.
action, if necessary.

1) Some future remedial actions may be L// 1
necessary.

Subtotal (maximum = 10)

2. Administrative Feasibility

a. Coordination with i) Minimal coordination is required. 2

other agencies.
11) Required coordination is normal. VARED!
{11) Extensive coordination is required. 0
Subtotal (maximum = 2)
3. Availability of Services

and Materials _

a. Availability of i) Are technologies under consideration Yes _Jﬁi 1
prospective generally commercially available No O
technologies. for the site-specific application?

§1) Wi1l more than one vendor be available  Yes __kff 1
to provide a competitive bid? No ___ O



é/Xraqu&v\ /on’S‘J}C (‘)tf/of..j

Table 4-1 \f?\\
SHORT-TERM/LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS '\ %L/
(Maximum Score = 25) =2
Analysis Factor Basis for Evaluation During Score
Preliminary Screening
1. Protection of community ° Are there significant short-term risks Yes v -O;
during remedial actions. to the community that must be addressed? No 4
(If answer is no, go to Factor 2.)
° Can the short-term risk be easily Yes 1
controlled? No ;Z 0
° Does the mitigative effort to control Yes V4 0
short-term risk impact the community No 2
life-style?
Subtotal (maximum = 4)

2. Environmental 1mpact§ ° Are there significant short-term risks Yes 0
to the environment that must be No v 4
addressed? (If answer is no, go to
Factor 3.)

° Are the available mitigative measures Yes 3
reliable to minimize potential impacts? No 0
Subtotal (maximum = 4)
3. Time to implement the ° What is the required time to implement £ 2yr. _ / 1
remedy. the remedy? > 2yr. 0
° Required duration of the mitigative < 2yr. Voo
effort to control short-term risk. > 2yr. 0
Subtotal (maximum = 2)
4. Permanence of the remedial © Will the remedy be classified as Yes 5
alternative. permanent in accordance with Section No ::;Zf 0

2.1(a), (b), or (c). (If answer is
yes, go to Factor 6.)
Subtotal (maximum = 5)
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Table 4-2

IMPLEMENTABILITY
(Maximum Score = 15)

Analysis Factor Basis for Evaluation During Score
Preliminary Screening

1. Technical Feasibility

a. Ability to construct i) Not difficult to construct. 3
technology. No uncertainties in construction.
ii) Somewhat difficult to construct. 2

No uncertainties in construction.

k|

i3i) Very difficult to construct and/or
significant uncertainties in construction.

b. Reliability of i) Very reliable in meeting the specified 3
technology. process efficiencies or performance goals.

ji) Somewhat reliable in meeting the specified v 2
process efficiencies or performance goals.

action, if necessary.
§1) Some future remedial actions may be

c. Schedule of delays i) Unlikely 2
due to technical :
problems. i) Somewhat likely v/’ 1

d. Need of undertaking i) No future remedial actions may be 2
additional remedial anticipated.

\/ 1

necessary.
Subtotal (maximum = 10)
2. Administrative Feasibility
a. Coordination with i) Minimal coordination is required. 2

other agencies.

i) Required coordination is normal. 1
§41) Extensive coordination is required. Z— 0
Subtotal (maximum = 2)
3. Availability of Services
and Materials
a. Availability of i) Are technologies under consideration Yes Y 1
prospective generally commercially available No 0
technologies. for the site-specific application?
§3) Will more than one vendor be available Yes b// 1
to provide a competitive bid? No 0
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Table 4-1 T

SHORT-TERM/LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS \\vji///
(Maximum Score = 25)

Analysis Factor Basis for Evaluation During Score
Preliminary Screening

1. Protection of community ° Are there significant short-term risks Yes
during remedial actions. to the community that must be addressed? No
(1f answer is no, go to Factor 2.)

Can the short-term risk be easily Yes 1
controlled? No 0
° Does the mitigative effort to control Yes 0
short-term risk impact the community No 2

Tife-style?
Subtota)l (maximum = 4)

2. Environmental lmpacté ° Are there significant short-term risks Yes
to the environment that must be No )
addressed? (If answer is no, go to
Factor 3.)
° Are the available mitigative measures Yes 3

reliable to minimize potential impacts? No

Subtotal (maximum = 4)

KTk Tk o TRK Tk

3. Time to implement the °© What is the required time to implement < 2yr. 1
remedy. the remedy? S 2yr. 0
° Required duration of the mitigative < 2yr. 1
effort to control short-term risk. > 2yr. 0

Subtotal (maximum = 2)
4. Permanence of the remedial © Will the remedy be classified as Yes 5
alternative. permanent in accordance with Section No Z O

2.1(a), (b), or (c). (If answer is
yes, go to Factor 6.)
Subtotal (maximum = 5)
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Table 4-2

IMPLEMENTABILITY
(Maximum Score = 15)
Analysis Factor Basis for Evaluation During Score
Preliminary Screening
1. Technical Feasibility '
a. Ability to construct i) Not difficult to construct. 3
technology. No uncertainties in construction.
i1) Somewhat difficult to construct. 2
Nc uncertainties in construction.
11i) Very difficult to construct and/or »// 1
significant uncertainties in construction.
b. Reliability of i) Very reliable in meeting the specified 3
technology. process efficiencies or performance goals.
i§{) Somewhat reliable in meeting the specified v, 2
process efficiencies or performance goals. :
c. Schedule of delays i) Unlikely 2
due to technical
problems. 1) Somewhat likely V4 1
d. Need of undertaking i) No future remedial actions may be v 2
additional remedial anticipated.
action, if necessary.
i) Some future remedial actions may be 1
necessary.
Subtotal (maximum = 10)
2. Administrative Feasibility
a. Coordination with i) Minimal coordination is required. 2
other agencies.
§1) Required coordination is normal. 1
§34) Extensive coordination is required. v o
Subtotal (maximum = 2)
3. Availability of Services
and Materials
a. Availability of i) Are technologies under consideration Yes _J‘: 1
prospective generally commercially available No O
technologies. for the site-specific application?
§1) Will more than one vendor be availabie Yes Voo
to provide a competitive bid? No _ O



Analysis Factor

SHORT-TERM/LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS
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Table 4-1 T

(Maximum Score = 25)

Basis for Evaluation During
Preliminary Screening

e

Score

1. Protection of community
during remedial actions.

Subtotal (maximum = 4)

2. Environmental lmpacté

Subtotal (maximum = 4)

3. Time to implement the
remedy.

Subtotal (maximum = 2)

4. Permanence of the remedial
alternative.

Subtotal (maxiswm = 5)

Are there significant short-term risks
to the community that must be addressed?
(1f answer is no, go to Factor 2.)

Can the short-term risk be easily
controlled?

Does the mitigative effort to control
short-term risk impact the community
Tife-style?

Are there significant short-term risks
to the environment that must be
addressed? (If answer is no, go to
Factor 3.)

Are the available mitigative measures
reliable to minimize potential impacts?

What is the required time to implement < 2yr.
> 2yr.

the remedy?

Required duration of the mitigative
effort to control short-term risk.

Will the remedy be classified as
permanent in accordance with Section
2.1(a), (b), or (c). (If answer is

yes, go to Factor 6.)

Yes
No

Yes
No

Yes
No

Yes
No

Yes
No

< 2yr.
> 2yr.

Yes __gﬁf

No
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Table 4-2

IMPLEMENTABILITY
(Maximum Score = 15)

Analysis Factor Basis for Evaluation During Score
Preliminary Screening

1. Technical Feasibility

a. Ability to construct i) Not difficult to construct. \// 3
technology. No uncertainties in construction.
ii) Somewhat difficult to construct. 2
No uncertainties in construction.
191) Very difficult to construct and/or 1
significant uncertainties in construction.
b. Reliability of ’ i) Very reliable in meeting the specified 3
technology. process efficiencies or performance goals.

ko |

ii) Somewhat reliable in meeting the specified
process efficiencies or performance goals.

c. Schedule of delays i) Unlikely 2
due to technical
problems. ii) Somewhat likely V4 1
d. Need of undertaking i) No future remedial actions may be \ 2
additional remedial anticipated.
action, if necessary.
§1) Some future remedial actions may be 1
necessary.
Subtotal (maxiswm = 10)
2. Administrative Feasibility
a. Coordination with i) Minimal coordination is required. 2

other agencies.
1) Required coordination is normal.

| k|

§§1) Extensive coordination is required. 0
Subtotal (maximum = 2)
3. Availability of Services
and Materials
a. Availability of i) Are technologies under consideration Yes v// 1
prospective generally commercially available No 0
technologies. for the site-specific application?
§i) Will more than one vendor be available Yes b// 1
to provide a competitive bid? No 0
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Analysis Factor

SHORT-TERM/LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS

Tert ff 2 Phra- VOCs

“BiorewsJohon

Table 4-1

(Maximum Score = 25)

Basis for Evaluation During
Preliminary Screening

/ \\’ t

Score

. Protection of community

during remedial actions.

Subtotal (maximum = 4)

Environmental lmpacté

Subtotal (maximum = 4)

. Time to implement the

remedy.

Subtotal (maximm = 2)

Permanence of the remedial
alternative.

Subtotal (maxisum = 5)

Are there significant short-term risks
to the community that must be addressed?
(If answer is no, go to Factor 2.)

Can the short-term risk be easily
controlled?

Does the mitigative effort to control
short~-term risk impact the community
life-style?

Are there significant short-term risks
to the environment that must be
addressed? (If answer is no, go to
Factor 3.)

Are the available mitigative measures
reliable to minimize potential impacts?

What is the required time to implement
the remedy?

Required duration of the mitigative
effort to control short-term risk.

Will the remedy be classified as
permanent in accordance with Section
2.1(a), (b), or (c). (If answer is

yes, go to Factor 6.)

Yes
No

Yes

Yes
No

Yes
No

Yes
No

< 2yr.
< 2yr.

> 2yr.

Yes
No
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Analysis Factor

Table 4-2

IMPLEMENTABILITY
(Maximum Score = 15)

Basis for Evaluation During
Preliminary Screening

e e —

Score

1. Technical Feasibility

a. Ability to construct
technology.

b. Reliability of
technology.

c. Schedule of delays
due to technical
problems.

d. Need of undertaking

additional remedial
action, if necessary.

Subtotal (maximum = 10)

2. Administrative Feasibility

a. Coordination with
other agencies.

Subtotal (maximum = 2)

3. Availability of Services

and Materials

a. Availability of
prospective
technologies.

i) Not difficult to construct.
No uncertainties in construction.

ii) Somewhat difficult to construct.
No uncertainties in construction.

iii) Very difficult to construct and/or

significant uncertainties in construction.

i) Very reliable in meeting the specified

process efficiencies or performance goals.

ii1) Somewhat reliable in meeting the specified
process efficiencies or performance goals.

i) Unlikely
i1) Somewhat likely

i) No future remedial actions may be
anticipated.

{i) Some future remedial actions may be
necessary.

i) Minimal coordination is required.

i1) Required coordination is normal.

131) Extensive coordination is required.

i) Are technologies under consideration
generally commercially available
for the site-specific application?

$1) Will more than one vendor be available
to provide a competitive bid?

Yes
No

Yes
No

kD kK
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Table 4-1 \i——\\\
\O

SHORT-TERM/LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS /

(Maximum Score = 25)

Analysis Factor Basis for Evaluation During Score
Preliminary Screening

1. Protection of community ° Are there significant short-term risks Yes v -0;
during remedial actions. to the community that must be addressed? No 4
(1f answer is no, go to Factor 2.)
° Can the short-term risk be easily Yes 1
controlled? No v O
© Does the mitigative effort to control Yes v/’ 0
short-term risk impact the community No 2

life-style?
Subtotal (maximum = 4)

2. Environmental Impacts ° Are there significant short-term risks Yes b// 0
to the environment that must be No 4
addressed? (1f answer is no, go to
Factor 3.)

° Are the available mitigative measures Yes

|k

reliable to minimize potential impacts? No

Subtotal (maximum = 4)

3. Time to implement the °© what is the required time to implement < 2yr. _\/ 1
remedy. the remedy? S 2yr. 0
° Required duration of the mitigative < 2yr. V/ 1
effort to control short-term risk. > ayr. 0

Subtotal (maximm = 2)
4. Permanence of the remedial © Will the remedy be classified as Yes u// 5
alternative. permanent in accordance with Section No 0

2.1(a), (b), or (c). (If answer is
yes, go to Factor 6.)
Subtotal (maxiowm = 5) ’
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Analysis Factor

Table 4-2

IMPLEMENTABILITY
(Maximum Score = 15)

Basis for Evaluation During Score
Preliminary Screening
1. Technical Feasibility -
a. Ability to construct 1) Not difficult to construct. 3
technology. No uncertainties in construction.
1) Somewhat difficult to construct. 2
No uncertainties in construction.
1i11) Very difficult to construct and/or V4 1
significant uncertainties in construction.
b. Reliability of ' i) Very reliable in meeting the specified 3
technology. process efficiencies or performance goals.
i1) Somewhat reliable in meeting the specified V4 2
process efficiencies or performance goals.
€. Schedule of delays i) Unlikely 2
due to technical
problems. 1i) Somewhat likely v 1
d. Need of undertaking i) No future remedial actions may be V// 2
additional remedial anticipated.
action, if necessary.
§i) Some future remedial actions may be 1
necessary.
Subtotal (maxiewm = 10)
2. Administrative Feasibility
a. Coordination with 1) Minimal coordination is required. 2
other agencies. I
§1) Required coordination is normal. b// 1
111) Extensive coordination is required. 0
Subtotal (maximum = 2)
3. Availability of Services
and Materiais
a. Availability of i) Are technologies under consideration Yes __L{( 1
prospective generally commercially available No O
technologies. for the site-specific application?
§3) Will more than one vendor be available Yes v// 1
to provide a competitive bid? No 0
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Table 4-1 / “0

SHORT-TERM/LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS
(Maximum Score = 25)

Basis for Evaluation During
Preliminary Screening

"y

3
!

Score

1. Protection of community
during remedial actions.

Subtotal (maximum = 4)

2. Environmental Impact§

o)

Subtotal (maximum = 4)

3. Time to implement the
remedy.

Subtotal (maximm = 2)

§. Permanence of the remedial
alternative.

Subtotal (maximm = 5)

Are there significant short-term risks
to the community that must be addressed?
(If answer is no, go to Factor 2.)

Can the short-term risk be easily
controlled?

Does the mitigative effort to control
short-term risk impact the community
life-style?

Are there significant short-term risks
to the environment that must be
addressed? (If answer is no, go to
Factor 3.)

Are the available mitigative measures
reliable to minimize potential impacts?

the remedy?

Required duration of the mitigative
effort to control short-term risk.

° Wil)l the remedy be classified as
permanent in accordance with Section
2.1(a), (b), or (c). (If answer is
_yes, go to Factor 6.)

Yes V4
No
Yes
No ;Z
Yes V4
No
Yes «//
No
Yes v/
No

What is the required time to implement < 2yr.

2yr. 7

S o 7

rs L



Table 4-2

IMPLEMENTABILITY
(Maximum Score = 15)

Analysis Factor Basis for Evaluation During Score
Preliminary Screening

1. Technical Feasibility

a. Ability to construct 1) Not difficult to construct. 3
technology. No uncertainties in construction.
i1) Somewhat difficult to construct. 2

No uncertainties in construction.

k|

i11) Very difficult to construct and/or
significant uncertainties in construction.

b. Reliability of i) Very reliable in meeting the specified 3
technology. process efficiencies or performance goals.

k|

i1) Somewhat reliable in meeting the specified
process efficiencies or performance goals.

C. Schedule of delays 1) Unlikely 2
due to technica)
problems. 11) Somewhat 1ikely u// 1
d. Need of undertaking 1) No future remedial actions may be 54/ 2
additional remedial anticipated.
action, if necessary.
11) Some future remedial actions may be 1
necessary. .
Subtotal (maximum = 10)
2. Administrative Feasibility
a. Coordination with §) Minimal coordination is required. 2

other agencies.
11) Required coordination is normal.

N

§11) Extensive coordination is required.

Subtotal (maximum = 2)

3. Availability of Services
and Materia!s

a. Availability of i) Are technologies under consideration Yes b// 1
prospective generally commercially available No 0
technologies. for the site-specific application?

§1) Will more than one vendor be available Yes b// 1
to provide a competitive bid? No 0

X el



- '72/4'/4Lf' 7 /gLr - VOC;
éj((awﬂﬁ?a\/ldw Tepf‘ ﬁywa},m

Table 4-1 JERCE
NI
SHORT-TERM/LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS \
(Maximum Score = 25)
Analysis Factor Basis for Evaluation During Score

Preliminary Screening

1. Protection of community ° Are there significant short-term risks Yes v -0;
during remedial actions. to the community that must be addressed? No 4
(If answer is no, go to Factor 2.)
° Can the short-term risk be easily Yes 1
controlled? No ;Z 0
° Does the mitigative effort to control Yes v O
short-term risk impact the community No 2
life-style?
Subtotal (maximum = 4)

2. Environmental Impacts ° Are there significant short-term risks Yes v/ 0
to the environment that must be No 4
addressed? (If answer is no, go to
Factor 3.)

° Are the available mitigative measures Yes v 3
reliable to minimize potential impacts? No 0
Subtotal (maximum = 4)
3. Time to implement the ° What is the required time to implement < 2yr. \/ 1
remedy. the remedy? > 2yr. 0
° Required duration of the mitigative eayr. _\/ 1
effort to control short-term risk. > 2yr. 0
Subtotal (maximm = 2)
4. Permanence of the remedial © Will the remedy be classified as Yes b// 5
alternative. permanent in accordance with Section No 0
2.1(a), (b), or (c). (If answer is
yes, go to Factor 6.)
Subtotal (maximum = §5)
C/

i AYN
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Table 4-2

IMPLEMENTABILITY
(Maximum Score = 15)

Analysis Factor Basis for Evaluation During Score
Preliminary Screening

1. Technical Feasibility

a. Ability to construct 1) Not difficult to construct. 3
technology. No uncertainties in construction.
i1) Somewhat difficult to construct. 2

No uncertainties in construction.

iii) Vgry difficult to construct and/or
significant uncertainties in construction.

k|

b. Reliability of i) Very reliable in meeting the specified 3
technology. process efficiencies or performance goals.

k|

i1) Somewhat reliable in meeting the specified
process efficiencies or performance goals.

c. Schedule of delays i) Unlikely 2
due to technical
problems. 1§) Somewhat likely v
d. Need of undertaking 1) No future remedial actions may be v// 2
additional remedial anticipated.
action, if necessary.
11) Some future remedial actions may be 1
necessary.
Subtotal (maxisum = 10)
2. Administrative Feasibility
a. Coordination with 1) Minimal coordination is required. 2

other agencies.
§1) Required coordination is normal.

BN

111) Extensive coordination is required.
Subtotal (maximum = 2)

3. Availability of Services
and Materials

a. Availability of i) Are technologies under consideration Yes u// 1
prospective generally commercially available No 0
technologies. for the site-specific application?

11) Will more than one vendor be available Yes V// 1
to provide a competitive bid? No 0
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Table 4-1

SHORT-TERM/LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS  —

o RE RO

(Maximum Score = 25)

Analysis Factor Basis for Evaluation During Score
Preliminary Screening
1. Protection of community © Are there significant short-term risks Yes _/ -0;
during remedial actions. to the community that must be addressed? No 4
(If answer is no, go to Factor 2.)
° Can the short-term risk be easily Yes V4 1
controlled? No 0
° Does the mitigative effort to control Yes v/ 0
short-term risk impact the community No 2
life-style?
Subtotal (maximum = 4)

2. Environmental Impact§ © Are there significant short-term risks Yes 4 0
to the environment that must be No 4
addressed? (If answer is no, go to
Factor 3.)

° Are the available mitigative measures Yes 4 3
reliable to minimize potential impacts? No 0
Subtotal (maximum = §)
3. Time to implement the ° What is the required time to implement < 2yr. VARD!
remedy. the remedy? > 2yr. 0
° Required duration of the mitigative <2yr. /1
effort to control short-term risk. > 2yr. 0
Subtotal (maximum = 2)
4. Permanence of the remedial © Will the remedy be classified as Yes 5
alternative. permanent in accordance with Section No 0

Subtotal (maximum = 5)

2.1(a), (b), or (c).
_yes, go to Factor 6.)

(If answer is



Table 4-2

IMPLEMENTABILITY
(Maximum Score = 15)

Analysis Factor Basis for Evaluation During Score
Preliminary Screening

1. Technical Feasibility

a. Ability to construct i) Not difficult to construct. 3
technology. No uncertainties in construction.
i1) Somewhat difficult to construct. / 2
No uncertainties in construction.
i11) Very difficult to construct and/or 1
significant uncertainties in construction.
b. Reliability of : i) Very reliable in meeting the specified 3
technology. process efficiencies or performance goals.

< |

11) Somewhat reliable in meeting the specified
process efficiencies or performance goals.

¢E% €. Schedule of delays 1) Unlikely 2
! due to technical
problems. i1) Somewhat likely Vo
d. Need of undertaking i) No future remedial actions may be 2
additional remedial anticipated.
action, if necessary.
11) Some future remedial actions may be A 1
necessary.
Subtotal (maximum = 10)
2. Administrative Feasibility
a. Coordination with 1) Minimal coordination is required. 2
other agencies.
§i) Required coordination is normal. v, 1
1i1) Extensive coordination is required. 0
Subtotal (maximum = 2)
3. Availability of Services
and Materials
) a. Availability of i) Are technologies under consideration Yes 1
( prospective generally commercially available No 0
technologies. for the site-specific application?

11) Will more than one vendor be available Yes
to provide a competitive bid? No

< |l
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Table 4-1

SHORT-TERM/LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS i o
(Maximum Score = 25) b

Analysis Factor Basis for Evaluation During Score
Preliminary Screening

1. Protection of community © Are there significant short-term risks Yes -O;
during remedial actions. to the community that must be addressed? No 4
(If answer is no, go to Factor 2.)
° Can the short-term risk be easily Yes 1
controlled? No 0
® Does the mitigative effort to control Yes 0
short-term risk impact the community No v 2
life-style?
Subtotal (maximum = 4)

2. Environmental Impacts ° Are there significant short-term risks Yes _3{: 0
to the environment that must be No 4
addressed? (If answer is no, go to
Factor 3.)

© Are the available mitigative measures Yes

AN

reliable to minimize potential impacts? No

Subtotal (maximum = 4)

3. Time to implement the ° What is the required time to implement < 2yr. v 1
remedy. the remedy? > 2yr. 0
° Required duration of the mitigative < 2yr. v 1
effort to control short-term risk. > 2yr. 0

Subtotal (maximum = 2)
4. Permanence of the remedial ° Wil) the remedy be classified as Yes 5
alternative. permanent in accordance with Section No v 0

2.1(a), (b), or (c). (If answer is
yes, go to Factor 6.)
Subtotal (maximum = 5)
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Analysis Factor

Table 4-2

IMPLEMENTABILITY
(Maximum Score = 15)

Basis for Evaluation During
Preliminary Screening

Score

1. Technical Feasibility

a. Ability to construct
technology.

b. Reliability of
technology.

c. Schedule of delays
due to technical
problems.

d. Need of undertaking

additional remedial
action, if necessary.

Subtotal (maximum = 10)

2. Administrative Feasibility

a. Coordination with
other agencies.

Subtotal (maximum = 2)

3. Availability of Services
and Materijals

a. Availability of
prospective
technologies.

1) Not difficult to construct.
No uncertainties in construction.

11) Somewhat difficult to construct.
No uncertainties in construction.

111) Very difficult to construct and/or
significant uncertainties in construction.

i) Very reliable in meeting the specified
process efficiencies or performance goals.

ii) Somewhat reliable in meeting the specified
process efficiencies or performance goals.

i) Unlikely
i1) Somewhat likely

i) No future remedial actions may be
anticipated.

11) Some future remedial actions may be
necessary.

1) Minimal coordination is required.
1) Required coordination is normal.

111) Extensive coordination is required.

i) Are technologies under consideration
generally commercially available
for the site-specific application?

i) Will more than one vendor be available
to provide a competitive bid?

Yes
No

Yes
No

< | k|
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Table 4-1 \
Ve

SHORT-TERM/LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS e

(Maximum Score = 25)

Analysis Factor Basis for Evaluation During Score
Preliminary Screening

1. Protection of community © Are there significant short-term risks Yes v -0;
during remedial actions. to the community that must be addressed? No 4
(If answer is no, go to Factor 2.)
© Can the short-term risk be easily Yes »// 1
controlled? No 0
° Does the mitigative effort to control Yes 0
short-term risk impact the community No ;Z 2
life-style?
Subtotal (maximum = 4)

2. Environmental Impacté ° Are there significant short-term risks Yes / 0
to the environment that must be No 4
addressed? (If answer is no, go to
Factor 3.)

Are the available mitigative measures Yes
reliable to minimize potential impacts? No

| |

Subtotal (maximum = 4)

3. Time to implement the ° What is the required time to implement < 2yr. v 1
remedy. the remedy? > 2yr. 0
® Required duration of the mitigative < 2yr. v
effort to control short-term risk. > 2yr. 0

Subtotal (maximum = 2)
4. Permanence of the remedial ° Will the remedy be classified as Yes 5
alternative. permanent in accordance with Section No 0

2.1(a), {b), or (c). (If answer is
- yes, go to Factor 6.)
Subtotal (maximum = 5)

(s
VN



Table 4-2

IMPLEMENTABILITY
(Maximum Score = 15)

Analysis Factor Basis for Evaluation During Score
Preliminary Screening

1. Technical Feasibility

a. Ability to construct i) Not difficult to construct. 3
technology. No uncertainties in construction.
11) Somewhat difficult to construct. \// 2
No uncertainties in construction.
111) Very difficult to construct and/or 1
significant uncertainties in construction.
b. Reliability of : i) Very reliable in meeting the specified 3
technology. process efficiencies or performance goals.

< |

1i) Somewhat reliable in meeting the specified
process efficiencies or performance goals.

f;% c. Schedule of delays i) Unlikely 2
! due to technical
problems. 11) Somewhat likely »// 1
d. Need of undertaking i) No future remedial actions may be 2
additional remedial anticipated.
action, if necessary. \//
i1) Some future remedial actions may be 1
necessary.
Subtotal (maximum = 10)
2. Administrative Feasibility
a. Coordination with 1) Minimal coordination is required. 2

other agencies.
i11) Required coordination is normal.

| k|

§11) Extensive coordination is required.
Subtotal (maximum = 2)

3. Availability of Services
and Materials

i a. Availability of i) Are technologies under consideration Yes \// 1

( prospective generally commercially available No 0
technologies. for the site-specific application?

ii) Will more than one vendor be available Yes »// 1

to provide a competitive bid? No P
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Table 4-1 —+

SHORT-TERM/LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS
(Maximum Score = 25)

Analysis Factor Basis for Evaluation During Score
Preliminary Screening

1. Protection of community © Are there significant short-term risks Yes ~0;
during remedial actions. to the community that must be addressed? No EZ 4
(If answer is no, go to Factor 2.)
® Can the short-term risk be easily Yes 1
controlled? No 0
© Does the mitigative effort to control Yes 0
short-term risk impact the community No 2
life-style?
Subtotal (maximum = 4)

2. Environmental Impact§ ° Are there significant short-term risks Yes 0
to the environment that must be No \Z 4
addressed? (If answer is no, go to
Factor 3.)

© Are the available mitigative measures Yes 3
reliable to minimize potential impacts? No 0

Subtotal (maximum = 4)

3. Time to implement the ° What is the required time to implement <2yr. _ ¢ 1
remedy. the remedy? > 2yr. 0
° Required duration of the mitigative < 2yr. v
effort to control short-term risk. > 2yr. 0

Subtotal (maximum = 2)
4. Permanence of the remedial © Will the remedy be classified as Yes 5
alternative. permanent in accordance with Section No 0

2.1(a), (b), or {(c). (If answer is
yes, go to Factor 6.)
Subtotal (maximum = 5)

(N

)
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Analysis Factor

Table 4-2

IMPLEMENTABILITY
(Maximum Score = 15)

Basis for Evaluation During
Preliminary Screening

Score

1.

Technical Feasibility

a. Ability to construct 1)
technology.

b. Reliability of i)
technology.

11)

c. Schedule of delays i)
due to technical
problems. i)

d. Need of undertaking i)
additional remedial
action, if necessary.
ii)

Subtotal {(maxjmum = 10)

Administrative Feasibility

a. Coordination with i)
other agencies.
ii)
ii9)
Subtotal (maximum = 2)

Availability of Services

and Materijals

a. Availability of i)
prospective
technologies.

i)

Not difficult to construct.
No uncertainties in construction.

Somewhat difficult to construct.
No uncertainties in construction.

Very difficult to construct and/or
significant uncertainties in construction.

Very reliable in meeting the specified
process efficiencies or performance goals.

Somewhat reliable in meeting the specified
process efficiencies or performance goals.

Unlikely
Somewhat likely

No future remedial actions may be
anticipated.

Some future remedial actions may be
necessary.

Minimal coordination is required.

Required coordination is normal.

Extensive coordination is required.

Are technologies under consideration Yes
generally commercially available No
for the site-specific application?

Will more than one vendor be available Yes
to provide a competitive bid? No
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Table 4-1

SHORT-TERM/LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS

{(Maximum Score = 25)

Analysis Factor Basis for Evaluation During Score
Preliminary Screening
1. Protection of community Are there significant short-term risks Yes 0~
during remedial actions. to the community that must be addressed? No A 4
(If answer is no, go to Factor 2.)
Can the short-term risk be easily Yes 1
controlled? No 0
Does the mitigative effort to control Yes 0
short-term risk impact the community No 2
life-style?
Subtotal (maximum = §)

2. Environmental Impacté Are there significant short-term risks Yes 0
to the environment that must be No ;Z 4
addressed? (If answer is no, go to
Factor 3.)

Are the available mitigative measures Yes 3
reliable to minimize potential impacts? No 0

Subtotal (maximum = §)
3. Time to implement the What is the required time to implement < 2yr. »// 1
remedy. the remedy? > 2yr. 0
Required duration of the mitigative < 2yr. L 1
effort to control short-term risk. > 2yr. 0

Subtotal (maximum = 2)
4. Permanence of the remedial Will the remedy be classified as Yes 5
alternative. permanent in accordance with Section Ko .~ O

Subtotal (maximum = 5)

2.1(a), (b), or (c). (If answer is

yes, go to Factor 6.)
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Analysis Factor

Table 4-2

IMPLEMENTABILITY
(Maximum Score = 15)

Basis for Evaluation During
Preliminary Screening

Score

1. Jechnical Feasibility

a. Ability to construct i)
technology.

i)

119)

b. Reliability of i)
technology.

i)

c. Schedule of delays i)

due to technical
problems. ii)
d. Need of undertaking i)

additional remedial
action, if necessary.

Not difficult to construct.
No uncertainties in construction.

Somewhat difficult to construct.
No uncertainties in construction.

Very difficult to construct and/or

significant uncertainties in construction.

Very reliable in meeting the specified

process efficiencies or performance goals.

Somewhat reliable in meeting the specified
process efficiencies or performance goals.

Unlikely
Somewhat likely

No future remedial actions may be
anticipated.

11) Some future remedial actions may be
necessary.
Subtotal (maximum = 10)
2. Administrative Feasibility
a. Coordination with i) Minimal coordination is required.
other agencies.
1) Required coordination is normal.
1i1) Extensive coordination is required.
Subtotal (maximum = 2)
3. Availability of Services
and Materials
a. Availability of i) Are technologies under consideration
prospective generally commercially available
technologies. for the site-specific application?
ii) Will more than one vendor be available

to provide a competitive bid?

<

Q



Analysis Factor

SS2A

m"”“ﬁf":‘/ /P&m« ot ?'*7

Table 4-1

SHORT-TERM/LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS

(Maximum Score = 25)

Basis for Evaluation During
Preliminary Screening

Score

1.

Protection of community

during remedial actions.

Subtotal (maximum = 4)

Environmental Impacté

Subtotal (maximum = §)

Time to implement the
remedy.

Subtotal (maximum = 2)

Permanence of the remedial

alternative.

Subtotal (maximum = 5)

Are there significant short-term risks
to the community that must be addressed?
(If answer is no, go to Factor 2.)

Can the short-term risk be easily
controlled?

Does the mitigative effort to control

short-term risk impact the community
life-style?

Are there significant short-term risks
to the environment that must be
addressed? (If answer is no, go to
Factor 3.)

Are the available mitigative measures
reliable to minimize potential impacts?

What is the required time to implement
the remedy?

Required duration of the mitigative
effort to control short-term risk.

Will the remedy be classified as
permanent in accordance with Section
2.1(a), (b), or (c). (If answer is

yes, go to Factor 6.)

VviAn VIA

Yes
No

Yes
No

Yes
No

Yes

Yes
No

2yr.
2yr.

2yr.
2yr.

Yes

No

K
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Table 4-2

IMPLEMENTABILITY
(Maximum Score = 15)

Analysis Factor Basis for Evaluation During Score
Preliminary Screening

1. Technical Feasibility

a. Ability to construct 1) Not difficult to construct. v, 3
technology. No uncertainties in construction.
11) Somewhat difficult to construct. 2
No uncertainties in construction.
111) Very difficult to construct and/or 1
significant uncertainties in construction.
b. Reliability of : i) Very reliable in meeting the specified 3
technology. process efficiencies or performance goals.
11) Somewhat reliable in meeting the specified \// 2
process efficiencies or performance goals.
c. Schedule of delays 1) Unlikely v, 2
due to technical
problems. 1) Somewhat likely 1
d. Need of undertaking i) No future remedial actions may be 2
additional remedial anticipated.
action, if necessary. L/
11) Some future remedial actions may be 1
necessary.
Subtotal (maximum = 10)
2. Administrative Feasibility
a. Coordination with §) Minimal coordination is required.

other agencies.
11) Required coordination is normal.

|k

111) Extensive coordination is required.
Subtotal (maximum = 2)

3. Availability of Services
and Materials

a. Availability of 1) Are technologies under consideration Yes 1
prospective generally commercially available No 0
technologies. for the site-specific application?

i) Will more than one vendor be available Yes
to provide a competitive bid? No

< Tk
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Table 4-1

SHORT-TERM/LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS
(Maximum Score = 25)

Analysis Factor Basis for Evaluation During Score
Preliminary Screening
1. Protection of community © Are there significant short-term risks Yes ~0;
during remedial actions. to the community that must be addressed? No v 4
(If answer is no, go to Factor 2.)
° Can the short-term risk be easily Yes 1
controlled? No 0
° Does the mitigative effort to control Yes 0
short-term risk impact the community No 2
life-style?
Subtotal (maximum = §)

2. Environmental Impacté ° Are there significant short-term risks Yes 0
to the environment that must be No ;Z 4
addressed? (If answer is no, go to
Factor 3.)

° Are the available mitigative measures Yes 3
reliable to minimize potential impacts? No 0
Subtotal (maximum = 4)
3. Time to implement the ° What is the required time to implement < 2yr. ~// 1
remedy. the remedy? > 2yr. 0
° Required duration of the mitigative < 2yr. v 1
effort to control short-term risk. > 2yr. 0
Subtotal (maximum = 2)
4. Permanence of the remedial © Will the remedy be classified as Yes 5
alternative. permanent in accordance with Section No NV 0

Subtotal (maximum = 5)

2.1(a), (b), or (c). (If answer is
yes, go to Factor 6.)



Table 4-2

IMPLEMENTABILITY
(Maximum Score = 15)

Analysis Factor Basis for Evaluation During Score
Preliminary Screening

1. Jechnical Feasibility

a. Ability to construct 1) Not difficult to construct. 3
technology. No uncertainties in construction.
11) Somewhat difficult to construct. V/ 2
No uncertainties in construction.
111) Very difficult to construct and/or 1
significant uncertainties in construction.
b. Reliability of : i) Very reliable in meeting the specified v 3
technology. process efficiencies or performance goals.
1i) Somewhat reliable in meeting the specified 2
process efficiencies or performance goals.
£ c. Schedule of delays i) Unlikely v 2
N due to technical
problems. 11) Somewhat likely 1
d. Need of undertaking i) No future remedial actions may be 2
additional remedial anticipated.
action, if necessary.
ii) Some future remedial actions may be \/ 1
necessary.
Subtotal (maximum = 10)
2. Administrative Feasibility
a. Coordination with i) Minimal coordination is required. 2

other agencies.
i1) Required coordination is normal.

N

§ii) Extensive coordination is required.
Subtotal (maximum = 2)

3. Availability of Services
and Materials

a. Availability of i) Are technologies under consideration Yes 1
prospective generally commercially available No 0
technologies. for the site-specific application?

ii) Will more than one vendor be available Yes
to provide a competitive bid? No

RN



Table 4-1
SHORT-TERM/LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS '
(Maximum Score = 25) ' i
VO
Analysis Factor Basis for Evaluation During I Score
Preliminary Screening
1. Protection of community Are there significant short-term risks Yes v -0;
during remedial actions. to the community that must be addressed? No 4
(If answer is no, go to Factor 2.)
Can the short-term risk be easily Yes _ ./ 1
controlled? No 0
Does the mitigative effort to control Yes 0
short-term risk impact the community No 2
life-style?
Subtotal (maximum = 4)

2. Environmental Impacté Are there significant short-term risks Yes i/ 0
to the environment that must be No 4
addressed? (If answer is no, go to
Factor 3.)

Are the available mitigative measures Yes V4 3
reliable to minimize potential impacts? No 0

Subtotal (maximum = §)
3. Time to implement the What is the required time to implement < 2yr. / 1
remedy. the remedy? > 2yr. 0
Required duration of the mitigative < 2yr. Vv o1
effort to control short-term risk. > 2yr. 0

Subtotal (maximum = 2)
4. Permanence of the remedial Will the remedy be classified as Yes 5
alternative. permanent in accordance with Section No __ o~ O

Subtotal (maximum = 5)

2.1(a), (b), or (c). (If answer is

yes, go to Factor 6.)



Table 4-2

IMPLEMENTABILITY
(Maximum Score = 15)

Analysis Factor Basis for Evaluation During Score
Preliminary Screening

1. Technical Feasibility

a. Ability to construct 1) Not difficult to construct. 3
technology. No uncertainties in construction.
i1) Somewhat difficult to construct. v 2
No uncertainties in construction.
111) Very difficult to construct and/or 1
significant uncertainties in construction.
b. Reliability of ' i) Very reliable in meeting the specified VA 3
technology. process efficiencies or performance goals.
17) Somewhat reliable in meeting the specified 2
process efficiencies or performance goals.
c. Schedule of delays 1) Unlikely v 2
due to technical
problems. i11) Somewhat likely 1
d. Need of undertaking i) No future remedial actions may be 2
additional remedial anticipated.
action, if necessary.
1) Some future remedial actions may be v 1
necessary.
Subtotal (maximum = 10)
2. Administrative Feasibility
a. Coordination with 1) Minimal coordination is required. 2

other agencies.
1) Required coordination is normal.

N

1i1) Extensive coordination is required.
Subtotal (maximum = 2)

3. Availability of Services
and Materials

a. Availability of i) Are technologies under consideration Yes v 1
prospective generally commercially available No 0
technologies. for the site-specific application?

ii) Will more than one vendor be available Yes +/ 1
to provide a competitive bid? No



Table 4-1
SHORT-TERM/LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS i<
(Maximum Score = 25)
Analysis Factor Basis for Evaluation During Score
Preliminary Screening
1. Protection of community © Are there significant short-term risks Yes v’ -0;
during remedial actions. to the community that must be addressed? No 4
(If answer is no, go to Factor 2.)
® Can the short-term risk be easily Yes V4 1
controlled? No 0
° Does the mitigative effort to control Yes v 0
short-term risk impact the community No 2
life-style?
Subtotal (maximum = 4)

2. Environmental Impacté © Are there significant short-term risks Yes v 0
to the environment that must be No 4
addressed? (If answer is no, go to
Factor 3.)

© Are the available mitigative measures Yes v 3
reliable to minimize potential impacts? No 0
Subtotal (maximum = §)
3. Time to implement the © What is the required time to implement < 2yr. _zf: 1
remedy. the remedy? >2yr. _ O
° Required duration of the mitigative <2yr. _ /1
effort to control short-term risk. > 2yr. 0
Subtotal (maximum = 2)
4. Permanence of the remedial © Will the remedy be classified as Yes 5
alternative. permanent in accordance with Section No _v 0

Subtotal (maxiowm = 5)

2.1(a), (b), or (c). (If answer is
yes, go to Factor 6.)



Analysis Factor

Table 4-2

IMPLEMENTABILITY
(Maximum Score = 15)

Basis for Evaluation During
Preliminary Screening

Score

1. Technical Feasibility

a. Ability to construct i)
technology.
i1)
111)
b. Reliability of i)
technology.
i)
fE% c. Schedule of delays i)
Ot due to technical
problems. ii)
d. Need of undertaking i)
additional remedial
action, if necessary.
ii)
Subtotal (maximm = 10)
2. Administrative Feasibility
a. Coordination with i)
other agencies.
ii)
i)
Subtotal (maximum = 2)
3. Availability of Services
and Materijals
a. Availability of i)

prospective
technologies.

Not difficult to construct.
No uncertainties in construction.

Somewhat difficult to construct.
No uncertainties in construction.

Very difficult to construct and/or
significant uncertainties in construction.

Very reliable in meeting the specified
process efficiencies or performance goals.

Somewhat reliable in meeting the specified
process efficiencies or performance goals.

Unlikely
Somewhat likely

No future remedial actions may be
anticipated.

Some future remedial actions may be
necessary.

Minimal coordination is required.

Required coordination is normal.

Extensive coordination is required.

Are technologies under consideration
generally commercially available
for the site-specific application?

Will more than one vendor be available
to provide a competitive bid?

Yes
No

Yes
No
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Table 4-1

SHORT-TERM/LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS
(Maximum Score = 25)

ji)
C

Analysis Factor Basis for Evaluation During : . Score
Preliminary Screening : i
1. Protection of community © Are there significant short-term risks Yes v 0;
during remedial actions. to the community that must be addressed? No 4
(If answer is no, go to Factor 2.)
© Can the short-term risk be easily Yes v 1
controlled? No 0
° Does the mitigative effort to control Yes 0
short-term risk impact the community No \Z 2
life-style?
Subtotal (maximum = 4)
2. Environmental 1mpact$ ° Are there significant short-term risks Yes \ 0
. to the environment that must be No 4
) addressed? (If answer is no, go to
Factor 3.)
° Are the available mitigative measures Yes v/’ 3
Ef? reliable to minimize potential impacts? No 0
Subtotal (maximum = 4)
3. Time to implement the ° What is the required time to implement < 2yr. i/ 1
remedy. the remedy? > 2yr. 0
° Required duration of the mitigative < 2yr. \4' 1
effort to control short-term risk. > 2yr. 0
Subtotal (maximum = 2)
4. Permanence of the remedial © Will the remedy be classified as Yes .5
alternative. permanent in accordance with Section No :IZ: 0

2.1(a), (b), or (c). (If answer is
yes, go to Factor 6.)
Subtotal (maximum = 5)
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Table 4-2

IMPLEMENTABILITY
(Maximum Score = 15)

Analysis Factor Basis for Evaluation During Score
Preliminary Screening

1. Technical Feasibility

a. Ability to construct 1) Not difficult to construct. 3
technology. No uncertainties in construction.
i1) Somewhat difficult to construct. |4 2
No uncertainties in construction.
111) Very difficult to construct and/or 1
significant uncertainties in construction.
b. Reliability of : i) Very reliable in meeting the specified 3
technology. process efficiencies or performance goals.

< |

11) Somewhat reliable in meeting the specified
process efficiencies or performance goals.

c. Schedule of delays i) Unlikely 2
due to technical
problems. 1) Somewhat likely b// 1
d. Need of undertaking 1) No future remedial actions may be 2
additional remedial anticipated.
action, if necessary.
11) Some future remedial actions may be v/ 1
necessary.
Subtotal (maximm = 10)
2. Administrative Feasibility
a. Coordination with 1) Minimal coordination is required. 2

other agencies.
i1) Required coordination is normal.

1i1) Extensive coordination is required.

|k

Subtotal (maximum = 2)

3. Availability of Services
and Materials

a. Availability of i) Are technologies under consideration Yes L// 1
prospective generally commercially available No 0
technologies. for the site-specific application?

ii) Will more than one vendor be available Yes v 1
to provide a competitive bid? No 0
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Table 4-1

SHORT-TERM/LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS
(Maximum Score = 25)

o //?_)

Analysis Factor Basis for Evaluation During Score
Preliminary Screening
1. Protection of community ® Are there significant short-term risks Yes ___ 0
during remedial actions. to the community that must be addressed? No \ 4
(If answer is no, go to Factor 2.)
° Can the short-term risk be easily Yes 1
controlled? No 0
© Does the mitigative effort to control Yes 0
short-term risk impact the community No 2
life-style?
Subtotal (maximum = 4)

2. Environmental Impacté ° Are there significant short-term risks Yes 0
to the environment that must be No ;Z 4
addressed? (If answer is no, go to
Factor 3.)

° Are the available mitigative measures Yes 3
reliable to minimize potential impacts? No 0
Subtotal (maximum = §)
3. Time to implement the ° What is the required time to implement <2yr. 1
remedy. the remedy? > 2yr. 0
° Required duration of the mitigative <2yr. 1
effort to control short-term risk. > 2yr. 0
Subtotal (maximum = 2)
4. Permanence of the remedial © Will the remedy be classified as Yes _ 5
alternative. permanent in accordance with Section No _~ O

Subtotal (maximum = 5)

2.1(a), (b), or (c). (I1f answer is
yes, go to Factor 6.)

4



Analysis Factor

Table 4-2

IMPLEMENTABILITY
(Maximum Score = 15)

Basis for Evaluation During Score

Preliminary Screening

1.

Technical Feasibility

a. Ability to construct
technology.

b. Reliability of
technology.

c. Schedule of delays
due to technical
problems.

d. Need of undertaking

additional remedial
action, if necessary.

Subtotal (maximum = 10)

Administrative Feasibility

a. Coordination with
other agencies.

Subtotal (maximum = 2)

. Availability of Services

and Materials

a. Availability of
prospective
technologies.

i)

1)
iy)

1i1)

Not difficult to construct. \VA
No uncertainties in construction.

Somewhat difficult to construct.
No uncertainties in construction.

Very difficult to construct and/or
significant uncertainties in construction.

Very reliable in meeting the specified
process efficiencies or performance goals.

Somewhat reliable in meeting the specified
process efficiencies or performance goals.

Unlikely V4
Somewhat likely

No future remedial actions may be

anticipated.

Some future remedial actions may be V/
necessary.

Minimal coordination is required. v//
Required coordination is normal.

Extensive coordination is required.

Are technologies under consideration Yes v/’
generally commercially available No
for the site-specific application?

Will more than one vendor be available Yes V//
to provide a competitive bid? No

O
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Table 4-1 /

SHORT-TERM/LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS
(Maximum Score = 25)

Analysis Factor Basis for Evaluation During Score
Preliminary Screening
1. Protection of community ® Are there significant short-term risks Yes -0?
during remedial actions. to the community that must be addressed? No Wz 4
(If answer is no, go to Factor 2.)
° Can the short-term risk be easily Yes 1
controlled? No 0
° Does the mitigative effort to control Yes 0
short-term risk impact the community No 2
life-style?
Subtotal (maximum = 4)

2. Environmental Tmpacté © Are there significant short-term risks Yes 0
to the environment that must be No . 4
addressed? (If answer is no, go to
Factor 3.)

© Are the available mitigative measures Yes 3
& reliable to minimize potential impacts? No 0
~ Subtotal (maximum = §)

3. Time to implement the © What is the required time to implement < 2yr. _34: 1

remedy. the remedy? >2r. _ O
° Required duration of the mitigative < 2yr. v/ 1
effort to control short-term risk. > 2yr. 0

Subtotal (maximum = 2)

4. Permanence of the remedial © Will the remedy be classified as Yes 5

alternative. permanent in accordance with Section No ./ ©

Subtotal (maximum = 5)

2.1(a), (b), or (c). (If answer is
yes, go to Factor 6.)



Table 4-2
IMPLEMENTABILITY
(Maximum Score = 15)
Analysis Factor Basis for Evaluation During Score
Preliminary Screening
1. Technical Feasibility
a. Ability to construct 1) Not difficult to construct. v/ K]
technology. No uncertainties in construction.
i1) Somewhat difficult to construct. 2
No uncertainties in construction.
11i1) Very difficult to construct and/or 1
significant uncertainties in construction.
b. Reliability of 1) Very reliable in meeting the specified 3
technology. process efficiencies or performance goals.
1i) Somewhat reliable in meeting the specified v/ 2
process efficiencies or performance goals.
Y c. Schedule of delays i) Unlikely v o2
' due to technical
problems. i1) Somewhat likely 1
d. Need of undertaking i) No future remedial actions may be 2
additional remedial anticipated.
action, if necessary.
i1) Some future remedial actions may be
necessary.
Subtotal (maximum = 10)
2. Administrative Feasibility
a. Coordination with

other agencies.

1) Minimal coordination is required
Subtotal (maximum = 2)

11) Required coordination is normal.
and Materials

3. Availability of Services

i111) Extensive coordination is required

a. Availability of
prospective
technologies.

i) Are technologies under consideration
generally commercially available
for the site-specific application?

1) Will more than one vendor be available
to provide a competitive bid?

_/ 1

Yes

No

Yes
No

e
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Table 4-1

SHORT-TERM/LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS
(Maximum Score = 25)

-~
(=g

Analysis Factor Basis for Evaluation During Score
Preliminary Screening
1. Protection of community ® Are there significant short-term risks Yes / -0;
during remedial actions. to the community that must be addressed? No 4
(If answer is no, go to Factor 2.)
° Can the short-term risk be easily Yes V4 1
controlled? No 0
f' ° Does the mitigative effort to control Yes 0
short-term risk impact the community No ./ 2
life-style?
Subtotal (maximum = 4)

2. Environmental Impacté © Are there significant short-term risks Yes :4/ 0
to the environment that must be No 4
addressed? (If answer is no, go to
Factor 3.)

° Are the available mitigative measures Yes 4 3
reliable to minimize potential impacts? No 0
Subtotal (maximum = §)
3. Time to implement the ° What is the required time to implement < 2yr. ./ 1
remedy. the remedy? > 2yr. 0
° Required duration of the mitigative <2yr. /1
effort to control short-term risk. > 2yr. 0
Subtotal (maximum = 2)
4. Permanence of the remedial © Will the remedy be classified as Yes 5
alternative. permanent in accordance with Section No 0

2.1(a), (b), or (c). (If answer is
yes, go to Factor 6.)
Subtotal (maximum = 5)

IS
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Analysis Factor

Table 4-2

IMPLEMENTABILITY
(Maximum Score = 15)

Basis for Evaluation During Score
Preliminary Screening
1. Technical Feasibility )
a. Ability to construct i) Not difficult to construct. 3
technology. No uncertainties in construction.
i1) Somewhat difficult to construct. 2
No uncertainties in construction.
1i11) Very difficult to construct and/or »// 1
significant uncertainties in construction.
b. Reliability of i) Very reliable in meeting the specified v 3
technology. process efficiencies or performance goals.
1i1) Somewhat reliable in meeting the specified 2
process efficiencies or performance goals.
c. Schedule of delays i) Unlikely 2
due to technical
problems. 11) Somewhat likely 1
d. Need of undertaking 1) No future remedial actions may be 2
additional remedial anticipated.
action, if necessary.
11) Some future remedial actions may be v/ 1
necessary.
Subtotal (maximum = 10)
2. Administrative Feasibility
a. Coordination with i) Minimal coordination is required. 2
other agencies.
ii) Required coordination is normal. 1
1i1) Extensive coordination is required. \// 0
Subtotal (maximum = 2)
3. Availability of Services
and Materials
a. Availability of i) Are technologies under consideration Yes __;4f 1
prospective generally commercially available No 0
technologies. for the site-specific application?
i1) Will more than one vendor be available Yes __zf 1
to provide a competitive bid? No __ O
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SHORT-TERM/LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS

S<S 2R

Table 4-1

(Maximum Score = 25)

Analysis Factor Basis for Evaluation During Score
Preliminary Screening
1. Protection of community ® Are there significant short-term risks Yes v ~0?
during remedial actions. to the community that must be addressed? No 4
(If answer is no, go to Factor 2.)
© Can the short-term risk be easily Yes s
controlled? No 0
° Does the mitigative effort to control Yes v 0
short-term risk impact the community No 2
Tife-style?
Subtotal (maximum = 4)

2. Environmental Impact§ © Are there significant short-term risks Yes <z 0
to the environment that must be No )
addressed? (If answer is no, go to
Factor 3.)

© Are the available mitigative measures Yes v 3
¢55 reliable to minimize potential impacts? No 0
— Subtotal (maximum = 4)
3. Time to implement the ® What is the required time to implement < 2yr. __:ff 1
remedy. the remedy? >2r. _ 0
° Required duration of the mitigative < 2yr. v 1
effort to control short-term risk. > 2yr. 0
Subtotal (maximum = 2)
4. Permanence of the remedial © Will the remedy be classified as Yes 5
alternative. permanent in accordance with Section No _.~ O

Subtotal (maximum = 5)

2.1(a), (b), or (c).

yes, go to Factor 6.)

(If answer is

T
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Analysis Factor

Table 4-2

IMPLEMENTABILITY
(Maximum Score = 15)

Basis for Evaluation During
Preliminary Screening

Score

. Technical feasibility

[

a. Ability to construct 1)
technology.

b. Reliability of i)
technology.

ii)
623 €. Schedule of delays i)
- due to technical
problems. i)
d. Need of undertaking i)
additional remedial
action, if necessary.
ii)
Subtotal (maximum = 10)
2. Administrative Feasibility
a. Coordination with
other agencies.
i) .
i11)
Subtotal (maximum = 2)
3. Availability of Services
and Materials
a. Availability of 1)
(' prospective

technologies.

Not difficult to construct.
No uncertainties in construction.

Somewhat difficult to construct.
No uncertainties in construction.

Very difficult to construct and/or
significant uncertainties in construction.

Very reliable in meeting the specified
process efficiencies or performance goals.

Somewhat reliable in meeting the specified
process efficiencies or performance goals.

Unlikely
Somewhat likely

No future remedial actions may be
anticipated.

Some future remedial actions may be
necessary.

§) Minimal coordination is required.

Required coordination is normal.

Extensive coordination is required.

Are technologies under consideration
generally commercially available
for the site-specific application?

11) Will more than one vendor be available

to provide a competitive bid?

Yes
No

Yes
No

e
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Table 4-1
SHORT-TERM/LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS N }//\
. _ FORR (J
(Maximum Score = 25) /
Analysis Facter Basis for Evaluation During Score
Preliminary Screening
1. Protection of community © Are there significant short-term risks Yes / 40;
during remedial actions. to the community that must be addressed? No 4
(If answer is no, go to Factor 2.)
© Can the short-term risk be easily Yes VD!
controlled? No 0
° Does the mitigative effort to control Yes 0
short-term risk impact the community No 2
life-style?
Subtotal (maximum = 4)

2. Environmental Impacté ¢ Are there significant short-term risks Yes / 0
to the environment that must be No 4
addressed? (If answer is no, go to
Factor 3.)

° Are the available mitigative measures Yes Z 3
reliable to minimize potential impacts? No 0
Subtotal (maximum = 4)
3. Time to implement the ® What is the required time to implement < 2yr. _ 1
remedy. the remedy? >2yr. O
° Required duration of the mitigative <2yr. 1
effort to control short-term risk. >2yr. 0
Subtotal (maximum = 2)
4. Permanence of the remedial © Will the remedy be classified as Yes ./ 5
alternative. permanent in accordance with Section No __ O

2.1(a), (b), or (c). (If answer is
yes, go to Factor 6.)
Subtotal (maximum = 5)

26
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Table 4-2

IMPLEMENTABILITY
(Maximum Score = 15)
Analysis Factor Basis for Evaluation During Score
Preliminary Screening
1. Technical Feasibility ‘
a. Ability to construct 1) Not difficult to construct. 3
technology. No uncertainties in construction.
11) Somewhat difficult to construct. v 2
No uncertainties in construction.
11i) Very difficult to construct and/or 1
significant uncertainties in construction.
b. Reliability of : i) Very reliable in meeting the specified 3
technology. process efficiencies or performance goals.
11) Somewhat reliable in meeting the specified v 2
process efficiencies or performance goals.
c. Schedule of delays 1) Unlikely 2
due to technical
problems. 11) Somewhat likely v
d. Need of undertaking 1) No future remedial actions may be 2
additional remedial anticipated.
action, if necessary.
11) Some future remedial actions may be v 1
necessary.
Subtotal (maximum = 10)
2. Administrative Feasibility
a. Coordination with i) Minimal coordination is required. 2
other agencies.
1i) Required coordination is normal. VA 1
111) Extensive coordination is required. 0
Subtotal (maximum = 2)
3. Availability of Services
and Materials
a. Availability of i) Are technologies under consideration Yes 1
prospective generally commercially available No 0
technologies. for the site-specific application?

Will more than one vendor be available Yes
to provide a competitive bid? No
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Table 4-1

SHORT-TERM/LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS /7’\5 L
(Maximum Score = 25)

Analysis Factor Basis for Evaluation During Score
Preliminary Screening

1. Protection of community ® Are there significant short-term risks Yes
during remedial actions. to the community that must be addressed? No
(If answer is no, go to Factor 2.)

KTk TR

° Can the short-term risk be easily Yes
controlled? No 0

° Does the mitigative effort to control Yes 0
short-term risk impact the community No 2

life-style?
Subtotal (maximum = §4)

2. Environmental ImpactS ® Are there significant short-term risks Yes

0
to the environment that must be No 2 4
addressed? (If answer is no, go to
Factor 3.)
° Are the available mitigative measures Yes 3
!5%3 reliable to minimize potential impacts? No 0
Subtotal (maximum = 4)
3. Time to implement the ° What is the required time to implement < 2yr. Voo
remedy. the remedy? > 2yr. 0
° Required duration of the mitigative L2yr. /1
effort to control short-term risk. > 2yr. 0
Subtotal (maximum = 2)
4. Permanence of the remedial © Wil)l the remedy be classified as Yes 5
alternative. permanent in accordance with Section No . 0

2.1(a), (b), or {c). (If answer is
yes, go to Factor 6.)
Subtotal (maxiswm = 5)

{\J
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Table 4-2

IMPLEMENTABILITY
(Maximum Score = 15)

Analysis Factor Basis for Evaluation During Score
Preliminary Screening

1. Technical Feasibility

a. Ability to construct i) Not difficult to construct. 3
technology. No uncertainties in construction.
i1) Somewhat difficult to construct. v// 2
No uncertainties in construction.
1i11) Very difficult to construct and/or 1
significant uncertainties in construction.
b. Reliability of 4 i) Very reliable in meeting the specified A 3
technology. process efficiencies or performance goals.
1i) Somewhat reliable in meeting the specified 2
process efficiencies or performance goals.
c. Schedule of delays i) Unlikely v 2
due to technical
problems. 11) Somewhat likely 1
d. Need of undertaking i) No future remedial actions may be 2
additional remedial anticipated.
action, if necessary.
11) Some future remedial actions may be v// 1
necessary.
Subtotal (maximum = 10)
2. Administrative Feasibility
a. Coordination with i) Minimal coordination is required. 2

other agencies.
11) Required coordination is normal.

BN

§i11) Extensive coordination is required.
Subtotal (maximum = 2)

3. Availability of Services
and Materials

a. Availability of i) Are technologies under consideration Yes
prospective generally commercially available No 0
technologies. for the site-specific application?

§i) Will more than one vendor be available Yes
to provide a competitive bid? No

[ Tk
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Table 4-1
\ SHORT-TERM/LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS
(Maximum Score = 25)
Analysis Facter Basis for Evaluation During Score
Preliminary Screening
1. Protection of community © Are there significant short-term risks Yes -0;
during remedial actions. to the community that must be addressed? No v 4
(If answer is no, go to Factor 2.)
° Can the short-term risk be easily Yes 1
controlled? No 0
© Does the mitigative effort to control Yes 0
short-term risk impact the community No 2
Jife-style?
Subtotal (maximum = 4)

2. Environmental Impacté ° Are there significant short-term risks Yes 0
to the environment that must be No aZ 4
addressed? (If answer is no, go to
Factor 3.)

° Are the available mitigative measures Yes 3
tf%ﬁ reliable to minimize potential impacts? No 0
Subtotal (maximum = §)
3. Time to implement the ° What is the required time to implement < 2yr. \// 1
remedy. the remedy? > 2yr. 0
° Required duration of the mitigative < 2yr. v 1
effort to control short-term risk. > 2yr. 0
Subtotal (maximum = 2)
4. Permanence of the remedial ° Will the remedy be classified as Yes 5
alternative. permanent in accordance with Section No 0

2.1(a), (b), or (c). (I1f answer is
yes, go to Factor 6.)
Subtotal (maximum = 5)
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Table 4-2

IMPLEMENTABILITY
(Maximum Score = 15)

Analysis Factor Basis for Evaluation During Score
Preliminary Screening

1. Technical Feasibility

a. Ability to construct i) Not difficult to construct. u// 3
technology. No uncertainties in construction.
1) Somewhat difficult to construct. 2
No uncertainties in construction.
111) Very difficult to construct and/or 1
significant uncertainties in construction.
b. Reliability of : i) Very reliable in meeting the specified 3
technology. process efficiencies or performance goals.
ii1) Somewhat reliable in meeting the specified \// 2
process efficiencies or performance goals.
c. Schedule of delays i) Unlikely v// 2
due to technical
problems. 11) Somewhat likely 1
d. Need of undertaking i) No future remedial actions may be 2
additional remedial anticipated.
action, if necessary.
i1) Some future remedial actions may be v/ 1
necessary.
Subtotal (maximum = 10)
2. Administrative Feasibility
a. Coordination with i) Minimal coordination is required.

other agencies.
1i) Required coordination is normal.

HEN

111) Extensive coordination is required.
Subtotal (maximum = 2)

3. Availability of Services
and Materials

a. Availability of i) Are technologies under consideration Yes 1
prospective generally commercially available No 0
technologies. for the site-specific application?

1i) Will more than one vendor be available Yes
to provide a competitive bid? No

[ |
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Table 4-1

SHORT-TERM/LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS
(Maximum Score = 25)

Analysis Factor Basis for Evaluation During Score
Preliminary Screening
1. Protection of community © Are there significant short-term risks Yes -0;
during remedial actions. to the community that must be addressed? No v 4
(If answer is no, go to Factor 2.)
° Can the short-term risk be easily Yes 1
controlled? No 0
° Does the mitigative effort to control Yes 0
short-term risk impact the community No 2
Tife-style?
Subtotal (maximum = 4§)

2. Environmental Impactﬁ © Are there significant short-term risks Yes 0
to the environment that must be No ;Z 4
addressed? (If answer is no, go to
Factor 3.)

° Are the available mitigative measures Yes 3
reliable to minimize potential impacts? No 0
Subtotal (maximum = 4)
3. Time to implement the ® What is the required time to implement < 2yr. _\/ 1
remedy. the remedy? > 2yr. 0
° Required duration of the mitigative <2yr. _/ 1
effort to control short-term risk. > 2yr. 0
Subtotal (maximum = 2)
4. Permanence of the remedial © Will the remedy be classified as Yes 5
alternative. permanent in accordance with Section No 0

Subtotal (maximum = 5)

2.1(a), (b), or {c). (If answer is
yes, go to Factor 6.)



Analysis Factor

Table 4-2

IMPLEMENTABILITY
(Maximum Score = 15)

Basis for Evaluation During
Preliminary Screening

Score

1. Technical Feasibility

a. Ability to construct
technology.

b. Reliability of
technology.

c. Schedule of delays
due to technical
problems.

d. Need of undertaking

additional remedial
action, if necessary.

Subtotal (maximum = 10)

2. Administrative Feasibility

a. Coordination with
other agencies.

Subtotal (maximum = 2)

3. Availability of Services
and Materials

a. Availability of
prospective
technologies.

i) Not difficult to construct.
No uncertainties in construction.

11) Somewhat difficult to construct.
No uncertainties in construction.

111) Very difficult to construct and/or
significant uncertainties in construction.

1) Very reliable in meeting the specified
process efficiencies or performance goals.

i11) Somewhat reliable in meeting the specified
process efficiencies or performance goals.

1) Unlikely
i1) Somewhat likely

1) No future remedial actions may be
anticipated.

11) Some future remedial actions may be
necessary.

1) Minimal coordination is required.
ii1) Required coordination is normal.

1i11) Extensive coordination is required.

1) Are technologies under consideration
generally commercially available
for the site-specific application?

i1) Will more than one vendor be available
to provide a competitive bid?

Yes
No

Yes
No

NN N
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Table 4-1

SHORT-TERM/LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS

(Maximum Score = 25)
Analysis Factor Basis for Evaluation During Score
Preliminary Screening
1. Protection of community Are there significant short-term risks Yes ~0?
during remedial actions. to the community that must be addressed? No \Z 4
(If answer is no, go to Factor 2.)
Can the short-term risk be easily Yes 1
controllied? No 0
Does the mitigative effort to control Yes 0
short-term risk impact the community No 2
Tife-style?
Subtotal (maximum = 4)

2. Environmental Tmpacté Are there significant short-term risks Yes 0
to the environment that must be No ‘Z )
addressed? (If answer is no, go to
Factor 3.)

Are the available mitigative measures Yes 3
reliable to minimize potential impacts? No 0

Subtotal (maximum = §)
3. Time to implement the What is the required time to implement < 2yr. V/ 1
remedy. the remedy? > 2yr. 0
Required duration of the mitigative < 2yr. s 1
effort to control short-term risk. > 2yr. 0

Subtotal (maximum = 2)
4. Permanence of the remedial Will the remedy be classified as Yes 5
alternative. permanent in accordance with Section No 0

Subtotal (maximum = 5)

2.1{a), (b), or (c). (If answer is

‘yes, go to Factor 6.)
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Table 4-2

IMPLEMENTABILITY
(Maximum Score = 15)
Analysis Factor Basis for Evaluation During Score
Preliminary Screening
1. Technical Feasibility ‘
a. Ability to construct 1) Not difficult to construct. 3
technology. No uncertainties in construction.
11) Somewhat difficult to construct. \// 2
No uncertainties in construction.
1i11) Very difficult to construct and/or 1
significant uncertainties in construction.
b. Reliability of : i) Very reliable in meeting the specified v, 3
technology. process efficiencies or performance goals.
11) Somewhat reliable in meeting the specified 2
process efficiencies or performance goals.
c. Schedule of delays i) Unlikely v, 2
due to technical
problems. i) Somewhat likely 1
d. Need of undertaking i) No future remedial actions may be 2
additional remedial anticipated.
action, if necessary. V/
i1) Some future remedial actions may be 1
necessary.
Subtotal (maximum = 10)
2. Administrative Feasibility
a. Coordination with 1) Minimal coordination is required. 2
other agencies. L//
ii1) Required coordination is normal. 1
1i1) Extensive coordination is required. 0

Subtotal (maximum = 2)

3. Availability of Services
and Materials

a. Availability of i) Are technologies under consideration Yes
prospective generally commercially available No
technologies. for the site-specific application?

i) Will more than one vendor be available Yes
to provide a competitive bid? No
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Analysis Factor

Table 4-1

SHORT-TERM/LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS
(Maximum Score = 25)

Basis for Evaluation During
Preliminary Screening

1. Protection of community
during remedial actions.

Subtotal (maximum = 4)

2. Environmental Impactﬁ

Subtotal (maximum = 4§)

3. Time to implement the
remedy.

Subtotal (maximum = 2)

4. Permanence of the remedial
alternative.

Subtotal (maximum = §5)

[

Are there significant short-term risks

Yes

to the community that must be addressed? No
(If answer is no, go to Factor 2.)

Can the short-term risk be easily

controlled?

Does the mitigative effort to control
short-term risk impact the community

life-style?

Are there significant short-term risks

to the environment that must be
addressed? (If answer is no, go to

Factor 3.)

Are the available mitigative measures
reliable to minimize potential impacts?

What is the required time to implement

the remedy?

Required duration of the mitigative
effort to control short-term risk.

Will the remedy be classified as

permanent in accordance with Section

2.1{a), (b), or (c).

_yes, go to Factor 6.)

(If answer is

Yes
No

Yes
No

Yes
No

Yes
No

2yr.
2yr.

< 2yr.
> 2yr.

Yes
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Table 4-2

IMPLEMENTABILITY
(Maximum Score = 15)

Analysis Factor Basis for Evaluation During

Score
Preliminary Screening

1. Technical Feasibility

a. Ability to construct 1) Not difficult to construct. \// 3
technology. No uncertainties in construction.
ii) Somewhat difficult to construct. 2
No uncertainties in construction.
1i1) Very difficult to construct and/or 1
significant uncertainties in construction.
b. Reliability of i) Very reliable in meeting the specified v 3
technology. process efficiencies or performance goals.
11) Somewhat reliable in meeting the specified 2
process efficiencies or performance goals.
c. Schedule of delays i) Unlikely 2
due to technical
problems. 1) Somewhat likely ._iﬁf 1
d. Need of undertaking i) No future remedial actions may be V4 2
additional remedial anticipated.
action, if necessary.
11) Some future remedial actions may be 1
necessary.
Subtotal (maximum = 10)
2. Administrative Feasibility
a. Coordination with 1) Minimal coordination is required. 2
other agencies.
11) Required coordination is normal. 1
111) Extensive coordination is required. \/ﬁ 0

Subtotal (maximum = 2)

3. Availability of Services
and Materials

a. Availability of i) Are technologies under consideration Yes
prospective generally commercially available No
technologies. for the site-specific application?

1) Will more than one vendor be available Yes v/ 1
to provide a competitive bid? No
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Table 4-1
SHORT-TERM/LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS
(Maximum Score = 25) ;
. "\"\ ! /
Analysis Facter Basis for Evaluation During O } ' Score
Preliminary Screening
1. Protection of community © Are there significant short-term risks Yes Y -0;
during remedial actions. to the community that must be addressed? No 4
(If answer is no, go to Factor 2.)
° Can the short-term risk be easily Yes VA 1
controlled? No 0
° Does the mitigative effort to control Yes 0
short-term risk impact the community No ;Z 2
Tife-style?
Subtotal (maximum = 4)

2. Environmental Impacté © Are there significant short-term risks Yes v 0
to the environment that must be No 4
addressed? (If answer is no, go to
Factor 3.)

© Are the available mitigative measures Yes v 3
reliable to minimize potential impacts? No 0
Subtotal (maximum = §)
3. Time to implement the ® What is the required time to implement < 2yr. v// 1
remedy. the remedy? > 2yr. 0
© Required duration of the mitigative <2yr. 1
effort to control short-term risk. > 2yr. 0
Subtotal (maximum = 2)
4. Permanence of the remedial © Will the remedy be classified as Yes 5
alternative. permanent in accordance with Section No 0

2.1(a), (b), or (c). (If answer is
_yes, go to Factor 6.)
Subtotal (maximum = 5)
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Analysis Factor

Table 4-2

IMPLEMENTABILITY
(Maximum Score = 15)

Basis for Evaluation During Score
Preliminary Screening

. Technical Feasibility

a. Ability to construct i)
technology.

i)

111)

b. Reliability of i)
technology.

ii)

c. Schedule of delays i)

due to technical
problems. ii)
d. Need of undertaking i)

additional remedial
action, if necessary.

ii)
Subtotal (maximum = 10)
Administrative Feasibility
a. Coordination with i)
other agencies.
ii1)

111)
Subtotal (maximum = 2)

. Availability of Services

and Materials

a. Availability of i)
prospective
technologies.

Required coordination is normal.

Not difficult to construct. 3
No uncertainties in construction.
Somewhat difficult to construct. W2

No uncertainties in construction.

Very difficult to construct and/or 1
significant uncertainties in construction.

Very reliable in meeting the specified /'3
process efficiencies or performance goals.

Somewhat reliable in meeting the specified 2
process efficiencies or performance goals.

Unlikely v, 2

Somewhat likely 1
No future remedial actions may be 2
anticipated.

Some future remedial actions may be \/ 1
necessary.

Minimal coordination is required. 2

< | ]

Extensive coordination is required.

Are technologies under consideration Yes ~// 1
generally commercially available No 0
for the site-specific application?

Will more than one vendor be available Yes V// 1
to provide a competitive bid? No 0



Table 4-1

SHORT-TERM/LCNG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS
(Maximum Score = 25)

Analysis Factor Basis for Evaluation During 254 Score
Preliminary Screening ‘
1. Protection of community ® Are there significant short-term risks Yes _/ 0~
during remedial actions. to the community that must be addressed? No 4

(If answer is no, go to Factor 2.)

© Can the short-term risk be easily Yes v 1
controlled? No 0
® Does the mitigative effort to control Yes 0
short-term risk impact the community No % 2

Tife-style?
Subtotal (maximum = 4)

2. Environmental Impacts © Are there significant short-term risks Yes _ o/ O
to the environment that must be No 4
addressed? (If answer is no, go to
Factor 3.)

Are the available mitigative measures Yes
reliable to minimize potential impacts? No

'k

Subtotal (maximum = 4§)

3. Time to implement the ° What is the required time to implement < 2yr. v 1
remedy. the remedy? > 2yr. 0
© Required duration of the mitigative < 2yr. Voo
effort to control short-term risk. > ayr. 0
Subtotal (maximum = 2)
4. Permanence of the remedial ° Will the remedy be classified as Yes

alternative. permanent in accordance with Section No
2.1(a), (b), or {(c). (If answer is

yes, go to Factor 6.)

° £

AN

Subtotal (maximum = 5)

[
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Table 4-2

IMPLEMENTABILITY
(Maximum Score = 15)

Analysis Factor Basis for Evaluation During Score
Preliminary Screening

1. Technical Feasibility

a. Ability to construct i) Not difficult to construct. 3
technology. No uncertainties in construction.
11) Somewhat difficult to construct. v 2
No uncertainties in construction.
111) Very difficult to construct and/or 1
significant uncertainties in construction.
b. Reliability of i) Very reliable in meeting the specified 3
technology. process efficiencies or performance goals.

< |

11) Somewhat reliable in meeting the specified
process efficiencies or performance goals.

f;§ c. Schedule of delays i) Unlikely 2
' due to technical
~- problems. i) Somewhat likely V// 1
d. Need of undertaking i) No future remedial actions may be 2
additional remedial anticipated.

action, if necessary.

ii) Some future remedial actions may be »// 1
necessary.
Subtotal (maximum = 10)
2. Administrative Feasibility

a. Coordination with i) Minimal coordination is required. 2

other agencies.
1) Required coordination is normal.

|k

ii11) Extensive coordination is required.
Subtotal (maximum = 2)

3. Availability of Services
and Materials

a. Availability of i) Are technologies under consideration Yes VA 1

(/ prospective generally commercially available No 0
technologies. for the site-specific application? ’

1) WilY more than one vendor be available Yes Vv 1

to provide a competitive bid? No 0
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Table 4-1

SHORT-TERM/LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS
(Maximum Score = 25)

Analysis Factor Basis for Evaluation During Score
Preliminary Screening

1. Protection of community © Are there significant short-term risks Yes ~0§
during remedial actions. to the community that must be addressed? No _ ./ 4
(If answer is no, go to Factor 2.)
° Can the short-term risk be easily Yes 1
controlled? No 0
° Does the mitigative effort to control Yes 0
short-term risk impact the community No 2

Tife-style?
Subtotal (maximum = 4)

2. Environmental 1mpact§ © Are there significant short-term risks Yes

0
to the environment that must be No SZ 4
addressed? (If answer is no, go to
Factor 3.)
° Are the available mitigative measures Yes 3
reliable to minimize potential impacts? No 0

Subtotal (maximum = 4)

3. Time to implement the ® What is the required time to implement < 2yr. _/ 1
remedy. the remedy? > 2yr. 0
° Required duration of the mitigative < 2yr. v// 1
effort to control short-term risk. > 2yr. 0

Subtotal (maximum = 2)
4. Permanence of the remedial © Will the remedy be classified as Yes 5
alternative. permanent in accordance with Section No 0

2.1(a), (b), or (c). (If answer is
yes, go to Factor 6.)
Subtotal (maximum = 5)
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Analysis Factor

Table 4-2

IMPLEMENTABILITY
(Maximum Score = 15)

Basis for Evaluation During
Preliminary Screening

Score

1. Technical Feasibility

a. Ability to construct 1)
technology.

i)
i)

b. Reliability of i)
technology.

c. Schedule of delays i)
due to technical
problems. ii)

d. Need of undertaking i)
additional remedial
action, if necessary.

Subtotal (maxiowm = 10)

2. Administrative Feasibility

a. Coordination with i)
other agencies.
ii)
111)
Subtotal (maximum = 2)

3. Availability of Services
and Materials

a. Availability of i)
prospective
technologies.

1)

Not difficult to construct.
No uncertainties in construction.

Somewhat difficult to construct.
No uncertainties in construction.

Very difficult to construct and/or
significant uncertainties in construction.

Very reliable in meeting the specified
process efficiencies or performance goals.

Somewhat reliable in meeting the specified
process efficiencies or performance goals.

Unlikely
Somewhat likely

No future remedial actions may be
anticipated.

Some future remedial actions may be
necessary.

Minimal coordination is required.

Required coordination is normal.

Extensive coordination is required.

Are technologies under consideration
generally commercially available
for the site-specific application?

Will more than one vendor be available
to provide a competitive bid?

Yes
No

Yes
No

O

|




 soy
/¢%”‘A”7;7,/lzwvu~}$jf

Table 4-}

SHORT-TERM/LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS

(Maximum Score = 25)

Analysis Factor Basis for Evaluation During Score
Preliminary Screening
1. Protection of community © Are there significant short-term risks Yes -0;
during remedial actions. to the community that must be addressed? No N 4
(If answer is no, go to Factor 2.)
° Can the short-term risk be easily Yes 1
controlled? No 0
° Does the mitigative effort to control Yes 0
short-term risk impact the community No 2
life-style?
Subtotal (maximum = 4)

2. Environmental Impacté © Are there significant short-term risks Yes 0
to the environment that must be No ;Z 4
addressed? (If answer is no, go to
Factor 3.)

° Are the available mitigative measures Yes 3
reliable to minimize potential impacts? No 0
Subtotal (maximum = 4)
3. Time to implement the ° What is the required time to implement < 2yr. v 1
remedy. the remedy? > 2yr. 0
° Required duration of the mitigative < 2yr. v 1
effort to control short-term risk. > 2yr. 0
Subtotal (maximum = 2)
4. Permanence of the remedial ©° Will the remedy be classified as Yes 5
alternative. permanent in accordance with Section No 0

Subtotal (maximum = 5)

2.1(a), (b), or (c). (If answer is

yes, go to Factor 6.)

(~/
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Table 4-2

IMPLEMENTABILITY
(Maximum Score = 15)

Analysis Factor Basis for Evaluation During Score
Preliminary Screening

1. Technical Feasibility

a. Ability to construct 1) Not difficult to construct. \// 3
technology. No uncertainties in construction.
11) Somewhat difficult to construct. 2
No uncertainties in construction.
111) Very difficult to construct and/or 1
significant uncertainties in construction.
b. Reliability of : i) Very reliable in meeting the specified 3
technology. process efficiencies or performance goals.
11) Somewhat reliable in meeting the specified ‘// 2
process efficiencies or performance goals.
c. Schedule of delays i) Unlikely \// 2
due to technical
problems. i) Somewhat likely 1
d. Need of undertaking i) No future remedial actions may be 2
additional remedial anticipated.
action, if necessary.
i) Some future remedial actions may be v/ 1
necessary.
Subtotal (maximum = 10)
2. Administrative Feasibility
a. Coordination with i) Minimal coordination is required. v 2
other agencies.
ii) Required coordination is normal. 1
111) Extensive coordination is required. 0
Subtotal (maximum = 2)
3. Availability of Services
and Materijals
a. Availability of i) Are technologies under consideration Yes _;ji 1
prospective generally commercially available No O
technologies. for the site-specific application?
ii) Will more than one vendor be available Yes \/// 1
to provide a competitive bid? No ?%q
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Table 4-1
SHORT-TERM/LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS
(Maximum Score = 25)
Analysis Factor Basis for Evaluation During Score
Preliminary Screening
1. Protection of community ® Are there significant short-term risks Yes -O;
during remedial actions. to the community that must be addressed? No v 4
(If answer is no, go to Factor 2.)
° Can the short-term risk be easily Yes 1
controlled? No 0
° Does the mitigative effort to control Yes 0
short-term risk impact the community No 2
life-style?
Subtotal (maximum = 4)

2. Environmental lmpacté © Are there significant short-term risks Yes 0
to the environment that must be No NV 4
addressed? (If answer is no, go to
Factor 3.)

° Are the available mitigative measures Yes 3
reliable to minimize potential impacts? No 0

Subtotal (maximum = §)

3. Time to implement the ° What is the required time to implement < 2yr. v// 1
remedy. the remedy? > 2yr. 0

° Required duration of the mitigative < 2yr. v

effort to control short-term risk. > 2yr. 0

Subtotal (maximum = 2)

4. Permanence of the remedial ° Will the remedy be classified as Yes
alternative. permanent in accordance with Section No
2.1(a), (b), or (c). (If answer is
yes, go to Factor 6.)

K

Subtotal (maximum = 5)
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Table 4-2

IMPLEMENTABILITY
(Maximum Score = 15)
Analysis Factor Basis for Evaluation During Score
Preliminary Screening
1. Technical Feasibility '
a. Ability to construct i) Not difficult to construct. 3
technology. No uncertainties in construction.
i1) Somewhat difficult to construct. \// 2
No uncertainties in construction.
111) Very difficult to construct and/or 1
significant uncertainties in construction.
b. Reliability of i) Very reliable in meeting the specified b// 3
technology. process efficiencies or performance goals.
i) Somewhat reliable in meeting the specified 2
process efficiencies or performance goals.
c. Schedule of delays i) Unlikely Vo2
due to technical
problems. 11) Somewhat likely 1
d. Need of undertaking i) No future remedial actions may be 2
additional remedial anticipated.
action, if necessary. b//
ii) Some future remedial actions may be 1
necessary.
Subtotal (maximum = 10)
2. Administrative Feasibility
a. Coordination with i) Minimal coordination is required. 2
other agencies.
ii) Required coordination is normal. v 1
1i11) Extensive coordination is required. 0
Subtotal (maximum = 2)
3. Availability of Services
and Materials
a. Availability of 1) Are technologies under consideration Yes _J{i 1
prospective generally commercially available No 0
technologies. for the site-specific application?
11) Will more than one vendor be available Yes / 1
to provide a competitive bid? No 0



Analysis Factor

Table 4-1

SHORT-TERM/LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS o

(Maximum Score = 25)

Basis for Evaluation During Score
Preliminary Screening
1. Protection of community © Are there significant short-term risks Yes v 0;
during remedial actions. to the community that must be addressed? No 4
(If answer is no, go to Factor 2.)
© Can the short-term risk be easily Yes v o1
controlled? No 0
° Does the mitigative effort to control Yes 0
short-term risk impact the community No \/ 2
life-style?
Subtotal (maximum = §)

2. Environmental Impacté © Are there significant short-term risks Yes V4 0
to the environment that must be No 4
addressed? (If answer is no, go to
Factor 3.)

° Are the available mitigative measures Yes v 3
reliable to minimize potential impacts? No 0
Subtotal (maximum = §)
3. Time to implement the © What is the required time to implement < 2yr. _ 1
remedy. the remedy? >2yr. O
© Required duration of the mitigative <2yr. _ /1
effort to control short-term risk. > 2yr. 0
Subtotal (maximum = 2)
4. Permanence of the remedial ° Will the remedy be classified as Yes 5
alternative. permanent in accordance with Section No 0

Subtotal (maximum = 5)

2.1{(a), (b), or (c). (If answer is
yes, go to Factor 6.)

Aos



Analysis Factor

Table 4-2

IMPLEMENTABILITY
(Maximum Score = 15)

Basis for Evaluation During Score
Preliminary Screening
1. Technical Feasibility -
a. Ability to construct i) Not difficult to construct. 3
technology. No uncertainties in construction.
11) Somewhat difficult to construct. W 2
No uncertainties in construction.
111) Very difficult to construct and/or 1
significant uncertainties in construction.
b. Reliability of ' i) Very reliable in meeting the specified \(: 3
technology. process efficiencies or performance goals.
i1) Somewhat reliable in meeting the specified 2
process efficiencies or performance goals.
€. Schedule of delays 1) Unlikely v 2
due to technical
probiems. ii1) Somewhat likely 1
d. Need of undertaking i) No future remedial actions may be 2
additional remedial anticipated.
action, if necessary.
11) Some future remedial actions may be VARED!
necessary.
Subtotal (maximum = 10)
2. Administrative Feasibility
a. Coordination with 1) Minimal coordination is required. 2
other agencies.
ii1) Required coordination is normal. 1
111) Extensive coordination is required. v, O
Subtotal (maximum = 2)
3. Availability of Services
and Materijals
a. Availability of i) Are technologies under consideration Yes V/ 1
prospective generally commercially available No O
technologies. for the site-specific application?
ii) Will more than one vendor be available Yes v/ 1
to provide a competitive bid? No 0
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Table 4-1

SHORT-TERM/LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS
(Maximum Score = 25)

Analysis Factor Basis for Evaluation During 1 / JZL, Score
Preliminary Screening

1. Protection of community © Are there significant short-term risks Yes
during remedial actions. to the community that must be addressed? No
(If answer is no, go to Factor 2.)

ENENEI

° Can the short-term risk be easily Yes
controlled? No 0

© Does the mitigative effort to control Yes 0
short-term risk impact the community No 2

Tife-style?
Subtotal {maximum = §)

2. Environmental Impacté ° Are there significant short-term risks Yes v// 0
i to the environment that must be No 4
) addressed? (If answer is no, go to
Factor 3.)

© Are the available mitigative measures Yes v 3

ff? reliable to minimize potential impacts? No 0
Subtotal (maximum = 4§)

3. Time to implement the ° What is the required time to implement < 2yr. zf’ 1

remedy. the remedy? > 2yr. 0

© Required duration of the mitigative < 2yr. v

effort to control short-term risk. > 2yr. 0
Subtotal (maximum = 2)

4. Permanence of the remedial © Will the remedy be classified as Yes 5

alternative. permanent in accordance with Section No _ 7 ©

2.1(a), (b), or (c). (If answer is
yes, go to Factor 6.)
Subtotal (maximum = 5)
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Analysis Factor

Table 4-2

IMPLEMENTABILITY
(Maximum Score = 15)

Basis for Evaluation During Score
Preliminary Screening

1.

N

Technical Feasibility

d.

Ability to construct
technology.

. Reliability of

technology.

. Schedule of delays

due to technical
problems.

. Need of undertaking

additional remedial

action, if necessary.

Subtotal (maximum = 10)

Administrative Feasibility

a.

Coordination with
other agencies.

Subtotal (maximum = 2)

Availability of Services

111) Extensive coordination is required.

and Materials

a. Availability of

prospective
technologies.

1) Not difficult to construct. 7 3
No uncertainties in construction.
i1) Somewhat difficult to construct. 2
No uncertainties in construction.
111) Very difficult to construct and/or 1
significant uncertainties in construction.
. . . . ‘e s
i) Very reliable in meeting the specified v 3
process efficiencies or performance goals.
i1) Somewhat reliable in meeting the specified 2
process efficiencies or performance goals.
1) Unlikely 2

11) Somewhat likely

k k|

i) No future remedial actions may be 2
anticipated.

i1) Some future remedial actions may be 1
necessary.

i) Minimal coordination is required. 2

i1) Required coordination is normal.

k] |

1) Are technologies under consideration Yes V/ 1
generally commercially available No 0
for the site-specific application?

i) Will more than one vendor be available Yes v// 1

to provide a competitive bid? No 0

Al
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Analysis Factor

Table 4-1

SHORT-TERM/LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS _
(Maximum Score = 25) j

Basis for Evaluation During 1’! / /L>
Preliminary Screening /

Score

1. Protection of community

during remedial actions.

Subtotal (maximum = 4)

2. Environmental Impact§

Subtotal (maximum = 4§)

3. Time to implement the
remedy.

Subtotal (maximum = 2)

Are there significant short-term risks
to the community that must be addressed?
(If answer is no, go to Factor 2.)

Can the short-term risk be easily
controlied?

Does the mitigative effort to control
short-term risk impact the community
Tife-style?

Are there significant short-term risks
to the environment that must be
addressed? (If answer is no, go to
Factor 3.)

Are the available mitigative measures
reliable to minimize potential impacts?

What is the required time to implement
the remedy?

<
>
Required duration of the mitigative <
effort to control short-term risk. >

4. Permanence of the remedial ©° Will the remedy be classified as

alternative.

Subtotal (maximum = 5)

permanent in accordance with Section
2.1(a), (b), or (c). (If answer is
yes, go to Factor 6.)

( Nofe No rages ‘l|2~‘/ié>

Yes
No

Yes
No

Yes
No

Yes
No

Yes
No

2yr.
2yr.

2yr.
2yr.

Yes
No
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Analysis Factor

Table 4-2

IMPLEMENTABILITY
(Maximum Score = 15)

Basis for Evaluation During Score
Preliminary Screening
1. Technical Feasibility -
a. Ability to construct 1) Not difficult to construct. 3
technology. No uncertainties in construction.
i1) Somewhat difficult to construct. /2
No uncertainties in construction.
1311) Very difficult to construct and/or 1
significant uncertainties in construction.
b. Reliability of i) Very reliable in meeting the specified 3
technology. process efficiencies or performance goals.
i1) Somewhat reliable in meeting the specified V/ 2
process efficiencies or performance goals.
c. Schedule of delays i) Unlikely 2
due to technical
problems. i1) Somewhat likely v 1
d. Need of undertaking 1) No future remedial actions may be 2
additional remedial anticipated.
action, if necessary. ¢/
11) Some future remedial actions may be \ 1
necessary.
Subtotal (maximum = 10)
2. Administrative Feasibility
a. Coordination with 1) Minimal coordination is required. 2
other agencies.
i1) Required coordination is normal. b// 1
111) Extensive coordination is required. 0
Subtotal (maximum = 2)
3. Availability of Services
and Materials
a. Availability of 1) Are technologies under consideration Yes __E{( 1
prospective generally commercially available No 0
technologies. for the site-specific application?
ii) Will more than one vendor be available Yes 2 1
to provide a competitive bid? No 0



Analysis Factor

Table 4-1

SHORT-TERM/LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS

(Maximum Score = 25)

Basis for Evaluation During
Preliminary Screening

I oL
Tty WESe i
BRI TR PRI LY

fire

P

Troey

SC e

$a

. Protection of community
during remedial actions.

Subtotal (maximum = 4)

2. Environmental Impact§

Subtotal (maximum = 4)

3. Time to implement the
remedy.

Subtotal (maximum = 2)

4. Permanence of the remedial
alternative.

Subtotal (maximum = 5)

-]

Are there significant short-term risks
to the community that must be addressed?
(I1f answer is no, go to Factor 2.)

Can the short-term risk be easily
controlled?

Does the mitigative effort to control
short-term risk impact the community
life-style?

Are there significant short-term risks
to the environment that must be
addressed? (If answer is no, go to
Factor 3.)

Are the available mitigative measures
reliable to minimize potential impacts?

What is the required time to implement
the remedy?

Required duration of the mitigative
effort to control short-term risk.

Will the remedy be classified as
permanent in accordance with Section
2.1(a), (b), or (c). (If answer is

_yes, go to Factor 6.)

R R IR 4 5 W <

Score

Yes o
No Z 4
Yes _ 1
No 0
Yes ___ 0
No 2
Yes 0
No ;Z 4
Yes ___ 3
No 0
2yr. s
2yr. 0
2yr. / 1
2yr. 0
Yes 5
No v/ 0
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Table 4-2

IMPLEMENTABILITY
(Maximum Score = 15)

Analysis Factor Basis for Evaluation During Score
Preliminary Screening

1. Technical Feasibility

a. Ability to construct 1) Not difficult to construct. »// 3
technology. No uncertainties in construction.
ii) Somewhat difficult to construct. 2
No uncertainties in construction.
111) Very difficult to construct and/or 1
significant uncertainties in construction.
b. Reliability of i) Very reliable in meeting the specified 3
technology. process efficiencies or performance goals.
11) Somewhat reliable in meeting the specified \// 2
process efficiencies or performance goals.
c. Schedule of delays i) Unlikely v 2
due to technical
problems. ii) Somewhat likely 1
d. Need of undertaking 1) No future remedial actions may be 2
additional remedial anticipated.
action, if necessary.
i1) Some future remedial actions may be v/’ 1
necessary.
Subtotal (maximum = 10)
2. Administrative Feasibility
a. Coordination with i) Minimal coordination is required.

other agencies.
i1) Required coordination is normal.

I N

111) Extensive coordination is required.
Subtotal (maximum = 2)

3. Availability of Services
and Materials

a. Availability of i) Are technologies under consideration Yes L// 1
prospective generally commercially available No 0
technologies. for the site-specific application?

i1) Will more than one vendor be available Yes V/ 1
to provide a competitive bid? No 0
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Table 4-1
SHORT-TERM/LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS N

(Maximum Score = 25)

Analysis Factor Basis for Evaluation During Score
Preliminary Screening
1. Protection of community Are there significant short-term risks Yes 40?
during remedial actions. to the community that must be addressed? No /4
(If answer is no, go to Factor 2.)
Can the short-term risk be easily Yes 1
controlled? No 0
Does the mitigative effort to control Yes 0
short-term risk impact the community No 2
life-style?
Subtotal (maximum = 4)

2. Environmental Impact§ Are there significant short-term risks Yes 0
to the environment that must be No VAR
addressed? (If answer is no, go to
Factor 3.)

Are the available mitigative measures Yes 3
retiable to minimize potential impacts? No 0

Subtotal (maximum = §)
3. Time to implement the What is the required time to implement < 2yr. v// 1
remedy. the remedy? > 2yr. 0
Required duration of the mitigative < 2yr. / 1
effort to control short-term risk. > 2yr. 0

Subtotal (maximum = 2)
4. Permanence of the remedial Will the remedy be classified as Yes 5
alternative. permanent in accordance with Section No _ 0

Subtotal (maximum = §5)

2.1(a), (b), or (c). (If answer is

.yes, go to Factor 6.)

42¢
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Table 4-2

IMPLEMENTABILITY
(Maximum Score = 15)

Analysis Factor Basis for Evaluation During Score
Preliminary Screening

1. Technical Feasibility

a. Ability to construct 1) Not difficult to construct. L// 3
technology. No uncertainties in construction.
i1) Somewhat difficult to construct. 2
No uncertainties in construction.
1i11) Very difficult to construct and/or 1
significant uncertainties in construction.
b. Reliability of : i) Very reliable in meeting the specified 3
technology. process efficiencies or performance goals.
i1) Somewhat reliable in meeting the specified k// 2
process efficiencies or performance goals.
€. Schedule of delays i) Unlikely ‘( 2
due to technical
problems. 11) Somewhat likely 1
d. Need of undertaking 1) No future remedial actions may be 2
additional remedial anticipated.
action, if necessary. V//
11) Some future remedial actions may be ) 1
necessary.
Subtotal (maximum = 10)
2. Administrative Feasibility
a. Coordination with i) Minimal coordination is required.

other agencies.
1) Required coordination is normal.

NES

1i11) Extensive coordination is required.
Subtotal (maximum = 2)

3. Availability of Services
and Materials

a. Availability of i) Are technologies under consideration Yes
prospective generally commercially available No 0
technologies. for the site-specific application?

i1) Will more than one vendor be available Yes
to provide a competitive bid? No

[Tk
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Analysis Factor
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Table 4-1

SHORT-TERM/LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS

(Maximum Score = 25)

Basis for Evaluation During
Preliminary Screening

151/1 /l W(

, B 2 . . ) - /;/ 4 -
/ ’l’J LJa_J"'f/ /6-\/) fi,\/o//(/é_ ) TZR QCW/Z(’GV’C %J'A‘,\

1.

Protection of community

during remedial actions.

Subtotal (maximum = 4)

. Environmental Tmpacté

Subtotal (maximum = §)

Time to implement the
remedy.

Subtotal (maximum = 2)

Permanence of the remedial

alternative.

Subtotal (maximum = 5)

Are there significant short-term risks
to the community that must be addressed?
(If answer is no, go to Factor 2.)

Can the short-term risk be easily
controlled?

Does the mitigative effort to control
short-term risk impact the community
life-style?

Are there significant short-term risks
to the environment that must be
addressed? (If answer is no, go to
Factor 3.)

Are the available mitigative measures
reliable to minimize potential impacts?

What is the required time to implement
the remedy?

Required duration of the mitigative
effort to control short-term risk.

Will the remedy be classified as
permanent in accordance with Section
2.1(a), (b), or (c). (If answer is
.yes, go to Factor 6.)

Ve /7/2c¢,

Score

Yes 0
No V 4
Yes 1
No 0
Yes 0
No __ 2
Yes _1 0
No 4
Yes / 3
No 0
< 2yr. /| 1
> 2yr. 0
<e2yr. V1
> 2yr. 0
Yes 5
o 77 0

42¢
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Table 4-2

IMPLEMENTABILITY
(Maximum Score = 15)
Analysis Factor Basis for Evaluation During Score
Preliminary Screening
1. Technical Feasibility )
a. Ability to construct i) Not difficult to construct. 3
technology. No uncertainties in construction.

11) Somewhat difficult to construct.
No uncertainties in construction.

11i) Very difficult to construct and/or
significant uncertainties in construction.

b. Reliability of : i) Very reliable in meeting the specified
technology. process efficiencies or performance goals.

ii1) Somewhat reliable in meeting the specified
process efficiencies or performance goals.

c. Schedule of delays 1) Unlikely
due to technical
problems. i1) Somewhat likely

d. Need of undertaking i) No future remedial actions may be
additional remedial anticipated.

action, if necessary.
ii) Some future remedial actions may be

necessary.
Subtotal (maximum = 10)
2. Administrative Feasibility
a. Coordination with i) Minimal coordination is required.

other agencies.
ii1) Required coordination is normal.

§i11) Extensive coordination is required.
Subtotal (maximum = 2)

3. Availability of Services
and Materials

a. Availability of 1) Are technologies under consideration Yes
prospective generally commercially available No
technologies. for the site-specific application?

i) Will more than one vendor be available Yes
to provide a competitive bid? No
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Table 4-1

(Maximum Score = 25)
Analysis Factor Basis for Evaluation During Score
Preliminary Screening
1. Protection of community Are there significant short-term risks Yes -0;
during remedial actions. to the community that must be addressed? No \Z 4
(If answer is no, go to Factor 2.)
Can the short-term risk be easily Yes 1
controlled? No 0
Does the mitigative effort to control Yes 0
short-term risk impact the community No 2
life-style?
Subtotal (maximum = 4)

2. Environmental Impact§ Are there significant short-term risks Yes v// 0
to the environment that must be No 4
addressed? (If answer is no, go to
Factor 3.)

Are the available mitigative measures Yes v// 3
reliable to minimize potential impacts? No 0

Subtotal (maximum = 4)
3. Time to implement the What is the required time to implement < 2yr. b// 1
remedy. the remedy? > 2yr. 0
Required duration of the mitigative < 2yr. Voo
effort to control short-term risk. > 2yr. 0

Subtotal (maximum = 2)
4. Permanence of the remedial Will the remedy be classified as Yes 5
alternative. permanent in accordance with Section No 0

Subtotal (maximum = 5)

2.1(a), (b), or {(c). (If answer is
.yes, go to Factor 6.)



Table 4-2

IMPLEMENTABILITY
(Maximum Score = 15)

Analysis Factor Basis for Evaluation During Score
Preliminary Screening

1. Technical Feasibility

a. Ability to construct 1) Not difficult to construct. 3
technology. No uncertainties in construction.

< |

i1) Somewhat difficult to construct.
No uncertainties in construction.

111) Very difficult to construct and/or 1
significant uncertainties in construction.

b. Reliability of : 1) Very reliable in meeting the specified 3
technology. process efficiencies or performance goals.

< |

ii) Somewhat reliable in meeting the specified
process efficiencies or performance goals.

fE% €. Schedule of delays 1) Unlikely 2
< due to technical
problems. ii) Somewhat likely VAR
d. Need of undertaking 1) No future remedial actions may be 2
additional remedial anticipated.
action, if necessary.
11) Some future remedial actions may be / 1
necessary.
Subtotal (maximum = 10)
2. Administrative Feasibility
a. Coordination with 1) Minimal coordination is required. 2
other agencies.
11) Required coordination is normal. v 1
111) Extensive coordination is required. 0
Subtotal (maximum = 2)
3. Availability of Services
and Materials
a. Availability of 1) Are technologies under consideration Yes v/ 1
(’ prospective generally commercially available No 0
technologies. for the site-specific application?
11) Will more than one vendor be available Yes J 1
to provide a competitive bid? No 0



SHORT-TERM/LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS

>< 4

(Maximum Score = 25)

ot Pace A G2
Table 4-1 P
//:’C\'_ S

Analysis Factoer Basis for Evaluation During Score
Preliminary Screening
1. Protection of community Are there significant short-term risks Yes -0?
during remedial actions. to the community that must be addressed? No v 4
(If answer is no, go to Factor 2.)
Can the short-term risk be easily Yes 1
controlled? No 0
Does the mitigative effort to control Yes 0
short-term risk impact the community No 2
Tife-style?
Subtotal {(maximum = 4§)

2. Environmental 1mpact§ Are there significant short-term risks Yes 0
to the environment that must be No / 4
addressed? (If answer is no, go to
Factor 3.)

Are the available mitigative measures Yes 3
reliable to minimize potential impacts? No 0

Subtotal (maximum = 4)
3. Time to implement the What is the required time to implement < 2yr. v 1
remedy. the remedy? > 2yr. 0
Required duration of the mitigative < 2yr. v 1
effort to control short-term risk. > 2yr. 0

Subtotal (maximum = 2)
4. Permanence of the remedial Will the remedy be classified as Yes 5
alternative. permanent in accordance with Section No W/ 0

Subtotal (maximum = 5)

2.1(a), (b), or (c). (If answer is

yes, go to Factor 6.)

&
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Analysis Factor

Table 4-2

IMPLEMENTABILITY
(Maximum Score = 15)

Basis for Evaluation During Score

Preliminary Screening

1.

Technical Feasibility

a. Ability to construct
technology.

b. Reliability of
technology.

€. Schedule of delays
due to technical
problems.

d. Need of undertaking

additional remedial
action, if necessary.

Subtotal (maximum = 10)

Administrative Feasibility

a. Coordination with
other agencies.

Subtotal (maximum = 2)

Availability of Services

and Materials

a. Availability of
prospective
technologies.

1)
i)

114)

1)

Not difficult to construct.
No uncertainties in construction.

Somewhat difficult to construct. i
No uncertainties in construction.

Very difficult to construct and/or
significant uncertainties in construction.

Very reliable in meeting the specified /
process efficiencies or performance goals.

Somewhat reliable in meeting the specified
process efficiencies or performance goals.

Unlikely 4
Somewhat likely

No future remedial actions may be
anticipated.

Some future remedial actions may be
necessary.

Minimal coordination is required.

Required coordination is normal.

N

Extensive coordination is required.

Are technologies under consideration Yes
generally commercially available No
for the site-specific application?

Will more than one vendor be available Yes
to provide a competitive bid? No
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Table 4-1
SHORT-TERM/LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS
(Maximum Score = 25)
Analysis Factor Basis for Evaluation During Score
Preliminary Screening
1. Protection of community © Are there significant short-term risks Yes 0=
during remedial actions. tc the community that must be addressed? No v 4
(If answer is no, go to Factor 2.)
® Can the short-term risk be easily Yes 1
controlled? No 0
° Does the mitigative effort to control Yes 0
short-term risk impact the community No 2
life-style?
Subtotal (maxim<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>