
LNAPL
SCM ADEQUATE &/OR

CONSERVATIVE?
(identify gaps)

GO TO THE SCM
BUILDING &

EVALUATION
SCREENING?

Immediate
hazards under

control
Implement control

measuresEnter Process No

ARE RISK-DRIVEN
CONDITIONS PRESENT

BASED ON SCM?

DEFINE RISK
SCENARIO (RBCA,

RAGS, STATES, ETC.)

LNAPL
RECOVERY FEASIBLE &/

OR PRACTICABLE?
(identify gaps)

DESIGN & PERFORM
PRACTICABLE

ACTIONS

Long Term Mgt or
NFA

GO TO THE
FEASIBILITY/

PRACTICABILITY
SCREENING

Yes

No

Done means different things to different stakeholders.
Except where the source NAPL is fully removed, we
can expect long-term residuals and a need for
institutional controls of some sort.

This decision depends on data,
evaluations, & professional judgment by
the stakeholders, and on the appropriate
regulatory guidance (TI Waivers,

ARE THERE OTHER
DRIVERS FOR DESIGNED

CLEANUP?

Yes

Starts with a conservative “Tier I”
screening, & builds from there as needed.

Yes

Maybe

No

No

Implement Risk
Management Plans &

Actions for Risk Drivers
Yes

Identify & test SCM, identify gaps, and
potential conservative assumptions.
Either fill gaps, or test presumed
conservative risk condition through
process below to put some boundaries
on value of gap filling.

Use risk-based guidance
appropriate for location &
regulatory jurisdiction.

Time, flux, end-use, no observable
product, nondegradation policies,
practicability requirements, etc.

Yes

No

Given the SCM, its parameters & metrics, evaluate
probabilities of changing NAPL state to meet specific
non-risk based goals. This is where specific metrics may
be listed & evaluated that pertain to cleanup actions.
Mass recovery %, efficiency, longevity, mobility, flux,
thickness, etc.  Things that are definable, repeatable,
applicable, and field verifiable.

These are essentially self-evident
and imminent risks that require
immediate actions without
extensive study or evaluation.


