¥
s<Battell
e DAIICHE
Pacific Northwest Laboratories
Battelle Boulevard

P.O. Box 999
Richland, Washington 99352

Telephone
Prone 5% 392 6096

September 15, 1995

To:  Recipients of PNL-10605, H -d Site Long-Term Surface Barrier Development
Program: Fiscal Year 1994 lights

From: Document Authors

You recently received a copy of the document Hanford Site Long-Term Surface Barrier

evelopment Program: FY 19941 1 hts, by K.L. Petersen, S.O. Link, and G.W. Gee.
Page A.6 from Appendix A is missing 1 your copy of that document. Please remove the
existing page A.5 and tape in the new ge A.5/A.6. We apologize for this inconvenience.
Thank you.



Errata for K.L. Petersen, S.O. Link, and G.W. Gee, Hanford Site Long-Term Surface
Barrier Development Program: Fiscal Year 1994 Highlights, PN1L-10605, Pacific Northwest
Laboratory, Richland, Washington.

Replacement pa~=-~ Appendix A

Page A.6 from Appendix A of s ment is missing from your copy. Please replace the
existing page A.5 with the attached A.5/A.6.






Mr. Wing
August 19, 1994

Page 4
3. Underestimated the degree of difficulty in 3. Tt would be easy for DOE to assume that
designing effective landfill caps. The result e surface barrier is a well-established,
is regulations and guidelines that will lead f-the-shelf technology. Nothing could
. to inadequate designs. What seemed like a be further from the truth, particularly for
simple problem (landfill caps) has turned long-term containment at arid sites. If
out to be a challenging technical problem. existing design approaches are used, there

is great risk that they will not work.
RECOMMENDATIONS

Most of the issues addressed herein are not unique to Hanford but cut across all the DOE
facilities that require remediation. Hanford's need for surface barriers is significantly greater
than that of any other DOE facility. The level of k »wledge and experience among the key
group of scientists and engineers at Hanford, in terms.  surface barriers, is probably greater than
that of any other DOE facility. It seems logical th Hanford should be DOE's leader in surface
barrier technology. ,

My recommendations are:

1. Continue to fund the prototype barrier work at Hanford (including the tests on Hanford soil at
Hill AFB, Utah). This work is absolutely crucial. Cuts in this effort would constitute a classic
case of "penny wise, pound foolish."

2. Develop over the next 3 years detailed designs for "graded barriers,” with different levels of
sophistication, risk reduction, and cost, for different levels of subsurface hazard. The goal
should be surface barrier designs that are "ready to go" with field construction by September,
1997. If this is accomplished, I venture a guess thatt  994-97 R&D funds expended for this
effort would prove to be among the most cost effectit  &D investments ever made at
Hanford. -

3. Formulate a "Surface Barrier Strategic Planning Tear " composed of surface barriers experts
from Hanford, end users at Hanford, experts and key end users from other DOE facilities, and
perhaps. others, to help in planning and coordinating the work.

4. Identify the key barrier people at Hanford and ¢  tinue to involve them in the work. The
technical expertise is a very valuable resource whose loss could be extremely costly.

Thank you for the opportunity to share my thoughts with your. Please do not hesitate to
call (512-471-4730) if you have any questions or comments.

Sincerely,

Db

David E. Daniel
L. B. (Preach) Meaders Professor
of Civil Engineering
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