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Figure 1. Site Map for 20 -WR Vault.
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Figure 2. Site Map for the 216-Z-12 Crib.
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5.2.2.3. 216-Z-12 Crib

Removal of 6 inches of contaminated surface soil from this crib would
cost $1,459,260.

5.2.3. Fixative

Fixative application has not been demonstrated to provide an adequate
barrier to migration. It would also not change the contamination levels in
the i1 surface, and therefore not meet the surface con}amination standards.
The cost for use of the fixative is very low at $0.10/ft°. Past experience
with fixatives has shown that they are very susceptible to damage by vehicles.
It is expected that periodic herbicide application may be necessary. In fact,
it appears that vegetation grows best where fixatives have been applied. The
use ' fivatives would have no impact on future RI/FS activities. Fixatives
wi | resu : in some loss of permeability of the soil. This could est t n
run-off accumulations in undesirable locations. In the long term, fixatives
would probably have little or no effect on final remediation alternatives of
multimedia caps, in situ grouting or stabilization, or in situ vitrification
of soil. It may have a impact if excavation and soil treatment is chocen,
especially with 1 jards to soil washing. Additional process steps may e
required to remove the fixative from the contaminated soil. If the
macroengineering concept is implemented for this area, the impacts of fixative
use to interim stabilize soil will be minimal.

5.2.3.1. 241-WR Vault

Fixative application would incur a cost of $3,574 for the contaminated
area surrounding the vault.

5.2.3.2. 2l } Reverse Well, 216-T-6 Cribs, and
241-T-361 Waste Storage Tank

f the contaminated 2 acres were treated with a fixative, a cost of
$87,120 would be incurred.

5.2.3.3. 216-Z-12 Crib
Fixative application would incur a cost of $4,356.
5.2.4. Shotcrete Over a Biobarrier Cloth

This method would meet both the barrier and surface contamination

criteria. It is moderately expensive at about $2.40/ft°. Shotrrete s

(pected to be durable and the level of maintenance low. The = ick, hard
cover over the site may impact on RI/FS sampling, but snme form of interim
stabilization would be required prior to initiating RI,.J activities. Because
it is impermeable, shotcrete could have the side effect of run-off
accumulations in undesirable locations. Shotcrete application may have
minimal effects on the final remediation alternatives of multimedia caps,
in situ grouting or stabilization, or in situ vitrification of so- . It may
have an napact if excavation and soil treatment is chosen. Additional process
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