APPENDIX 1. Vendor Evaluation Sheet for the 2004 Vendor Forum


ARSENIC PILOT DEMONSTRATION TECHNOLOGY

VENDOR FORUM

REVIEW COMMITTEE EVALUATION FORM


OCTOBER 19 - 20, 2004

VENDOR NAME _____________________________________________________________________


TECHNOLOGY NAME  _______________________________________________________________

TYPE OF TECHNOLOGY  _______________________________________________________________





(e.g. Adsorption, Coagulation/Filtration, Membrane) 

REVIEWER NAME ________________________________    
DATE ________________________

Scoring
Rate each subcategory from 0 to 5 with 0 representing poor and 5 indicating optimal. Enter only one number in each box even if there are multiple subquestions.



Please use the space beneath each subtotal to make notes associated with scoring.

1. Performance
(30%)









Score (0 – 5)

1. Can the technology remove As below the 10 ppb MCL?


2. Residuals disposal

A. What is the volume and hazard level of process residuals?


B. Will residuals pass TCLP test?


C. Will residuals pass California WET test?

3. How much water is wasted during the treatment process?


4. Does the process remove other co-contaminants such as perchlorate or radionuclides?


5. Does the treatment process require the use of chemicals, and if so what volumes


and their associated hazards.    Are there any other potential safety issues?  


6. A. What is the quality of the treated water?   


B. Will the technology increase TDS, affect pH or other water quality parameters?


PERFORMANCE SUBTOTAL

2. Level of Maturity of Technology and Viability of Company
(15%)



Score (0 – 5)


1. Does the technology (process and chemicals used) meet NSF Certifications?


2. How many treatment systems using this technology have been installed?


3. Scale-up/upgrade issues

A. At what scale has the technology been implemented?  


B. Can the process be scaled up?


C. Can the process be upgraded or modified to use newer technology or media?

4. Viability of company for long-term survival 

A.  Size of company? 


B.  Manufacturing capability?


5. A. Is the technology process equipment and materials (chemicals, media, etc.) readily 


     available?


B. Are there concerns about availability of materials from foreign vendors 

    or manufacturers?



LEVEL OF MATURITY SUBTOTAL

3. Cost
(20%)










Score (0 – 5)

1. Capital Costs.  


A. What are the construction/installation costs?


B. What are the land requirements for the process?  


C. What are the infrastructure requirements?


     (power, sewer)


2.  Operations and Maintenance

A.  What are the energy requirements?  

B.  What is the cost of chemicals including transportation, and storage?


3. Monitoring and automation

A.   What level of monitoring does the technology require? Associated costs?


B.  What are expected labor activities and costs?


C.  What is the ease of automation? (to minimize labor costs and level of training.)


4. Pre/post treatment costs


A. Does the process remove fluoride to a level where it is necessary to add fluoride to the


    treated water? Estimated cost for fluoridation/1000 gal treated water?


B. Is pre oxidation of Arsenite to Arsenate required? Cost/1000 gal treated water?


C. Is pH adjustment required ? How? Estimated cost/1000 gal treated water?


D. Is pre-filtration required for turbidity or suspended solids?


COST SUBTOTAL

4. Implementability
(10%)








Score (0 – 5)

1. Has the technology previously been permitted?


2. Public Acceptance.   Will the treatment process cause
· Visual impact

· High traffic

· Storage of hazardous material on site

· Noise

· Odors

· Affect taste and odor of treated water

· Other adverse affects to water


3. How simple is the treatment process operation? 

Maintenance requirements, such as; little to no maintenance?


4. What level of training is required to operate the technology?



IMPLEMENTABILITY  SUBTOTAL

5. Effect on User Communities
(10%)







Score (0 – 5)

1. A. What are the potential environmental impacts from the treatment process?  


B.  Does the technology require transportation of hazardous chemicals via City streets?


2. How can the quantities and hazard level of residuals be minimized?


3. Water Quality 


A. Can the treatment system handle variations in influent water quality?


B. Is the pH of the treated water acceptable to blend with raw water without

 adverse affects?


4. Could the technology affect the operation of wells supplying raw water?

5. Will the public understand and trust the technology reliability and safety?


EFFECT ON USER COMMUNITIES SUBTOTAL


6.     Innovation (15%)

1. Is this an innovative technology that would lead to cost or energy savings?


INNOVATION SUBTOTAL


RECOMMENDATIONS

Would you recommend this technology for future studies?



To AwwaRF for further bench-scale studies?



To SNL  for Pilot Studies?

____________________________________________________________________________________
ALTERNATIVE WEIGHTING FACTORS

The weights initially assigned to the different Criteria are indicated below.  If you wish to suggest an alternative set of weighting factors, please enter the weights below (they must sum to 100% or 1.00) and calculate an alternate Technology Score.


Criteria Parameter (old weight %)
Reviewer Score (A)    New Weight (B)
Technology Score AxB
1. Performance (30)

2. Level of Maturity (15)

3. Cost (20)

4. Implementability (10)

5. Effect on Communities (10)

6. Innovation (15)
OVERALL TECHNOLOGY SCORE
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