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Thank yon for 10ur memorandum dated April 8th. So far the only criticism of 
the .retaining wall,:has been mine, not the Users or A.E.C • 

. ,. . ~~~····~ ·;f~-~·D~. /). "~'~:P~~:,:.~.' :··= . , . 
. ~The res.Son I lJ.elieve 'the horizontal steel' should be run from the tunnel. to .the 
• Vau~s.··to·gi~~··'u additional assurance that the wall immediately adjacent to 

both entrances would not be. blocked.. {Do.ring Ivy the failure of the top 
porliQn ,.()f the ·wall for Station 520 'nearly blQcked the entrance.) Blocking of 
either entrance could well mean loss of basic data or e:xpending :mcN personnel 
from radiological contamination when they .removed the ·obstacle. 

«' 

The small persQDilel entrance is used to recover film the first or second day 
·after a test.;. pie large door is used to recover the electronic racks approx­
imately.lo :dqs~·at:ter a test. Of the two doors, the small door is the most 
impertant •. ' u:the'wall was to 'f'ail 10 feet away from the entrance, it would 
probably be 'i:>c>ssible for personnel to climb over earth and debris and get 
into the tunnel outside of small door. . ;, 

The above is jUst a personal observation, and I do not know of any design 
val.ues to use e:mept to be plenty safe. Mqbe giving the entrance turm,el to . 
the emall:door another 90 degree bend would be an easier solution. We do know 
this entrance tunnel was well worth the cost because as soon as one was far 
enough inside the small tunnel that they could no longer see the outside, the 
radiation fell off by a factor o.f 50. This el.iJninated having to open the small 
door in a highly contaminated area. 
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