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The Pesticide Warehouse III (PWIII) is an inactive facility in a rural / residential area
located in Manati, PR. During its operational history, various chemicals were spilled from
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SUPE RFUND L AW with carbon filter since most of these pollutants are organic compounds which can

be removed with this technology. This method is the most cost-efficient in the

In situ flushing involves flooding a zone long run, takes less time than Permeable Reactive Barriers and it does not have a —— The only ecological risk of this
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obtain better results. Finally, in order to select these technologies we considered
the costs, remediation time, environmental and public health risks.
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