Priority 1 Criteria:
Draft Evaluation Framework

Terill Hollweg, Abt Associates
3M PFC Settlement Work Group Meetings
September 17-18, 2019




Preliminary
Results
Summary

Draft CDWSP

L4

Approach

Co-Trustees apply
Priority 1 Criteria for
_ Good/Better/Best ———>
Scenario
Recommendations

Final CDWSP




Purpose

* The purpose of the Conceptual Drinking Water Supply Plan (CDWSP) is to
recommend a set of projects that provide clean, sustainable drinking water to the

communities affected by PFAS contaminationin the East Metro Area, now and into
the future

e The Priority 1 evaluation criteria will be used by the Co-Trustees to develop the
good/better/best scenario recommendations

e Tosupportthis evaluation, a draft Priority 1 evaluationframework has been developed

e Thisframeworkis preliminaryand will be revised based on inputfrom the work groupsand
refinementsto the modelingapproach

* The Co-Trustees may consider other factors in making the final recommendation
based on the purpose of the CDWSP and the goals of the Settlement Agreement



Draft Evaluation Framework

03/30/2019

Minnesota 3M PFC Settlement
Priority 1 Criteria (Version 3)

e Each scenario will be evaluated
using the established Priority 1 ettt it 2018 et e Agremen) w3 a3 -, =

Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) and the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources {DNR)
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supply), and groundwater recharge. For individual households, projects may include, but

are mot limited to, connecting those residences to municipal water supplies, providing search, or
O t h A t individual treatment systems, or constructing new wells. In selecting and performing
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values, health risk limits, and/or health risk indices for perfluorochemicals |PFCs, also rably.
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Draft Evaluation Framework (cont’d)

General approach:

* For each scenario, apply a rank of either Criteria~~ |Rank | Priority |

+/0/- to each of the applicable criteria S oalG +/0/- High

. _ Implementation +/0/- Medium

e Summarize the rankings (+/O/- ) per Coct e y——
SCenario Other/Acceptance +/0/- Low

e Consider the ranking and relative priority of
the criteria to inform the good/better/best
scenario recommendations

Remainder: While the evaluation framework will be used to inform the Good/Better/Best scenario
recommendations, the Co-Trustees may consider other factors in making their final recommendation



Survey Results: Focus Criteria

_ Most Important More Important Somewhat Important

1. For drinking water supply projects,

projects that directly address water

supplies where health based values, 1 ) 0
health risk limits, and/or health risk 7

indices for PFAS are exceeded will be

evaluated more favorably



Survey Results: Implementation Criteria

3. Has a high probability of success

5. Provides long-term benefits 13 5 1
6. Provides multiple benefits 6 8 5
7. Addresses future needs and conditions 9 8 2
8. Has low risk of adverse impacts from remedial actions 3 9 7
10. Minimizes adverse environmental impacts 9 9 1

11. Minimizes adverse social impacts 4 5 10



Survey Results: Cost Criteria

_ Most Important More Important Somewhat Important

13. Is cost-effective

14. Has reasonable long-term O&M costs 4 12 3



Survey Results: Other/Acceptance Criteria

_ Most Important More Important Somewhat Important

18. Is consistent with regional planning (if
applicable)

19. Is consistent with local planning (if
applicable)

20. Is acceptableto the public 3 6 10



Feedback

e Feedback questions (via online survey; feedback by 9/30/19)

1. Doyou haveanyadditions/refinementsto the list of Priority 1 criteria
(regardless of how they are being used for the scenario evaluation)? If yes,
what are your additions/refinements?

2. Fortheapplicablecriteriaatthe scenario-level, doyou have any refinementsto
the +/0O/- rubric? If yes, what are your suggestions?

a. Whatare yourthoughtsforthe +/0/- ranking of Criteria #1 (not currently developed)?

3. Fortheapplicablecriteriaatthe scenario-level, doyou think the priority is:
Appropriate; Should have a higher priority; or Should have a lower priority?

4. Forthecriteriathat were listed as “not applicable” at the scenario-level, do
you thinkany should be applicable? If yes, which ones and why?

5. Anyothercomments/questions?



Questions or Comments?




	Priority 1 Criteria: �Draft Evaluation Framework
	Approach
	Purpose
	Draft Evaluation Framework
	Draft Evaluation Framework (cont’d)
	Survey Results: Focus Criteria
	Survey Results: Implementation Criteria
	Survey Results: Cost Criteria
	Survey Results: Other/Acceptance Criteria
	Feedback
	Questions or Comments?

