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Executive Summary

M&D Professional Services, Inc. (M&D) 18 under subcontract to Pacific Northwest National Laboratory
(PNNL) to perform seismic analysis of the Hanford Site double-shell tanks (DSTs) in support of a project
entitled Double-Shell Tank (DST) Integrity Project — DST Thermal and Seismic Analyses. The overall
scope of the project is to complete an up-to-date comprehensive analysis of record of the DST system at
Hanford in support of Tri-Party Agreement Milestone M-48-14. The work described in this report was
performed in support of the seismic analysis of the Hanford double-shell tanks. The thermal and
operating loads analysis of the DSTs is documented in Rinker et al. (2004).

The overall seismic analysis of the DSTs is being performed with the general-purpose finite element code
ANSYS®! The global model used for the seismic analysis of the Hanford DSTs includes the DST
structure, the contained waste, and the surrounding soil. The seismic analysis of the DSTs must address
the fluid-structure interaction behavior and sloshing response of the primary tank and contained liquid.
ANSYS® has demonstrated capabilities for structural analysis, but has more limited capabilities for fluid-
structure interaction analysis.

The purpose of this study is to demonstrate the capabilities and investigate the limitations of the finite
element code MSC.Dytran™ for performing a dynamic fluid-structure interaction analysis of the primary
tank and contained waste. To this end, the Dytran® solutions are benchmarked against theoretical
solutions appearing in BNL (1995), when such theoretical solutions exist. When theoretical solutions
were not available, comparisons were made to theoretical solutions to similar problems and to the results
from ANSYS® simulations.

Both rigid tank and flexible tank configurations were analyzed with Dytran®. The response parameters of
interest that are evaluated in this study are the total hydrodynamic reaction forces, the impulsive and
convective mode frequencies, the waste pressures, and the slosh heights. To a limited extent, primary
tank stresses are also reported.

The capabilities and limitations of ANSYS® for performing a fluid-structure interaction analysis of the
primary tank and contained waste were explored in a parallel investigation and documented in a
companion report (Carpenter and Abatt 2006). The results of this study were used in conjunction with the
results of the global ANSYS® analysis reported in Carpenter et al. (2006) and the parallel ANSY S® fluid-
structure interaction analysis to help determine if a more refined sub-model of the primary tank is
necessary to capture the important fluid-structure interaction effects in the tank and if so, how to best
utilize a refined sub-model of the primary tank.

The results of this study demonstrate that Dytran® has the capability to perform fluid-structure interaction
analysis of a primary tank subjected to scismic loading. With the exception of some isolated peak
pressures, and to a lesser extent peak stresses, the results agreed very well with theoretical solutions.

The benchmarking study documented in Carpenter and Abatt (2006) showed that the ANSYS® model
used in that study captured much of the fluid-structure interaction (FSI) behavior, but did have limitations

L ANSYS® is a registered trademark of ANSYS, Inc., Canonsburg, Pennsylvania.
z MSC.Dytran® 1s a registered trademark of MSC . Software, Inc., Santa Ana, California.
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for predicting the convective response of the waste. While Dytran® appears to have stronger capabilities
for the analysis of the FSI behavior in the primary tank, it is more practical to use ANSYS® for the global
evaluation of the tank. Thus, Dytran® served the purpose of helping to identify limitations in the
ANSYS® FSI analysis, so that those limitations can be addressed in the structural evaluation of the
primary tank.

Revision 0A of this report (Rinker and Abbot 2006) introduced new Appendixes C and D. Appendix C
contains a reanalysis of the rigid and flexible tanks at the 460-inch liquid level and was motivated by
recommendations from a project review meeting held on March 20-21, 2006 (Deibler et al. 2007,
Appendix E). Appendix D contains the benchmark solutions in support of the analyses in Appendix C.

This report (Revision 1) incorporates corrections and clarifications regarding the interpretation of
solutions in BNL (1995) per reviewer comments from a June 7-8, 2007, review meeting. The review
comments affect Appendixes C and D) of this report — the body of the report is unchanged. The complete
sct of review comments appear as Appendix A of Deibler et al. (2008), as referenced in Appendix C of
this report.
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1.0 Introduction

M&D Professional Services, Inc. (M&D) 18 under subcontract to Pacific Northwest National Laboratory
(PNNL) to perform seismic analysis of the Hanford Site double-shell tanks (DSTs) in support of a project
entitled Double-Shell Tank (DST) Integritv Project — DST Thermal and Seismic Analyses. The overall
scope of the project is to complete an updated analysis of record of the DST system at Hanford. The
work described herein was performed in support of the scismic analysis of the double-shell tanks. The
scismic analysis of the DSTs is part of an overall project to provide an up-to-date comprehensive analysis
of record for the tanks.

The overall seismic analysis of the double-shell tanks 1s being performed with the general-purpose finite
element code ANSYS®.! The overall model used for the seismic analysis of the DSTs includes the tank
structure, the contained waste, and the surrounding soil. The seismic analysis of the DSTs must address
the fluid-structure interaction behavior and sloshing response of the primary tank and contained liquid.
ANSYS® has demonstrated capabilities for structural analysis, but has more limited capabilities for fluid-
structure interaction analysis.

The purpose of this study is to demonstrate the capabilities and investigate the limitations of Dytran® for
performing a dynamic fluid-structure interaction analysis of the primary tank and contained waste. The
explicit code MSC.Dytran® was developed to analyze fluid-structure interaction problems.
MSC.Dytran® resulted from a unification of Dyna-3D and the Pisces code, in which the latter was
developed specifically for the analysis of fluid-structure interaction problems. The Dytran® solutions are
benchmarked against theoretical solutions appearing in BNL (1995), when such theoretical solutions
exist. When theoretical solutions were not available, comparisons were made to theoretical solutions to
similar problems, and to the results from ANSYS® simulations.

The capabilities and limitations of ANSYS® for performing a fluid-structure interaction analysis of the
primary tank and contained waste were explored in a parallel investigation and documented in a
companion report (Carpenter and Abatt 2006). The results of this study will be used in conjunction with
the results of the global ANSYS® analysis documented in Carpenter et al. (2006) and the parallel
ANSYS® fluid-structure interaction analysis to help determine if a more refined sub-model of the primary
tank is necessary to capture the important fluid-structure interaction (FSI) effects in the tank — and if so,
how to best analyze a refined sub-model of the primary tank.

Both rigid tank and flexible tank configurations were analyzed with Dytran®. Numerous cases of
damping or dynamic relaxation were studied to determine the best way to implement damping in Dytran®
for the flexible tank problems. The options available are to introduce dynamic relaxation solely as a
means to obtain a stable solution to the initial gravity loading, and then remove it from the problem and
run seismic loading without damping, or to keep the dynamic relaxation parameter constant throughout
the problem. The first method is probably the more typical use of dynamic relaxation in Dytran®. The
second method requires calibrating the dynamic relaxation coefficient by iteration and comparison to
known solutions.

L ANSYS® is a registered trademark of ANSYS, Inc., Canonsburg, Pennsylvania.
2 MSC.Dytran® is a registered trademark of MSC.Software Corporation, Santa Ana, California.
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The response parameters of interest that are evaluated in this study are the total hydrodynamic reaction
forces, the impulsive and convective mode frequencies, the waste pressures, and the slosh heights. To a
limited extent, primary tank stresses are also reported.

1.1 Discussion

The earlier Dytran® runs performed were run at gage rather than absolute pressure for the simple reason
that stable solutions were casier to obtain using gage pressure. However, it was recognized from the
beginning of the study that it would be preferable to perform the analyses at absolute pressure. Running
at absolute pressure eliminates any potential problems that can arise when dynamic pressures exceed
static pressures, and total pressures become negative, at least in theory.

Eventually, stable solutions were achieved in most instances running at absolute pressure, and the focus
of the discussion and results in the body of the report will be on the absolute pressure results. In a few
places, results of gage pressure runs are shown alongside results from absolute pressure runs to illustrate
some differences in the solutions.

Hand in hand with the discussion of running the problem at absolute or gage pressure is the subject of
how to best implement damping into the solution to achieve the desired effective damping. It turned out
that solution stability depended both on whether the problem was run at absolute or gage pressure, and, in
the case of flexible wall tanks, how damping was introduced into the problem. Typically, damping is
introduced into a Dytran® analysis through the use of dynamic relaxation parameters that are intended to
aid in finding the steady-state part of a dynamic solution to a transient loading. The dynamic relaxation
factors available in Dytran® are introduced directly into the central difference integration scheme of the
cquations of motion. The tie to overall system damping is loose, especially for complex systems. Thus,
using dynamic relaxation to produce a target effective damping in a complex system becomes a matter of
trial and error. For these reasons, dynamic relaxation is normally introduced to achieve a steady-state
response to a transient loading (e.g., gravity), and then is removed for the remainder of the problem. Itis
not typically used to achieve a desired effective damping in a complex system such as a double-shell tank.

Several implementations of damping or dynamic relaxation were investigated. The first attempt at
utilizing dynamic relaxation was made by introducing a constant dynamic relaxation value throughout the
complete analysis based on a guideline given in the Dytran Theory Manual (MSC 2005a). This resulted
in the system being significantly under-damped to the point that it was difficult to achieve a steady-state
solution to gravity loading.

The second attempt (referred to as Case 3 later in this report) was the more traditional approach of
introducing a much larger dynamic relaxation factor during the initial gravity loading, and then removing
the damping for the remainder of the problem that consisted of the seismic transient and an ensuing free-
vibration phase. This approach resulted in good agreement with the theoretical value of the total
horizontal hydrodynamic recaction force when the problem was run at gage pressure, but had the
deficiency that a stable solution was not achieved when the problem was run at absolute pressure.

The final approach was to use a constant dynamic relaxation factor throughout the whole problem and to
calibrate the value based on trial and error. The value that was finally selected was much larger than that
suggested in the Dytran Theory Manual (MSC 2005a), but somewhat less than was used in the more
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traditional approach. This approach had the desired outcome that it produced stable solutions at absolute
pressure and gave good agreement with theoretical solutions.

The four tank configurations investigated were a rigid tank with a waste level of 422 inches, a rigid tank
with a waste level of 460 inches, a flexible wall tank with a waste level of 422 inches, and a flexible wall
tank with a waste level of 460 inches. The 422-inch waste level is intended to represent a baseline waste
level for the Hanford DSTs, while the 460-inch waste level represents a higher level being proposed to
increase the capacity of the Hanford AP DSTs. Each of the four configurations was subjected to
horizontal and vertical seismic excitation as separate cases.

For the rigid tank configurations, dynamic relaxation was not necessary, but the bulk viscosities were
assigned non-default values to help achieve stable solutions. The response parameters investigated for the
rigid tanks were the total hydrodynamic force components, the convective frequency, the waste pressures,
and the slosh height. The analyses of the flexible wall tanks used the dynamic relaxation schemes
described above, and the response parameters were those for the rigid tanks, plus impulsive frequencies
and element stresses.

The solution for the rigid tank at the 422-inch level was compared to the theoretical solution for an open-
top rigid tank with a hinged-top boundary condition (although the boundary condition is irrelevant for a
rigid tank). The peak hydrodynamic forces and the convective frequency closely matched theoretical
predictions, although the convective component of the horizontal hydrodynamic force was somewhat
lower than expected. The waste pressures and pressure distributions also matched well to theoretical
values, except for a few isolated peaks in the pressure time histories. Such isolated peaks were present to
some degree in all of the simulations and will be discussed further below. The maximum slosh height
was 7% greater than predicted by theory.

Theoretical solutions are not available at the 460-inch waste level because of the interaction between the
waste and the dome curvature. However, comparisons were made to the corresponding solution for a tank
at the 460-inch waste level with vertical walls, open top, and a hinged-top boundary condition.

The simulation for the rigid tank at the 460-inch waste level showed that the total peak horizontal reaction
force agreed with that predicted by the theoretical solution for an open-top tank with a 460-inch waste
level, and the total peak vertical reaction force was slightly higher than predicted by the open-top
theoretical solution. The convective component of the horizontal reaction force was low, indicating that
the presence of the dome acts to inhibit the convective response. The fundamental convective frequency
matches that for the open-top tank, but the reaction time history for the convective response shows some
high-frequency content that was not present at the 422-inch waste level.

The waste pressures are generally as predicted for the open-top tank, but isolated peaks exist in the
pressure time histories, especially for elements near the elevation of the waste-free surface. More such
isolated pressure peaks were evident in the simulation at the 460-inch waste level than at the 422-inch
waste level. The maximum slosh height was 86% of that predicted for the open-top tank.

The total horizontal reaction force for the flexible wall tank at the 422-inch waste level was 96% of the
theoretical value, while the total vertical reaction force was 20% greater than predicted by theory. The
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response showed a breathing mode' frequency of 6 Hz and an impulsive mode frequency of slightly less
than 7 Hz — both in good agreement with theoretical predictions. The fundamental convective frequency
was (.19 Hz, also in agreement with theory. Based on the decay of the total horizontal reaction force
during the final free-vibration phase, the effective damping associated with the convective response is
approximately 1% of critical damping.

The waste pressures due to horizontal excitation show generally good agreement with theory, but as with
the other solutions, isolated peaks that are not predicted by theory exist in the pressure time histories. The
peaks are more prevalent in elements closer to the waste surface. The pressures associated with vertical
¢xcitation of the tank also show general agreement with theory and contain a few isolated peak pressures.
Both the pressure and hoop stress time histories show a gradual drift down over time toward the end of
solution. The maximum slosh height of 24.5 inches calculated by Dytran® is 3% greater than the
theoretical value.

The Dytran® analysis of the flexible wall tank at the 460-inch waste level showed that the total horizontal
reaction force was as predicted by the open-top theory, and the total vertical reaction force was 6%
greater than the theoretical value. That is, according to the Dytran® model, the peak horizontal
hvdrodvnamic force is essentially the same as predicted for the open-top tank, and any interaction of the
Hluid with the dome has not significantly changed the peak force from that predicted for an open-top tank.
The breathing mode frequency was 5.5 Hz, and the impulsive frequency was 6.5 Hz, both in agreement
with open-top theory, and both approximately 2 Hz less than for the 422-inch waste level. The
fundamental convective frequency is 0.2 Hz, as expected from the theory.

As was the case for the rigid tank at the 460-inch waste level, the convective component of the total
horizontal reaction force is less than predicted for an open-top tank, and less than was observed for the
flexible tank at the 422-inch waste level. Once again, it appears that the dome curvature inhibits the
convective response.

The waste pressure responses for horizontal and vertical scismic input both showed isolated peaks that
were similar to those seen for the rigid tank at the 460-inch waste level. In the case of vertical input, both
pressures and hoop stresses showed a slight downward drift over time. The tank wall hoop stresses {rom
horizontal seismic input are as expected and generally do not reflect the isolated spikes in waste
pressures. Hoop stresses in tank wall elements near the free surface that are caused by vertical excitation
appear to be only loosely correlated to the waste pressures of adjacent waste elements. The hoop stresses
show a few isolated spikes, but the spikes do not appear well correlated with the more frequent spikes in
the waste pressures. The maximum slosh height was 20 inches or 82% of the value predicted for an open-
top tank.

The interpretation of isolated peaks in the waste pressure time histories that occurred in all four analysis
configurations warrants discussion. The fundamental issue is whether the peaks are physically real or
whether they are numerical noise in the Dytran® solution. To some degree, the question is irrelevant, or
at least ill-posed, since ultimately the interest is in performing a stress analysis on the primary tank, and
the behavior of the stress time histories is not the same as the pressure time histories. It appears that the
primary tank structure acts to filter out at least some of the localized high (and low) waste pressures.

! The breathing mode is the axisymmetric vibratory mode associated with volumetric expansion and contraction of
the cylinder. It is the fundamental mode for the transient response of the model to gravity loading.
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However, although the waste pressure time histories are of less importance that the stress time histories
for the structural assessment of the primary tank, it is still informative to look closely at the waste
pressure behavior. The positive and negative spikes in the waste pressure time histories occurred in all
four analyses and for both horizontal and vertical excitation. The spikes occurred at both the top and
bottom of the waste, and occurred during the seismic excitation, and afterwards during the unforced
vibration phase when the seismic excitation was not present. The spikes were more prevalent at the
higher waste level, but still occurred at the lower waste level.

The frequency of output for the pressure time histories was 10 ms — the same as the frequency of the
scismic input. The isolated peaks typically occurred at one output point at a time meaning that the
duration of a peak on the pressure time history output files was 20 ms. There is some evidence to suggest
that the pressure spikes are real and are due to impact pressures generated by waves impacting the
boundary of the structure. Such phenomena were observed in experiments reported by Kurihara et al.
(1994) for liquid sloshing in flat-top tanks. The fact that the pressure spikes occur more frequently at the
higher liquid level where interaction with the dome curvature is important is consistent with the
observations for the flat-top tanks.

On the other hand, the manifestation of the spikes in the pressure time histories also showed behavior that
suggests that the spikes may be numerical in origin. For instance, some spikes occur in waste elements
near the bottom of the tank and some spikes occurred during the second free-vibration phase of the
analysis after the scismic input was terminated. These observations make it seem less plausible that the
pressure spikes are real. Moreover, if the highest isolated peak pressures are disregarded, the agreement
between the computer simulations and the theoretical solutions (for exact solutions at the 422-inch waste
level) improves markedly. Indeed, it is likely that excellent agreement between the simulations and
theory would result either by filtering the pressure time histories via post-processing, or rerunning the
simulations using the technique of bulk scaling in which the bulk modulus of the liquid is reduced,
thereby providing a natural filtering mechanism for the high-frequency pressure response.

Although it is not clear whether the pressure spikes are physical or numerical in origin, the most
important aspect of the response is the stress in the primary tank. As noted above, most of the high-
frequency peaks in the pressures do not show up in the stress response. In a few instances, similar peaks
do show up in the stress time histories, but the stress magnitudes are low enough to not cause concern.

Further investigation of the phenomenon could include rerunning the simulations and requesting the
pressure time histories at a higher frequency to better characterize the nature of the response, and to run a
simulation of a tank with vertical walls and no fluid-structure interaction with the dome. The analyses at
the 422-inch liquid level nearly satisfy this condition, but not exactly, since the free surface of the waste
will have very mild interaction with the dome. If high-frequency pressure spikes still showed up in this
situation, it is more likely that the peaks are numerical in origin.

Some unexpected behavior was noted in the slosh height time histories at the 460-inch waste level.
Specifically, maximum waste-free surface heights of nearly 10 inches were recorded during the initial
gravity loading of the structure before seismic excitation commenced. Investigation of the deformed
shape of the waste showed that the initial change in the waste-free surface height under gravity loading
was due an axisymmetric increase in the waste-free surface near the tank boundary that had the
appearance of a meniscus. This effect was attributed to cither a limitation of the post-processing routine
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used to calculate the maximum waste-free surface height, or else a limitation caused by lack of sufficient
resolution in the model discretization. Nonetheless, the maximum slosh heights recorded for these
analyses did appear reasonable relative to theoretical predictions.

Section 7.0 of this report contains direct comparisons between the results from the flexible tank ANSYS®
models reported in Carpenter and Abatt (2006) and the flexible tank Dytran® models described in this
report. Both codes predict frequencies that agree well with theoretical values, although the Dytran®
predictions are generally closer to expected values than the ANSYS® predictions. Comparison of the
reaction forces from the ANSYS® and Dytran® models showed that the responses from the models are
similar with ANSY S® generally being conservative relative to Dytran®, and both codes generally showing
good agreement with theoretical predictions. At the 422-inch waste level, the ANSYS® reaction forces
were slightly greater than the reaction force predicted by Dytran® for both horizontal and vertical seismic
input. At the 460-inch waste level, the horizontal reaction force predicted by ANSYS® is the same as
predicted by theory and essentially the same as predicted by Dytran®. In the case of the vertical reaction
forces, somewhat higher peaks are predicted by Dytran® than ANSYS®. In particular, since the loads into
the j-bolts connecting the primary tank to the concrete dome are driven by the overall forces on the
primary tank, it appears that a global ANSYS® model is sufficient for analysis of the j-bolts, and that any
sub-model of the primary tank need not contain the j-bolts.

Comparison of a limited set of waste pressures due to horizontal excitation from ANSYS® and Dytran®
showed that at the 422-inch waste level, the waste pressures were very similar near the bottom of the tank.
In the middle and upper portions of the waste, the ANSYS® solution showed more of a convective
response than the Dytran® solution. At the 460-inch waste level, the peak pressures near the bottom of
the waste are higher in Dytran® than in ANSYS®. Near the top of the waste, the responses are similar,
with ANSYS® predicting somewhat higher pressures. The appearance of a convective response in
ANSYS® is less evident at the higher waste level. At an elevation of 292 inches up from the tank bottom,
the pressure predictions are very similar, with the ANSYS® response being slightly higher.

Finally, comparisons were made between membrane hoop stress predictions for the models. It is difficult
to draw conclusions from these comparisons because of differences in modeling techniques, mesh
resolution in the tank wall, mesh resolution near the tank knuckle, and differences in the elevation of the
tank wall element centroids. The two models do give very similar results for membrane hoop stress at the
middle elevation of 292 inches up from the tank bottom, with the ANSYS® results being slightly higher
than the Dytran® results. A couple of interesting observations on the hoop stresses are that whereas the
convective response was more apparent in the waste pressures predicted by ANSYS® near the free surface
at the 422-inch waste level, this response is more apparent in the Dytran® hoop stress predictions at that
elevation. Also, the convective response that was observed from ANSYS® in the waste pressure time
history at 292 inches above the tank bottom at the 422-inch waste level is not readily apparent in the hoop
stress time history.

1.2 Summary
The purpose of this study was to demonstrate the capabilities and to investigate the limitations of Dytran®

for performing an FSI analysis of the primary tank and contained waste. The results of this study were
used in conjunction with the results of the global ANSYS® analysis (Carpenter et al. 2006) and the
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parallel ANSYS®™ FSI analysis (Carpenter and Abatt 2006) to help determine if a more refined sub-model
of the primary tank is necessary to capture the important FSI effects in the tank — and if so, how to best
utilize a refined sub-model of the primary tank.

The results of this study demonstrate that Dytran®™ has the capability to perform FSI analysis of a primary
tank subjected to seismic loading. With the exception of some isolated peak pressures, and to a lesser
extent peak stresses, the results agreed very well with theoretical solutions as shown in Table 1-1 and
Table 1-2.

Table 1-1. Summary of Frequencies and Maximum Slosh Heights

First Convective
Mode Frequency Impulsive Mode Breathing Mode Maximum Slosh
(Hz) Frequency (Hz) Frequency (Hz) Height (in.)

Configuration Theory Dytran® Theory Dytran® Theory Dytran® Theory Dytran®
Rigid 422 0.19 0.19 Rigid Rigid Rigid Rigid 23.7 254
Rigid 460 0.2 0.2 Rigid Rigid Rigid Rigid 24.5 21.1
Flexible 422 0.19 0.19 7.0 6.85 6.1 6.0 23.7 245
Flexible 460® 0.2 0.2 6.5 6.4 55 5.5 24.5 20.1

(a) Theoretical solutions for the 460-in. waste level are based on an open tank with vertical walls and a
hinged-top boundary condition.

Table 1-2. Summary of Global Reaction Forces

Peak Horizontal Peak Vertical Reaction
Reaction Force (Ibf) Force (Ibf)
Configuration | Theory Dytran® Theory® | Dytran®®
Rigid 422 2.42x10° | 2.45x10° | 1.96x10° | 2.15x10°
Rigid 460® 3.0x10° | 3.02x10° 2.3x10° 3.1x10°
Flexible 422 756x10° | 7.25x10° | 5.24x10° 6.3x10°
Flexible 460® 1.03x107 | 1.02x107 | 4.54x10° 5.98x10°

{a) Values shown are the dynamic components of the vertical reaction
forces exclusive of the waste weight.

{(b) Theoretical solutions for the 460-in. waste level are based on an
open tank with vertical walls and a hinged-top boundary condition.

The results of the ANSYS® FSI benchmark analysis documented in Carpenter and Abatt (2006) showed
that the ANSYS® model was suitable for predicting the global response of the tank and contained waste
and was capable of adequately predicting waste pressures in a large portion of the waste. However, the
ANSYS® model did not accurately capture the waste pressures near the free surface due to the convective
response, nor did the model give accurate predictions of maximum slosh heights.

While Dytran® appears to have stronger capabilities for the analysis of the FSI behavior in the primary
tank, it is more practical to use ANSYS® for the global evaluation of the tank. Thus, Dytran® served the
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purpose of helping to identify limitations in the ANSYS® FSI analysis so that those limitations can be
addressed in the structural evaluation of the primary tank.

Due to the limitations identified in the ANSYS® model for predicting the convective response of the

waste, the evaluation of primary tank stresses near the waste-free surface should be supplemented by
results from an ANSYS® sub-model of the primary tank that incorporates pressures from theoretical

solutions or from Dytran® solutions. However, the primary tank is expected to have low demand-to-
capacity ratios in the upper wall.

1.3 Conclusions

. The results of the Dytran® analyses of the rigid and flexible wall tanks at the 422-inch waste level
generally agree well with known theoretical solutions.

. Although theoretical solutions for a domed tank with the static liquid level near the dome as in the
460-inch waste level simulation do not exist, the results of Dytran® analyses of the rigid and flexible
wall tanks at the 460-inch waste level appear reasonable and show many similarities to solutions for
an open-top tank with a hinged-top boundary condition.

. The peak horizontal reaction force for the both the rigid and flexible tanks at the 460-inch waste
level under horizontal scismic excitation agree with the theoretical predictions for the corresponding
open-top tanks. That is, any interaction of the fluid with the dome during the simulations at the
460-inch waste level has not significantly changed the peak force from that theoretically predicted
Jfor the corresponding open-top tanks.

. Dytran® appears capable of providing a realistic FSI analysis of a primary tank and contained waste.
However, the features and configurations of a Dytran® model should be compatible with the
strengths of the program.

. All solutions showed instances of isolated high-frequency spikes in the pressure time histories that
deviate from theoretical solutions.

. Such high-frequency pressure spikes typically did not show up as stress spikes in the primary tank
since the tank structure evidently acts as a natural mechanical filter. In the few instances where
higher spikes appeared in stress time histories, the magnitudes of the stresses were low enough to not
cause concermn.

. Itis preferable to analyze the problem at absolute rather than gage pressure, but it was more difficult
to get stable solutions using absolute pressure.

. The implementation of dynamic relaxation or damping can have a significant affect on solution
stability and solution accuracy.

. Once the dynamic relaxation parameter was properly calibrated, a single value worked well for all
cases. That is, a single value appeared to work well for both waste heights, for horizontal and
vertical excitation, and for predicting total hydrodynamic reaction forces, pressures, and slosh
heights.
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Although the damping was calibrated based on response decay during an initial free oscillation phase
and peak responses during forced motion, critical damping values for the convective response in a
final free oscillation phase were in the range of 1% or less.

The convective component of the total reaction force is small relative to the total reaction force.
That is, the total reaction force is dominated by the impulsive response.

The Dytran® model has better capabilities than the ANSYS® model for predicting slosh heights and
for predicting waste pressures and tank stresses near the free surface of the waste.

Based on good agreement between ANSYS®, Dytran®, and theoretical solutions for reaction forces, a
global ANSY S® model is sufficient for analysis of the j-bolts and any sub-model of the primary tank
need not contain the j-bolts.
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2.0 Model Description

A simplified model of a Hanford double-shell tank (DST) was created using the 2005 version of
MSC.Patran®,' and was analyzed using the Dytran® 2006 Development Version. The verification and
validation of the software on the local computer platform is documented in M&D (2003). The purpose of
the analysis was to investigate the fluid-structure interaction behavior for several tank structural
configurations, liquid levels, loadings, and damping implementations. Results from theoretical solutions
are presented and summarized for cach of the cases in the body of the report. The details of the
theoretical solutions are included in Appendix B.

The two structural configurations studied include a completely rigid primary tank, and a primary tank
with a rigid dome and base, but with flexible walls. All Dytran® models are full three-dimensional (3-D)
representations of the tanks. Simulations were performed for both the 422- and 460-inch waste levels.
Applied loads include gravity loading and seismic loading, with seismic loading applied in the horizontal
and vertical directions as separate load cases.

The first configuration studied was a completely rigid tank with a waste depth of 422 inches. This case is
intended to simulate the response of a rigid tank with vertical walls without significant fluid interaction
with the dome. The second case was a completely rigid tank with a waste depth of 460 inches. At the
460-inch waste level, significant fluid-structure interaction occurs in the dome under seismic excitation.
This configuration does not have a theoretical solution, but it is useful as a comparison to the solution for
the flexible tank at the 460-inch waste level.

In the third case, the walls of the tank were flexible, and the waste depth was 422 inches. This case is
intended to simulate the response of a tank with flexible vertical walls without significant fluid interaction
with the dome. The fourth configuration studied was a flexible wall tank with a waste depth of

460 inches. In the case of the flexible wall models, the material properties and wall thickness were based
on the AY tank configuration, though the model was simplified to have a uniform wall thickness to allow
more direct comparisons with theoretical solutions. All four configurations were run for horizontal and
vertical seismic excitation independently. The solutions to the first and third configurations at the
422-inch waste level were compared to theoretical solutions from BNL (1995). The results from the
second and fourth configurations at the 460-inch waste depth were compared to the first and third cases as
well as to theoretical solution to similar configurations, but no closed form solutions exist for the actual
configurations.

The rigid tank configuration was run without damping other than the artificial viscosities inherent in the
Dytran® program. The artificial viscosities implemented in Dytran® are referred to as the linear (BULKL)
and quadratic (BULKQ) bulk viscosities. The bulk viscosities act to control the formation of shock
waves by introducing viscosity to the bulk straining of the fluid. Trial and error showed that increased
bulk viscosity coefficients relative to the default values were necessary to achicve stable solutions, at least
in some cases. As a result of the trial-and-error investigation, all results reported were run with the lincar
and quadratic bulk viscosity parameters set to 0.2 and 1.1, respectively. The default values for the bulk
viscosity coefficients arc 0 for the lincar coefficient and 1.0 for the quadratic coefficient.

! MSC Patran® is a registered trademark of MSC.Software Corporation, Santa Ana, California.
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21 DModel Geometry

The tank model geometry was based on the AY tank configuration shown in Hanford Drawing

No. H-2-64449. The primary tank has a 430-inch radius and the height of the vertical wall is 424 inches.
The dome apex is 561.5 inches above the bottom of the tank. The models were run using waste depths of
422 inches and 460 inches. An excerpt from Drawing No. H-2-64449 is shown as Figure 2-1.
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Figure 2-1. AY Primary Tank Dimensions

In the full 3-D Dytran® model, the bottom of the primary tank is supported vertically by a fixed rigid base
plate in contact with the tank bottom as shown in Figure 2-2. The purpose of the base plate is to provide
the vertical support to the bottom of the primary tank model that is provided by the insulating concrete in
the actual tank.
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A notable difference between the Dytran® model and the actual tank as shown in Figure 2-2 is that the
Junction between the vertical wall and the tank bottom is modeled as a right angle. Consequently, the
details of the tank lower knuckle region and its suppeort by the insulating concrete have not been captured
by this simplified model.

Figure 2-2. Plot of Primary Tank and Base

The relative height of the waste to the tank for the 422- and 460-inch waste levels is shown in Figure 2-3
and Figure 2-4, respectively. The tank floor and walls form what is known as a Dytran® coupling surface
with the water. The coupling surface allows the Fulerian waste mesh to inferact with the Lagrangian
structural mesh, and although the Eulerian mesh extends beyond the tank boundary, all the fluid dynamics
occurs inside the tank.
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Figure 2-3. Plot of Tank and Waste at 422-Inch Waste Level

ﬁ \

Figure 2-4. Plot of Tank and Waste at 460-Inch Waste Level
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Dynamic waste pressures are a function of depth, angular location, and radial location of the fluid
element. Waste pressures were extracted from five sets of fluid elements throughout the tank as shown in
Figure 2-5. The element set “plusx_els” is located near the tank wall in the positive x-direction (6=0) in
the plane of the seismic excitation. Note that the angle 0 is measured from the positive x-axis to the
posifive z-axis to describe the angular position of elements in the model. Element sefs “press 45 and
“plusz_els” are located near the tank wall at 45° (approximately) and 90° from the excitation direction.
Element set “minusx els™ is near the tank wall in the negative x-direction, and the set “cent press™ is near
the center of the tank at a radial location of approximately zero. Figure 2-5 and Figure 2-7 show the
waste element numbering for four element sets described above. In Figure 2-5, the center pressure
elements are in the middle, the plusx els™ are on the right, and the “minusx_els™ are on the left. In
Figure 2-7, the set “press 457 is on the right, and the “set plusz els” is on the left.
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Figure 2-5. Top View of Model Showing the Angular Locations of Fluid Elements at Which Pressures
Were Monitored
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In the case of the flexible wall model, tank wall stresses were extracted at angular locations of 6=0, 45,
80, and 180°. The shell element numbering for the 8=0 and 0=90° sets is shown in Figure 2-8, with the
elements at 8=0 and on the right, and the elements at 8=90° on the lett. The numbering for the 8=45° and

8=180° sets is shown in Figure 2-9, with the elements at 8=45° on the right and the elements at 8=180° on
the left.

T om\

Figure 2-8. Shell Element Numbering for Tank Wall Stress Results at 6=0 and 6=90°
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Figure 2-9. Shell Element Numbering for Tank Wall Stress Results at 6=45° and 6=180°
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2.2 Material Properties and Element Types

The tank was modeled in Dy*[rem® using CQUAD4 shell elements. In the case of the rigid tank, the
complete tank was modeled as a rigid body using the “MATRIG” command. The mass of the tank was
much larger than the mass of the waste to faithfully reflect the applied seismic motion.

In the case of the flexible wall tank, the elastic modulus, Poisson’s ratio, and the specific weight of the
steel walls were set to 29 x 10°1bfiin?, 0.3, and 0.284 1bf/in”, respectively. The tank wall was assigned a
thickness of 0.65 inch, which is the approximate average thickness of the lower two-thirds of the AY tank
wall. The uniform wall thickness was introduced to simplify the benchmarking model — it is not used for
any analysis of record of the primary tank.

For the flexible wall tank, the dome was kept rigid above the primary tank tangent line, and the central
portion of the primary tank bottom was also kept rigid. The outer ring of elements in the primary tank
bottom was flexible and was assigned normal steel properties. Both of the ngid regions were assigned
artificially high mass density as in the completely rigid case. A section plot of the flexible tank
configuration is presented in Figure 2-10 with the rigid elements shown in black and the deformable
elements shown in blue.

Figure 2-10. Section Plot of Flexible Primary Tank

The waste and air in the dome space were modeled using 8-node CHEXA Eulerian solid elements.
Because two fluids are present, the Eulerian elements were assigned multi-material hydrodynamic
material properties (MMHYDRO). Both the air and the waste were modeled as homogeneous, inviscid
fluids.
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The waste was modeled using a polynomial equation of state (EOSPOL) that requires the initial mass
density and the bulk modulus of the fluid as input. The initial density of the waste was set to

1.59 x 10™ Ibf-s*/in* (specific gravity=1.7) for the 422-inch waste level models and it was set to

1.71 x 10™ Ibf-s*/in” (specific gravity=1.83) for the 460-inch waste level models. The bulk modulus of
the waste was set to 305,000 1bffin®, which is a typical bulk modulus for water. The results are expected
to be insensitive to the value of the bulk modulus since fluid compressibility is not critical to the response
in this problem. Although the bulk modulus of water is realistic for this problem, scaling the bulk
modulus down over several orders of magnitude can be an effective solution technique to reduce
computer run time without unduly affecting the solution of problems where compressibility is not critical.

The air was modeled using the gamma law cquation of state (EOSGAM), where the pressure is a function
of the density 0, the specific internal energy per unit mass e, and the ideal gas ratio of specific heats ¥

via p=(y—1)pe. The mass density of airis 1.167 x 107 1bf-s*/in", and the ratio of constant-pressure

specific heat to constant-volume specific heat is 1.4. The specific internal energy per unit mass of the air
was set to 3.15 x 10% in’/s” for the absolute pressure simulations and zero for gage pressure simulations.
The internal energy for the absolute pressure simulations corresponds to an air pressure of 14.7 1bffin’.

2.3 Boundary Conditions

In the case of horizontal seismic excitation, the rigid regions were free in the x-direction and fixed in the
other five degrees-of-freedom. For vertical excitation, the rigid regions were free in the vertical direction
and fixed in the other five degrees-of-freedom.

The Dytran® general coupling algorithm was used to allow the Eulerian waste mesh to interact with the
Lagrangian structural mesh. The problem was set up to take advantage of the “fast coupling” option in

Dytran®.
2.4 Initial Conditions

In general, it is preferable to run at absolute pressure to avoid any difficulties associated with dynamic
pressures exceeding static pressures and total pressures becoming negative.

Earlier in the project, runs were performed at gage pressure simply because it was more difficult to
achieve stable solutions when running at absolute pressure. For the most part, those issues were resolved,
and stable solutions arec now achieved using either method in most cases. For the remainder of the report,
the emphasis will be on absolute pressure results.

The results from the absolute pressure runs are presented in the body of the report. Selected results are
included in the body of the report that show the comparison between absolute and gage pressure results.
The results from other gage pressure runs are included as background information in electronic format on
the accompanying DVD; however, those results do not have a direct bearing on the analysis.
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The changes required to run at absolute pressure are to set the atmospheric pressure to 14.7 1bffin’ in the
parameters seetion of the input file, and set the specific internal energy per unit mass of the air to
3.15 x 10% in’/s?, according to the gamma law equation of state

R 2-1)

(y-Dp

As a convenience, a balancing pressure of 14.7 1bffin” was applied to the outside of the tank using the
D'_i,’t:ran® COUOPT command (MSC 2005b) to keep the tank stresses in terms of gage pressures.

2.5 Seismic Input

The seismic time histories used to excite the tank model were output from a more complete linear
ANSYS® model of the DST and surrounding soil shown in Figure 2-11, Figure 2-12, and Figure 2-13.
The horizontal time history was taken from the dome apex of the ANSYS® model, and the vertical time
history was taken from the haunch region 90° from the direction of horizontal excitation to minimize
rocking effects. The ANSYS® model was subjected to simultaneous horizontal and vertical seismic
excitation in the absence of gravity. The seismic input for the ANSYS® model was applied at the base of
the far-field soil shown in Figure 2-13. The extracted time histories consisted of 2,048 points defined at
0.01-second intervals giving seismic records with durations of 20.48 seconds.

ELEMENTS 7 AN

REAL UM UL z3 Z004
1E:21:10

file:3-D Test Model, DF-45, Alpha=0.75

Figure2-11. ANSYS® Composite Tank Model Detail
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ELEMENTS AN

MAT HUM IUL 23 2004
15:22:20

file:3-D Test Model, DF-45, ALlpha=0.75

Figure 2-12. Excavated Soil Model Detail for Global ANSYS® Model
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MAT HUM JUL 23 2004
15:23:12
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file:3-D Test Model, DF-45, Alpha=0.75

Figure 2-13. Far-Ficld Soil Model Detail for Global ANSYS® Model
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For the completely rigid tanlk, the whole tank was subjected to the seismic motion In the flexible tank
configuration, the rigid dome and rigid central portion of the tank bottom were subjected to the same
input simultanecusly. This represents the hinged-top boundary condition discussed i BWL (199573 and
shown mn Figore 2-14.

i

X(t)

Figure 2-14 Tank with Hinged-Top Boundary Condition per BNL (1995

In the case of horizontal (z-direction) excitation, the setsmic time histories were applied to both the rigid
and flexible tank Dytran® models as body force accelerations per unit mass on the nodes of the rigid
partions of the tank that have artificially high mass. The vertical seismic time history was applied as a
velocity time history to the rigid portions of the tank. The reason that the vertical mput was applied as a
velocity rather than an acceleration time history is that this approach prevents having to exactly balance
the vertical gravity load with the vertical acceleration time history, thus preventing any vertical drift.

The horizontal acceleration, vertical acceleration, and the velocity and displacernent time histories for
horizontal and vertical input are shown n Figure 2-15, Figure 2-16, Figure 2-17, and Figure 2-18,
respectively. The 4% damped response spectra for the horizontal and vertical time histories are shown in
Figure 2-19. A comparison of horizontal response spectra at damping values of 0.5% and 4% is shown in
Figure 2-20 and Figure 2-21, respectively. The plots in Figure 2-21 show that the spectral acceleration
near the first convective frequency of approzimately 0.2 Hz 15 2084 greater at 0.5% damping than at 4%
damping That 15, in this range of dampmg values, the convective response is not highly sensitive to
damping The spectra for 0.5% and 4% critical damping are of paticular interest because these are the
target effective damping for the convective and impulsive response of the tank and waste according to
DOE-ETD-1020-2002.
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Horizontal Acceleration Time History Output from ANSYS Model
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Figure 2-15. Horizontal Acceleration Time History Output from ANSYS® Model

Acceleration (g)

Vertical Acceleration Time History Output from ANSYS Model
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Figure 2-16. Vertical Acceleration Time History Output from ANSYS® Model
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Velocity Time Histories Output from ANSYS Model

10
T
o
£
z
s
£ 04
5
-10
0 5 10 15 20 25
Time (s)
‘—Hor\zonta\ (Dome Apex) ——Vertical (Tank Haunch) |
Figure 2-17. Velocity Time Histories Output from ANSYS® Model
Displacement Time Histories Output from ANSYS Model
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Figure 2-18. Displacement Time Histories Output from ANSYS® Model
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4% Damped Response Spectra for Time Histories Extracted from ANSYS Model
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Figure 2-19. 4% Damped Response Spectra for Acceleration Time Histories Extracted from ANSYS®
Model

Comparison of ANSYS Linear Dome Horizontal Response Spectra at Different Damping
Values
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Figure 2-20. Comparison of Horizontal Dome Apex Response Spectra at Different Damping Values

2.15



RPP-RPT-28963, Rev. 1
M&D-2008-005-RPT-01, Rev. 1

Comparison of ANSYS Linear Dome Horizontal Response Spectra at Different Damping
Values
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Figure 2-21. Comparison of Horizontal Dome Apex Response Spectra at Different Damping Values for
Low Frequencies
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3.0 Rigid Dytran® Model at 422-Inch Waste Level

The expected hydrostatic pressure at the centroid of the waste clements is easily caleulated knowing the

vertical location of the waste clements and the initial pressure using the equation p = p, + pgAh, where

Pois the ambient pressure at the free surface. The expected hydrostatic pressures for the element sets

?LL

“plusx_els”, “press 457, and “plusz_els™ are shown in Table 3-1.

Table 3-1. Expected Hydrostatic Pressure of Waste Elements

“Plusx_els” “Press_45” “Plusz_els” Hydrostatic
Pressure

FElement No. | Element No. | Element No. | (psi absolute)
10482 10290 10146 14.7
9753 9561 9417 15.8
9024 8832 8638 18.0
8295 8103 7959 20.1
7566 7374 7230 223
6837 6645 6501 24.5
6108 5916 5772 26.7
5379 5187 5043 28.8
4650 4458 4314 31.0
3921 3729 3585 332
3192 3000 2856 354
2463 2271 2127 375
1734 1542 1398 39.7

In the case of horizontal excitation, the gravity load was run for 5 seconds before beginning the seismic
input. The 20.48-second seismic record was followed by 20 seconds of unforced motion with gravity
loading. For vertical excitation, the gravity load was run for 2 seconds before beginning the seismic
input. The 20.48-second seismic record was followed by 20 seconds of unforced motion with gravity
loading.

The problem was originally run at gage pressure, but all results reported are from subsequent runs made at
absolute pressure.

3.1 Hydrodynamic Forces

Dytran® provides output of the overall reaction forces between the Euler elements (fluid elements) and
the coupling surface that is the interface between the fluid elements and the structural elements. The

coupling surface reaction forces are compared to the total hydrodynamic forces calculated using the
methodology described in BNL (1995) and shown in Appendix B.
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3.1.1 Horizontal Excitation

The peak hydrodynamic force induced against the tank wall due to horizontal excitation can be calculated
using Equation 4.31 in BNL (1995) with the instantaneous accelerations replaced by the appropriate
spectral accelerations. If the contributions of the impulsive mode and first three convective modes are
combined in a square-root-sum-of-squares (SRSS) fashion, the theoretical maximum horizontal
hydrodynamic force is 2.42 x 10° Ibf, based on a zero-period acceleration for the impulsive response, and
convective aceelerations from the 0.5% damped spectrum. The coupling surface reaction force time
histories reported by Dytran® for horizontal excitation are shown in Figure 3-1. The peak reaction force
is 2.45 x 10° Ibf, which is approximately 1% greater than the predicted value. A plot of the horizontal
reaction force is shown in Figure 3-2.

Horizontal Coupling Surface Reaction Force at 422 in. Waste Level for Horizontal Excitation
of Rigid Tank Run at Absolute Pressure

Theoretical Peak Hydrodynamic Force = 242 x 1P |

-5.0E+08

-1.0E+07

Reaction Force {Ibf)

Waste Weight = 1.64 x 107 Ibf

-1.5E+07

— i > (. —
~2.0E+07
0 5 10 15 20 25 a0 a5 40
Time (s)
‘—Horizonta\ = Theorstical Mayx, === Theorstical Min. ——Vertical — Lateral ‘

Figure 3-1. Coupling Surface Reaction Forces for the Rigid Tank at 422-Inch Waste Level Under
Horizontal Seismic Input

Although the total horizontal hydrodynamic force is slightly greater than predicted by theory, the
convective contribution is less than predicted by theory. The theoretical peak reaction force due to the
first three convective modes only is 4.62 < 10° Ibf. The Dytran® calculated convective component of the
horizontal reaction force during the free-vibration phase following the seismic excitation appears as
Figure 3-3. The peak reaction force due to the convective response is approximately 3 x 10° 1bf or 65%
of the theoretical value, if only the long-period first mode response is considered. Also apparent in the
free-vibration response is the period of the first convective mode. The period shown in Figure 3-1 during
the free-vibration phase is approximately 5.25 seconds, which matches the theoretical fundamental
convective frequency of 0.19 Hz.
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Horizontal Coupling Surface Reaction Force at 422 in, Waste Level for Horizontal Excitation
of Rigid Tank Run at Absolute Pressure
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Figure 3-2. Horizontal Coupling Surface Reaction Force for the Rigid Tank at 422-Inch Waste Level
Under Horizontal Seismic Input

The theoretical solution for the rigid tank is for an open tank with vertical walls. The rigid tank modeled
in Dytran® nearly reflects that configuration, but not exactly. It can be seen from Figure 2-3 that the
initial waste level corresponds to the top of the vertical wall. The next structural element up the tank
begins to reflect the dome curvature to a mild degree, and the expected slosh height is less than the height
of this next row of elements. However, this is a slightly different configuration than represented by the
theoretical solution. It may be that the beginning of the dome curvature has the effect of inhibiting the
convective response and increasing the impulsive response, and may account for the difference in the two
solutions. This behavior will be scen clearly when results from the simulations at the 460-inch waste
level are presented.
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Horizontal Coupling Surface Reaction Force at 422 in. Waste Level for Horizontal Excitation
of Rigid Tank Run at Absolute Pressure
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Figure 3-3. Horizontal Coupling Surface Reaction Force for Rigid Tank at 422-Inch Waste Level Under
Horizontal Seismic Excitation — Convective Response

3.1.2 Vertical Excitation

Under vertical seismic excitation, the peak vertical hydrodynamic force for a rigid tank is simply the
product of the waste mass and the peak acceleration. Given the waste mass of 4.23 x 10" Ibf-s*/in. and the
vertical zero period acceleration of 0.12¢ (shown in the vertical acceleration time history in Figure 2-15),
the peak vertical hydrodynamic base force is 1.96 x 10° Ibf. The coupling surface reaction force shown in
Figure 3-4 is slightly greater than predicted by theory, with the peak hydrodynamic force of 2.15 x 10° Ibf.
The spike in the vertical reaction force at 22.5 seconds is due to the final point in the vertical velocity
time history being zero, bringing the tank to a sudden stop.
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Coupling Surface Reaction Forces at 422 in. Waste Level for Vertical Excitation of Rigid Tank
at Absolute Pressure
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Figure 3-4. Coupling Surface Reaction Forces for Rigid Tank at 422-Inch Waste Level Under Vertical
Seismic Input

Coupling Surface Reaction Forces at 422 in. Waste Level for Vertical Excitation of Rigid Tank
at Absolute Pressure
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Figure 3-5. Vertical Coupling Surface Reaction Force for Rigid Tank at 422-Inch Waste Level Under
Vertical Seismic Input
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3.2 Waste Pressures

3.21 Horizontal Excitation Run at Absolute Pressure

The hydrodynamic pressures in the tank are caused by impulsive and convective components and depend
on the location of the fluid clement within the tank. In the case of horizontal excitation, both the
impulsive and convective components vary in the circumferential direction as cos6, with the maximum
theoretical values occurring along the plane of excitation, and decreasing to zero hydrodynamic pressure
at 6=90° to the plane of excitation. The impulsive hydrodynamic pressure increases with depth, while the
convective dynamic pressure is a maximum at the top of the waste. The theoretical peak hydrodynamic
pressures are given by Equation 4.24 in BNL (1995), and the total pressures are the sum of the hydrostatic
pressures and the hydrodynamic pressures. The hydrostatic, peak hydrodynamic, and peak total pressures
for the elements in the sets “plusx_els” and “press 45” are shown in Table 3-2 and Table 3-3. The maxi-
mum theoretical pressures for the elements set “plusz els™ are simply the hydrostatic pressures shown in
Table 3-1, because the theoretical hydrodynamic pressures are zero at 6=90°. The pressure time histories
for the waste element sets at 6=0, 45, and 90° are shown in Figure 3-6, Figure 3-7, and Figure 3-8.

Table 3-2. Theoretical Maximum Waste Pressures for Horizontal Excitation in the Rigid Tank at
422-Inch Waste Level for Elements at 6=0 Run at Absolute Pressure

“Plusx_els” Peak
Hydrostatic | Hydrodynamic | Peak Total
Pressure Pressure Pressure
Element No. | (psi absolute) | (psi absolute) | (psi absolute)
10432 14.7 0 14.7
9753 15.8 1.7 17.5
o024 18.0 24 203
8295 20.1 3.0 231
7566 223 36 259
6837 245 4.0 28.5
6108 26.7 4.4 31.1
5379 28.8 4.7 33.6
4650 31.0 5.0 36.0
3921 332 52 383
3192 354 53 40.7
2463 375 5.4 429
1734 39.7 5.4 451
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Table 3-3. Theoretical Maximum Waste Pressures for Horizontal Excitation in the Rigid Tank at
422-Inch Waste Level for Elements at 8=45° Run at Absolute Pressure

“Press_45” Peak
Hydrostatic | ITydrodynamic | Peak Total
Pressure Pressure Pressure
Element No. | (psi absolute) | (psjabsolute) | (psi absolute)
10290 14.7 0 14.7
9561 15.8 1.2 17.0
8832 18.0 1.7 19.6
8103 20.1 2.1 222
7374 22.3 2.5 24.8
6645 24.5 2.8 273
5916 26.7 31 293
5187 28.8 33 322
4458 31.0 35 345
3729 332 37 36.8
3000 354 38 39.1
2271 375 38 41.3
1542 39.7 39 435

Waste Pressures for the Rigid Tank at the 422 in. Waste Level for Horizontal Excitation and
theta=0 Run at Absolute Pressure
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Figure 3-6. Waste Pressure Time Histories for the Rigid Tank with 422 Inches of Waste Under
Horizontal Excitation at 6=0 Run at Absolute Pressure
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Waste Pressures for the Rigid Tank at the 422 in. Waste Level for Horizontal Excitation and
theta=45 Run at Absolute Pressure
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Figure 3-7. Waste Pressure Time Histories for the Rigid Tank with 422 Inches of Waste Under
Horizontal Excitation at 8=45° Run at Absolute Pressure

Waste Pressures for the Rigid Tank at the 422 in. Waste Level for Horizontal Excitation and
theta=90 Run at Absolute Pressure
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Figure 3-8. Waste Pressure Time Histories for the Rigid Tank with 422 Inches of Waste Under
Horizontal Excitation at 8=90° Run at Absolute Pressure
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Another way of presenting some of the information in the previous plots is to look at maximum and
minimum pressures as a function of angular position and waste depth. Plots of the actual (as calculated
by Dytran® — hereafter referred to as “actual’”) and theoretical maximum and minimum waste pressures at
0=0, 45, and 90° are shown in Figure 3-9, Figure 3-10, and Figure 3-11. As shown in Figure 3-12, the
lower than predicted minimum pressures for the waste elements near the bottom of the tank as shown in
Figure 3-9 are due to the isolated low peak pressures in waste clements 1734, 2463, and 3192. This
behavior of isolated maxima and minima that stray from theoretical predictions will be observed in other
simulations presented in this report.

Waste Pressure vs. Normalized Height from Tank Bottom for Horizontal Excitation of Rigid Tank at
422 in. Waste Level and theta=0
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Figure 3-9. Maximum and Minimum Waste Pressures vs. Normalized Height from Tank Bottom for
Horizontal Excitation at 6=0 Run at Absolute Pressure
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Maximum and Minimum Pressure vs. Normalized Height from Tank Bottom for Horizontal Excitation
of Rigid Tank at 422 in. Waste Level and theta=45
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Figure 3-10. Maximum and Minimum Waste Pressures vs. Normalized Height from Tank Bottom for
Horizontal Excitation at 6=45° Run at Absolute Pressure

Maximum and Minimum Waste Pressures vs. Normalized Height from Tank Bottom for the Rigid
Tank at the 422 in. Waste Level and theta=90
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Figure 3-11. Maximum and Minimum Waste Pressures vs. Normalized Height from Tank Bottom for
Horizontal Excitation at 6=90° Run at Absolute Pressure
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Selected Waste Pressures for Rigid Tank at 422 in. Waste Level for Horizontal Excitation and
Absolute Pressure (theta=0)
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Figure 3-12. Selected Waste Pressure Time Histories for the Rigid Tank with 422 Inches of Waste
Under Horizontal Excitation at 6=0 Run at Absolute Pressure

3.2.2 Vertical Excitation

The maximum hydrodynamic pressures induced by the waste on the tank wall due to vertical excitation
depend on the vertical location in the waste and are given by Equation 4.55 in BNL (1995). The
maximum hydrodynamic and total pressures for the elements in sets “plusx_els™, “press 457, and
“plusz_els™ are given in Table 3-4.

Waste pressure time histories for the waste elements at 6=0, 45, and 90° are shown in Figure 3-13,
Figure 3-14, and Figure 3-15.

3.11



RPP-RPT-28963, Rev. 1
M&D-2008-005-RPT-01, Rev. 1

Table 3-4. Theoretical Maximum Wall Pressures for Vertical Excitation in the Rigid Tank at 422-Inch

Waste Level
“Plusx_els” “Press_45” “Plusz_els” Peak
Hydrostatic Hydrodynamic Peak Total
Pressure Wall Pressure Pressure

Element No. Element No. Element No. | (psiabsolute) (psi absolute) (psi absolute)
10482 10290 10146 14.7 0 14.7
9753 9561 9417 15.8 0.2 16.0
9024 8832 8688 18.0 0.5 18.5
8295 8103 7959 20.1 0.8 209
7566 7374 7230 223 1.1 234
6837 6645 6501 24.5 1.4 259
6108 5916 5772 26.7 1.7 284
5379 5187 5043 28.8 1.9 30.7
4650 4458 4314 31.0 2:1 331
3921 3729 3585 33.2 22 354
3192 3000 2856 354 2.4 37.8
2463 2271 2127 37.5 2.5 40.0
1734 1542 1398 39.7 2.5 42.2

\Waste Pressures for the Rigid Tank Run at Absolute Pressure at the 422 in. Waste Level for
Vertical Excitation at theta=0
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Figure 3-13. Waste Pressure Time Histories for the Rigid Tank with 422 Inches of Waste Under
Vertical Excitation at =0 Run at Absolute Pressure
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Waste Pressures for the Rigid Tank at the 422 in. Waste Level for Vertical Excitation at
Absolute Pressure and theta=45
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Figure 3-14. Waste Pressure Time Histories for the Rigid Tank with 422 Inches of Waste Under
Vertical Excitation at 8=45° Run at Absolute Pressure

Waste Pressures for the Rigid Tank at the 422 in. Waste Level for Vertical Excitation at
Absolute Pressure and theta=90
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Figure 3-15. Waste Pressure Time Histories for the Rigid Tank with 422 Inches of Waste Under
Vertical Excitation at 6=90° Run at Absolute Pressure
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The pressure time history of waste element 1722 located at the center of the tank near the bottom is
shown as Figure 3-16. The maximum total pressure is 7% greater than predicted by theory, and the peak
dynamic pressure is approximately twice that predicted by theory, although this appears to occur at a
single isolated point at approximately 15 seconds. The minimum pressure is as predicted by theory.

Pressure Time History of Bottom Center Waste Element for 422 in. Waste Level and Vertical
Excitation at Absolute Pressure
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Figure 3-16. Pressure Time History for Bottom Center Waste Element for the Rigid Tank at the
422-Inch Waste Level and Vertical Excitation Run at Absolute Pressure

The actual (that is, as predicted by Dytran®) maximum and minimum pressure for the clements at 8=0,
45, and 90° is shown in Figure 3-17, Figure 3-18, and Figure 3-19, along with the theoretical maximum
and minimum pressures for the elements. The results show very good agreement with theoretical
predictions.
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Wall Pressure vs. Normalized Height from Tank Bottom Vertical Excitation of Rigid Tank at
422 in. Waste Level and theta=0
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Figure 3-17. Maximum and Minimum Waste Pressures vs. Normalized Height from Tank Bottom for
Vertical Excitation of Rigid Tank at 422-Inch Waste Level and 6=0 Run at Absolute
Pressure

Wall Pressure vs. Normalized Height from Tank Bottom Vertical Excitation of Rigid Tank at
422 in. Waste Level and theta=45
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Figure 3-18. Maximum and Minimum Waste Pressures vs. Normalized Height from Tank Bottom for
Vertical Excitation of Rigid Tank at 422-Inch Waste Level and 68=45° Run at Absolute
Pressure
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Wall Pressure vs. Normalized Height from Tank Bottom Vertical Excitation of Rigid Tank at
422 in. Waste Level and theta=90
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Figure 3-19. Maximum and Minimum Waste Pressures vs. Normalized Height from Tank Bottom for
Vertical Excitation of Rigid Tank at 422-Inch Waste Level and 6=90° Run at Absolute
Pressure

3.3 Slosh Height Results

According to Equation 4.60 in BNL (1995), the maximum predicted slosh height due to horizontal
excitation is 23.7 inches. The time history of the maximum slosh height across all elements is shown in
Figure 3-20, where the maximum height of the free surface is shown as 25.4 inches above the initial level.

The slosh height subroutine works by representing the waste-free surface as discrete triangular facets in
space. At each output time step, the position of cach corner node of each facet is known. At each time,
the maximum slosh height is reported as the maximum height over all corner nodes representing the free
surface position. A physical interpretation of slosh height time history is to think of a massless rigid plate
that remains horizontal at all times and floats on top of the waste-free surface. The vertical position of the
plate corresponds to the peak height of any point on the free surface. The slosh height time history may
then be thought of as the vertical displacement time history of the floating plate, starting from the initial
position.
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Maximum Slosh Height Traces for Rigid Tank at Absolute Pressure and 422 in. Waste Level
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Figure 3-20. Maximum Slosh Height Time History Over All Waste Elements for Horizontal Excitation
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4.0 Rigid Tank Model at 460-Inch Waste Level

The response of the tank and contained liquid to seismic excitation with the liquid initially at the 460-inch
level does not have a closed form analytical solution because of the interaction of the liquid-free surface
with the curved surface of the tank dome. However, the solutions obtained with Dytran® will be
compared to the theoretical solution for the rigid open tank with the hinged-top condition and 460-inch
waste level as well as with the Dytran® solution for the rigid tank at the 422-inch level.

The problem was originally run at gage pressure, but all results reported are from subsequent runs made at
absolute pressure.

4.1 Hydrodynamic Forces

4.1.1 Horizontal Excitation at Absolute Pressure

If the contributions of the impulsive mode and first three convective modes are combined in a square-
root-sum-of-squares (SRSS) fashion, the theoretical maximum horizontal hydrodynamic force is

3.0 x 10° Ibf, based on a zero-period acceleration for the impulsive response, and convective accelerations
from the 0.5% damped spectrum. The coupling surface reaction force time histories reported by Dytran®
for horizontal excitation are shown in Figure 4-1. The horizontal coupling surface reaction force appears
as Figure 4-2. The peak reaction force is 3.02 x 10° Ibf, which is essentially the same as the theoretical
maximum.

Coupling Surface Reaction Forces at 460 in. Waste Level for Horizontal Excitation of Rigid
Tank
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N e JJL ; m.lhh..l S ——
mvr"r"'ll'vwrw‘"“" *

-5 0E+D6

Theoretical Peak Hydrodynamic Force for Qpen Tank = 3.0 x 10% Ibf

-1.0E+07

Reactien Force (Ibf)

-1.6E+07

A -

-2.0E+07

Waste Weight =181 x 107 Ibf

-2 5E+07

i} 5 10 15 20 28 30 35 40
Time (s)

|—Hunzunta| —Vertical Lateral ====pen Top Theoretical Max, ====Open Top Theoretical Min. |

Figure 4-1. Coupling Surface Reaction Forces at the 460-Inch Waste Level for the Rigid Tank Under
Horizontal Seismic Excitation
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Horizontal Coupling Surface Reaction Force at 460 in. Waste Level for Horizontal Excitation
of Rigid Tank
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Figure 4-2. Horizontal Coupling Surface Reaction Force for Rigid Tank at 460-Inch Waste Level Under
Horizontal Seismic Excitation

The theoretical peak reaction force due to the first three convective modes only is 5.21 x 10° Ibf. The
convective component of the horizontal reaction force during the free-vibration phase following the
seismic excitation appears as Figure 4-3. The peak reaction force due to the convective response is
approximately 2 x 10° Ibf — much less than the predicted value. Also apparent in the free-vibration
response 18 the period of the first convective mode. The period shown in Figure 4-3 during the free-
vibration phase is approximately 5 seconds, which matches the theoretical fundamental convective
frequency of 0.2 Hz, and is slightly lower than the 5.25-second period for the rigid tank at the 422-inch
level.

As noted in Section 3.1.1, it appears that the presence of the tank dome acts to inhibit the convective
waste response.
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Horizontal Coupling Surface Reaction Force at 460 in. Waste Level for Horizontal Excitation
of Rigid Tank
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Figure 4-3. Horizontal Coupling Surface Reaction Force for Rigid Tank at 460-Inch Waste Level Under
Horizontal Seismic Excitation — Convective Response

4.1.2 Vertical Excitation at Absolute Pressure

Given the waste mass of 4.95 x 10" Ibf-s*/in. and the vertical zero period acceleration of 0.12¢ (shown in
the vertical acceleration time history in Figure 2-15), the peak theoretical vertical hydrodynamic base
force is 2.30 x 10° Ibf. The coupling surface reaction force shown in Figure 4-4 is greater than predicted
by theory with the peak hydrodynamic force of 3.1 x 10° Ibf. The spike in the vertical reaction force at

22.5 seconds is due to the final point in the vertical velocity time history being zero, bringing the tank to a
sudden stop.
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Vertical Coupling Surface Reaction Force at 460 in. Waste Level for Vertical Excitation of
Rigid Tank
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Figure 4-4. Vertical Coupling Surface Reaction Force for Rigid Tank at 460-Inch Waste Level Under
Vertical Seismic Excitation

4.2 Waste Pressures

4.2.1 Horizontal Excitation Run at Absolute Pressure

Although no closed form solution exists for the 460-inch waste level, theoretical dynamic pressures were
calculated using Equation 4.24 in BNL (1995) based on an open tank with 460 inches of waste and a
hinged-top condition. This solution is presented along with the actual results for comparison purposes.

The hydrostatic, peak hydrodynamic, and peak total pressures for the elements in the sets “plusx_els™ and
“press 457 are shown in Table 4-1 and Table 4-2. The maximum theoretical pressures for the elements
set “plusz els” are simply the hydrostatic pressures shown in the two tables because the theoretical
hydrodynamic pressures are zero at 8=90°. The pressure time histories for waste element sets at 0=0, 45,
and 90° are shown in Figure 4-5 through Figure 4-9.
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Table 4-1. Theoretical Maximum Absolute Waste Pressures for Horizontal Excitation in the Rigid Open-
Top Tank at 460-Inch Waste Level for Elements at 6=0

“Plusx_els” | Hydrostatic Peak Peak Total
Pressure Hydrodynamic Pressure

Element No. (psi) Pressure (psi) (psi)
11211 14.7 0 14.7
10482 16.0 1.9 17.9
9753 18.4 2.6 21.0
2024 20.7 33 24.0
8295 23.1 39 27.0
7566 25.4 4.4 29.8
6837 2779 4.9 326
6108 30.1 52 353
5379 324 5.5 379
4650 34.7 5.7 40.4
3921 37.1 59 43.0
3192 39.4 6.1 45.5
2463 41.8 6.1 479
1734 44.1 6.2 50.3

Table 4-2. Theoretical Maximum Absolute Waste Pressures for Horizontal Excitation in the Rigid Open-
Top Tank at 460-Inch Waste Level for Elements at 6=45°

“Press 45”7 | Hydrostatic Peak Peak Total

Pressure Hydrodynamic Pressure
Flement No. (psi) Pressure (psi) (psi)
11019 14.7 0 14.7
10290 16.0 1.4 17.4
9561 18.4 1.9 203
8832 20.7 2.3 23.0
8103 231 2.8 259
7374 254 31 28.5
6645 277 34 31.1
5916 30.1 37 338
5187 324 39 36.3
4458 347 4.1 38.8
3729 371 4.2 41.3
3000 394 43 43.7
2271 41.8 43 46.1
1542 44.1 4.4 48.5
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Waste Pressures for the Rigid Tank at the 460 in. Waste Level for Horizontal E xcitation at
theta=0
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Figure 4-5. Waste Pressure Time Histories for the Rigid Tank with 460 Inches of Waste Under
Horizontal Excitation at =0 Run at Absolute Pressure

Selected Waste Pressures for the Rigid Tank at the 460 in. Waste Level for Horizontal
Excitation at theta=0
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Figure 4-6. Selected Waste Pressure Time Histories for the Rigid Tank with 460 Inches of Waste Under
Horizontal Excitation at 6=0 Run at Absolute Pressure
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Pressure {psi)

Waste Pressures for the Rigid Tank at the 460 in. Waste Level for Horizontal Excitation at
theta=45

70

60

50

—El

. 9561
. 8832
. 8103

7374
6645
5916
5187
4458

L3728

3000

.22
1542
. 10280

20 25 30

Time (s)

40

Figure 4-7. Waste Pressure Time Histories for the Rigid Tank with 460 Inches of Waste Under
Horizontal Excitation at 6=45° Run at Absolute Pressure
Selected Waste Pressures for the Rigid Tank at the 460 in. Waste Level for Horizontal
Excitation at theta=45
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Figure 4-8. Sclected Waste Pressure Time Histories for the Rigid Tank with 460 Inches of Waste Under
Horizontal Excitation at 6=45° Run at Absolute Pressure
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Waste Pressures for the Rigid Tank at the 460 in. Waste Level for Horizontal E xcitation at
theta=90
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Figure 4-9. Waste Pressure Time Histories for the Rigid Tank with 460 Inches of Waste Under
Horizontal Excitation at 8=90° Run at Absolute Pressure

Comparisons of the maximum and minimum pressures expected for an open-top tank to the maximum
and minimum pressures obtained from the computer simulations (labeled as “actual max.” and “actual
min.”) are shown in Figure 4-10, Figure 4-11, and Figure 4-12. Excursions from the open-top solution
are evident in Figure 4-10 and Figure 4-11. In Figure 4-10 the biggest differences occur in waste
clements 8295 and 9753 near the free surface. The pressure time histories for these elements are shown
in Figure 4-6 where it can be seen that the large differences from the theoretical solution for the open-top
tank come at isolated points. Similar remarks apply to Figure 4-11 and the time history plots shown in
Figure 4-8.

The time history data were saved every 0.01 second, which is the same resolution as the seismic input. It
is difficult to know which peaks in a time history record are physically meaningful and which peaks are
duc to numerical noise. However, two observations are readily apparent. First, if the high isolated peaks
are neglected, the time history records show good agreement with the theory. Second, some of the high
isolated peaks occur after 22.48 seconds, which is the end of the seismic input and after which the tank
experiences unforced motion. These two observations suggest that peaks of this nature are caused by
numerical noise in the solution and may not be physically meaningful.
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Maximum and Minimum Waste Pressures vs. Normalized Height from Tank Bottom (theta=0)
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Figure 4-10. Maximum and Minimum Waste Pressures vs. Normalized Height from Tank Bottom for
Horizontal Excitation of Rigid Tank at 460-Inch Waste Level and 6=0 Run at Absolute
Pressure

Maximum and Minimum Waste Pressures vs. Normalized Height from Tank Bottom (theta=45)
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Figure 4-11. Maximum and Minimum Waste Pressures vs. Normalized Height from Tank Bottom for
Horizontal Excitation of Rigid Tank at 460-Inch Waste Level and 8=45° Run at Absolute
Pressure
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Maximum and Minimum Waste Pressures vs. Normalized Height from Tank Bottom (theta=90)
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Figure 4-12. Maximum and Minimum Waste Pressures vs. Normalized Height from Tank Bottom for
Horizontal Excitation of Rigid Tank at 460-Inch Waste Level and 6=90° Run at Absolute
Pressure

4.2.2 Vertical Excitation Run at Absolute Pressure

Waste element time histories for vertical excitation are shown in Figure 4-13 through Figure 4-19.
Comparisons of maximum and minimum pressures from the simulation (labeled as “actual max.” and
“actual min™) and the open-top solution are presented as Figure 4-20, Figure 4-21, and Figure 4-22. The
agreement between the simulation and the open-top theory is good, but shows some deviations at
clements near the free surface. The details for the 8=0, 45, and 90° locations are shown in Figure 4-14,
Figure 4-15, and Figure 4-16. Once again, at least some of the differences appear to be due to isolated
peaks in the time history records.

According to the theory for an open-top tank, the maximum and minimum waste pressures for the bottom
center waste element are 47.7 and 40.4 Ibffin®, respectively. The actual maximum and minimum
pressures (that is, as caleulated by Dytran®) shown in Figure 4-19 are 48.4 and 38.3 Ibffin’, respectively.
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Waste Pressures for the Rigid Tank at the 460 in. Waste Level for Vertical Excitation at
theta=0

60

50

—H. 9753
—H. 802
El. 8295
El. 7566
—FE. 6837
—FE. 6708
—El. 5378
—H. 4650
Bl 3921
El. 3192
El. 2463
Bl 1734
El. 10482

Pressure (psi)

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45

Time (s)

Figure 4-13. Waste Pressure Time Histories for the Rigid Tank with 460 Inches of Waste Under
Vertical Excitation at =0 Run at Absolute Pressure

Selected Waste Pressures for the Flexible Tank at the 460 in. Waste Level for Vertical
Excitation at theta=0 and alpha=0.02
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Figure 4-14. Selected Waste Pressure Time Histories for the Rigid Tank with 460 Inches of Waste
Under Vertical Excitation at =0 Run at Absolute Pressure
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Waste Pressures for the Rigid Tank at the 460 in. Waste Level for Vertical Excitation at
theta=45
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Figure 4-15. Waste Pressure Time Histories for the Rigid Tank with 460 Inches of Waste Under
Vertical Excitation at 8=45° Run at Absolute Pressure

Selected Waste Pressures for the Flexible Tank at the 460 in. Waste Level for Vertical
Excitation at theta=45 and alpha=0.02
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Figure 4-16. Selected Waste Pressure Time Histories for the Rigid Tank with 460 Inches of Waste
Under Vertical Excitation at 6=45° Run at Absolute Pressure
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Waste Pressures for the Rigid Tank at the 460 in. Waste Level for Vertical Excitation at
theta=90

60

50

—E 10146
— L9417
El. 5685

El. 7950
— L7230
I — 1. 6501
st Rt B p —EL5TT2
i ; - —FEl. 5042
Bl 4314

El. 3585

El. 2856

El. 2127

El. 1398

Pressure (psi)

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50

Time (s)

Figure 4-17. Waste Pressure Time Histories for the Rigid Tank with 460 Inches of Waste Under
Vertical Excitation at 8=90° Run at Absolute Pressure

Selected Waste Pressures for the Flexible Tank at the 460 in. Waste Level for Vertical
Excitation at theta=90 and alpha=0.02
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Figure 4-18. Selected Waste Pressure Time Histories for the Rigid Tank with 460 Inches of Waste
Under Vertical Excitation at 6=90° Run at Absolute Pressure
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Waste Pressure (psi)

Pressure Time History of Bottom Center Waste Element 1722 for Rigid Tank at 460 in. Waste
Level and Vertical Excitation at Absolute Pressure
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Figure 4-19. Pressure Time History for Bottom Center Waste Element for the Rigid Tank at the

460-Inch Waste Level and Vertical Excitation Run at Absolute Pressure
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Maximum and Minimum Wall Pressure vs. Normalized Height from Tank Bottom for Vertical
Excitation of a Rigid Tank at 460 in. Waste Level and theta=0
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Figure 4-20. Maximum and Minimum Waste Pressures vs. Normalized Height from Tank Bottom for

Vertical Excitation of Rigid Tank at 460-Inch Waste Level and 6=0 Run at Absolute
Pressure
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Maximum and Minimum Waste Pressures vs. Normalized Height from Tank Bottom for
Vertical Excitation of a Rigid Tank at 460 in. Waste Level and theta=45
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Figure 4-21. Maximum and Minimum Waste Pressures vs. Normalized Height from Tank Bottom for
Vertical Excitation of Rigid Tank at 460-Inch Waste Level and 6=45° Run at Absolute
Pressure

Maximum and Minimum Waste Pressures vs. Normalized Height from Tank Bottom (theta=90)
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Figure 4-22. Maximum and Minimum Waste Pressures vs. Normalized Height from Tank Bottom for
Vertical Excitation of Rigid Tank at 460-Inch Waste Level and 6=90° Run at Absolute
Pressure

4.15



RPP-RPT-28963, Rev. 1
M&D-2008-005-RPT-01, Rev. 1

4.3 Slosh Height Results

The time history of the maximum slosh height over all waste clements is shown as Figure 4-23. The
maximum slosh height according to the theory for the open-top tank is 24.5 inches while the maximum
slosh height from the simulation is 21.1 inches or 86% of the open-top theoretical value. Again, it
appears that the presence of the dome acts to inhibit the convective response. Recall also that the only
damping present for the rigid tank simulations are the artificial bulk viscosities that are not expected to
affect the convective response or maximum slosh height. In other words, the lower maximum slosh
height does appear to be due to the presence of the dome rather than by over-damping of the convective
response.

Maximum Slosh Height for Rigid Tank at 460 in Waste Level
30
25
20 f\
E 15 AN /\lﬂ\ A
v
3 10
I
5
0 T T T T T T T
D 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40
-5
Time (s)
|—Absolute Pressure Simulation = Open Top Theoretical Maximum ‘

Figure 4-23. Maximum Slosh Height Time History Over All Waste Elements for Horizontal Excitation
of the Rigid Tank at the 460-Inch Waste Level

The unusual behavior noted in Figure 4-23 is that the maximum height of the free surface is greater than
10 inches during the first 5 seconds under gravity load alone. This was not seen in the maximum slosh
height time histories shown in Figure 3-20 for the 422-inch waste level, and it appears to be cither a
limitation in the post-processing routine used to caleulate the free surface height at the higher waste level
or else a result of the mesh density. It may very well be that this effect could be minimized by including
more resolution in the waste element mesh where the waste elements contact the dome, but this was not
tested.

Investigation of the waste-free surface shape under gravity loading showed that the initial “slosh height”
under gravity loading was actually the result of increased waste height near the tank boundary that
appears similar to a meniscus, as shown in Figure 4-24.
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Figure 4-24. Plot of Waste-Free Surface Under Gravity Loading Only for the Rigid Tank at the 460-
Inch Waste Level
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5.0 Flexible Tank Dytran® Model at 422-Inch Waste Level

5.1 Damping Implementation and Calibration

The section presents the results of several runs that were performed to determine the best way to
implement damping and the best value of the dynamic relaxation factor to be used in Dytran® in order to
achieve the desired effective damping. The target effective damping was based on the guidelines given in
DOE-STD-1020-2002. Target damping for the fluid convective response is 0.5% critical damping, and
the target effective damping for the fluid impulsive response is in the range of 2-4% critical damping.

The initial screening as to the appropriate value of the dynamic relaxation factor was made based on the
decay behavior and peak values of the horizontal hydrodynamic force time history. However, very
similar behavior occurs in other response parameters such as pressure time histories and nodal
displacement time histories.

The initial calibration study was performed by running the simulations at gage rather than absolute
pressure, because initially it was more difficult to get stable solutions running at absolute pressure. Once
stable solutions were achieved using absolute pressure, and the best damping implementation had been
identified tentatively, this configuration was rerun at absolute pressure to ensure that the gage and
absolute pressure simulations behaved similarly. Not all cases described below were rerun at absolute
pressure — in fact, a stable solution was not achieved running Case 3 (described below) at absolute
pressure.

The damping implemented in the Dytran® tank models consists of a single damping or dynamic relaxation
parameter that 1s introduced in the central difference integration scheme of the equations of motion using
the VISCDMP command. The damping takes the form

i

1 1
v =y 10— +a" A, (5-1)

where v denotes the grid point velocity, « s the acceleration, At is the time step, and o 1s the dynamic
relaxation parameter or damping coefficient (not the same as the mass proportional damping parameter o
in ANSYS®™). The dynamic relaxation parameter can be defined individually for each available structural
element type. In the tank models, the damping was applied to the grid points of the tank shell elements,
including the shell elements that form the rigid portion of the tank model.

The choice of the dynamic relaxation parameter depends on the frequency, and the critical damping value
at a given frequency, and according to the guideline given in MSC (20035a), should be taken to be
approximately 5/3 times the product of the frequency and the time step. That is,

"4

crit

5
=—m- Ar. 5-2
3 (5-2)

It is clear from the Dytran® damping formulation that frequencies below the selected frequency will be
over-damped and frequencies above the selected frequency will be under-damped.
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The impulsive frequency for the tank calculated via Equation 4.16 in BNL (1995) is approximately 7 Hz.
The nominal damping value to enforce 4% critical damping at the impulsive frequency of 7 Hz is
3.4x 107

4

impulsive

= (0.04)(%)(2792. )AL = (0.04)(%)(27:- THz)(1.158x10 " 5) =3.4x10* (5-3)

Several different combinations of damping were run to determine the effect of damping on the solution.
The cases presented are as follows:

Case 1: The damping parameter (o) was fixed throughout the simulation at the nominal value of
3.4 x 10 per MSC (2005a) with the intent of enforcing 4% critical damping at the impulsive frequency.

Case 2 (a, b, ¢, and d): The damping parameter was fixed throughout the simulation at much higher
values of 0.08, 0.04, 0.02, and 0.01. These values were selected by trial and error by attempting to
achieve a balance between an appropriate effective damping during the initial free-vibration period and
the response during the seismic transient. These damping values were intended to provide approximately
4% critical damping during the initial free-vibration phase of the breathing mode under the gravity load.
According to Equation 4.53 in BNL (1995), the breathing mode frequency of the tank is 6.1 Hz for the
422-inch waste level.

Case 3: The damping parameter was set to 0.08 during the initial application of the gravity load, then
was sct to zero at the beginning of the seismic loading and left at zero for the remainder of the simulation.

The damping in Cases 2 a, b, ¢, and d was increased significantly above the damping in Case 1 because it
was apparent from the results in Case 1 that the initial free-vibration period was highly under-damped, in
spite of the guideline given in MSC (2005a).

The effects of damping in each of the cases will be determined from the results of the initial free-vibration
period and the horizontally applied seismic load. The results reviewed consist of the peak horizontal
hydrodynamic force, waste pressures, stresses, and displacement time history of a node near the middle of
the tank wall.

Due to the extensive amount of data, the results presented during the initial evaluation of damping will
focus mostly on the coupling surface reaction forces for the different cases. However, the same
conclusions would be reached by studying the behavior of the other system responses such as the waste
pressures, tank stresses, or nodal displacements.

The effective damping during the initial free-vibration phase was quantified by determining the rate of
decay of the various responses. The effective damping during the seismic excitation was qualitatively
determined by comparing the actual peak responses to the theoretical peak responses.
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Application of the logarithmic decrement 3 to the decay of a selected response implies that for a constant
critical damping ratio &, the ratio of successive peak responses is constant. For small critical damping
ratios, the logarithmic decrement can be approximated as

o= ln(ﬁ) = 27& . (5-4)
X

2

More generally, the number of cycles # required to achieve a R% reduction in amplitude for a given
critical damping ratio & is

1 100
n= In . 5-5
2ré (IOO—R) (3-3)

The investigation showed that the effective damping appeared to be slightly higher during the seismic
excitation than during the initial free-vibration phase. Because damping is applied to grid point motion in
Dytran®, this is likely due to the fact that many more grid points are moving during the seismic excitation
(the dome and primary tank bottom), and much more mass is in motion.

The simulation time of the initial free-vibration phase varied depending on the case. The goals of the
initial phase were to achieve a steady-state solution to the gravity loading before introducing the seismic
load, to quantify the effective system damping by response decay, and to isolate the breathing mode
frequency of the tank. The simulation time needed to achieve a steady-state solution to the gravity load
depends on the damping. A lower value of the damping parameter requires a longer mitial period,
whereas a shorter initial phase will suffice with a higher value of the damping parameter. All cases could
have been run with a long initial phase, but this would have resulted in significant run time penalties.

5.2 Hydrodynamic Forces

5.2.1 Horizontal Excitation

The peak horizontal hydrodynamic forces for the flexible tank are again calculated via Equation 4.31 in
BNL (1995) with the instantancous accelerations replaced by the appropriate spectral aceelerations. If the
contributions of the impulsive mode and first three convective modes are combined in a square-root-sum-
of-squares (SRSS) fashion, the theoretical maximum horizontal hydrodynamic force is 7.56 x 10° Ibf.

The above value is based on spectral accelerations from the 4% damped spectrum.

For horizontal excitation in Case 1, gravity was run for 15 seconds before the application of the seismic
input. At the end of the seismic input, the simulation was run for approximately 16 seconds of unforced
motion.

The peak horizontal reaction force shown in Figure 5-1 for Case 1is 7.52 x 10° 1bf, or 99% of the
theoretical value. The sloshing period of approximately 5 seconds is reflected at the end of the horizontal
force time history. The effective damping can be evaluated by reviewing the decay of the vertical
coupling surface reaction force shown in Figure 5-1. The vertical reaction force trace reflects the
breathing mode frequency of approximately 6 Hz as shown in Figure 5-2.
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Coupling Surface Reaction Forces at 422 in. Waste Level for Horizontal Excitation of Flexible
Tank - Case 1
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Figure 5-1. Coupling Surface Reaction Forces for the Flexible Tank Under Horizontal Seismic Input at
(Gage Pressure— Case 1
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Tank - Case 1
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Figure 5-2. Coupling Surface Reaction Forces for the Flexible Tank Under Horizontal Seismic Input at
Gage Pressure During the Initial Free-Vibration Phase — Case 1
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It is evident in Figure 5-1 and Figure 5-2 that with the relatively low damping parameter in Case 1, the
effective damping decreases during the initial free-vibration phase. The logarithmic decrement equation
also shows that for 4% critical damping, the ratio of successive peaks should be 1.29. That is, each
subsequent peak should be approximately 78% of the preceding peak. With this rate of decay, the vertical
reaction force should be within 10% of the steady-state value within nine cycles (~1.5 seconds) and
within 1% of the steady-state value within 18 cycles (~3 seconds). Clearly, the decay rate shown in
Figure 5-1 and Figure 5-2 is much slower, showing that the solution is under-damped during the initial
free-vibration phase. Similarly, the solution is under-damped during the final frec-vibration phase
following the seismic excitation. On the other hand, because the peak horizontal reaction force achieves
99% of the theoretical value during the seismic transient, the solution is apparently not under-damped
during the seismic excitation.

Similar behavior is displayed in the decay of waste pressures and tank stresses. As an example, the hoop
stress time history for element 433 near the mid-height of the tank wall at 6=0 is shown in Figure 5-3.

Element 433 Hoop Stress - Case 1

25000

20000

15000

10000

Stress (psi)

5000

-5000
Time (s)

——El. 433 Hoop

Figure 5-3. Mid-Wall Hoop Stress for Flexible Tank at Gage Pressure and 6=0 — Case 1

Since the initial free-vibration phase was under-damped in Case 1, the damping parameter was increased
in Cases 2a, 2b, 2¢, and 2d in an attempt to achieve approximately 4% damping during the initial free-
vibration phase. The values of 0.08, 0.04, 0.02, and 0.01 were selected based on trial and error and gave
initial damping in the range of a few percent based on the decay during the initial gravity phase.

For horizontal excitation in Case 2a, gravity was run for 2 seconds before the application of the seismic
input. At the end of the seismic input, the simulation was run for an additional 20 seconds of unforced
motion. The coupling surface reaction forces for Case 2a are shown in Figure 5-4 and Figure 5-5. The
results show that the vertical reaction force has essentially reached the steady-state value in 1.5 seconds
(9 cycles), giving an effective damping during the initial phase of approximately 7-8% critical damping.
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Coupling Surface Reaction Forces at 422 in. Waste Level for Horizontal Excitation of Flexible
Tank - Case 2a {alpha=0.08})
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Figure 5-4. Coupling Surface Reaction Forces at the 422-Inch Waste Level for the Flexible Tank at
Gage Pressure Under Horizontal Seismic Input During the Initial Free-Vibration Phase —
Case 2a (alpha=0.08)

Coupling Surface Reaction Forces at 422 in. Waste Level for Horizontal Excitation of Flexible
Tank - Case 2a (alpha=0.08)
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Figure 5-5. Coupling Surface Reaction Forces at the 422-Inch Waste Level for the Flexible Tank at
Gage Pressure Under Horizontal Seismic Input — Case 2a (alpha=0.08)
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The peak horizontal hydrodynamic reaction force shown in Figure 5-5 is approximately 5 x 10° Ibf, or
63% of the theoretical value, showing that the solution is still over-damped during the seismic excitation.

Essentially, the same conclusions regarding effective damping during free-vibration can be drawn from
other response parameters such as pressure time-history plots or from time-history plots of nodal
displacements along the tank wall.

For horizontal excitation in Case 2b, gravity was run for 3 seconds before the application of the seismic
input. At the end of the seismic input, the simulation was run for an additional 19 seconds of unforced
motion. The coupling surface reaction forces for Case 2b are shown in Figure 5-6 and Figure 5-7. The
results show that the vertical reaction force has essentially reached the steady-state value in 3.0 seconds
(18 cycles) giving an effective damping during the initial phase of approximately 4% critical damping.

Coupling Surface Reaction Forces at 422 in. Waste Level for Horizontal Excitation of Flexible
Tank - Case 2b (alpha=0.04)
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Figure 5-6. Coupling Surface Reaction Forces at the 422-Inch Waste Level for the Flexible Tank at

Gage Pressure Under Horizontal Seismic Input During the Initial Free-Vibration Phase —
Case 2b (alpha=0.04)

The peak horizontal hydrodynamic reaction force shown in Figure 5-7 is approximately 6.4 x 10° Ibf, or
85% of the theoretical value, showing that the solution is still over-damped during the seismic excitation.
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Coupling Surface Reaction Forces at 422 in,. Waste Level for Horizontal Excitation of Flexible
Tank - Case 2b {alpha=0.04)
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Figure 5-7. Coupling Surface Reaction Forces at the 422-Inch Waste Level for the Flexible Tank at
Gage Pressure Under Horizontal Seismic Input — Case 2b (alpha=0.04)

In Case 2c¢, gravity was run for 5 seconds before the application of the seismic input, and the simulation
was run for an additional 20 seconds of unforced motion after the end of the seismic excitation. The
coupling surface reaction forces for Case 2c are shown in Figure 5-8 and Figure 5-9. The vertical
reaction force has essentially reached the steady-state value in 5-6 seconds (30-36 cycles), giving an
effective damping during the initial phase of approximately 2% critical damping. The breathing mode
frequency of approximately 6 Hz is apparent in the vertical reaction force.

The peak horizontal hydrodynamic reaction force shown in Figure 5-9 is 7.09 x 10° Ibf, or 94% of the
theoretical value, when the problem is run at gage pressure. The first convective period of slightly greater
than 5 seconds is displayed in the horizontal reaction force during the period of unforced motion during
the last 20 seconds of the simulation. The coupling surface reaction force during the first 3 seconds of the
second period of unforced motion is shown as Figure 5-10. Evident in that plot are the impulsive
frequency of slightly less than 7 Hz in the horizontal reaction force and the breathing mode frequency of
approximately 6 Hz in the vertical reaction force.

When this case was rerun at absolute pressure as discussed in Section 5.3, the peak horizontal reaction
force increased slightly to 7.25 x 10° 1bf, or 96% of the theoretical value as shown in Figure 5-12. The
frequency behavior remained the same as shown in Figure 5-11 and Figure 5-13. The peak reaction force
during the final free-vibration phase shown in Figure 5-12 decays approximately 20% over three cycles
from the peak at 29 seconds to the peak at 45 seconds. This results in slightly greater than 1% damping
for the convective response during free oscillation.
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Coupling Surface Reaction Forces at 422 in,. Waste Level for Horizontal Excitation of Flexible
Tank - Case 2¢ {alpha=0.02})
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Figure 5-8. Coupling Surface Reaction Forces at the 422-Inch Waste Level for the Flexible Tank at
Gage Pressure Under Horizontal Seismic Input During the Initial Free-Vibration Phase —
Case 2c (alpha=0.02)
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Figure 5-9. Coupling Surface Reaction Forces at the 422-Inch Waste Level for the Flexible Tank at
Gage Pressure Under Horizontal Seismic Input — Case 2¢ (alpha=0.02)
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Coupling Surface Reaction Forces at 422 in,. Waste Level for Horizontal Excitation of Flexible
Tank - Case 2¢ {alpha=0.02})
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Figure 5-10. Coupling Surface Reaction Forces at the 422-Inch Waste Level for the Flexible Tank at
Gage Pressure Under Horizontal Seismic Input During the Final Free-Vibration Phase —
Case 2c (alpha=0.02)

Coupling Surface Reaction Forces at 422 in. Waste Level for Horizontal Excitation of Flexible
Tank - Case 2c (alpha=0.02) at Absolute Pressure
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Figure 5-11. Coupling Surface Reaction Forces at the 422-Inch Waste Level for the Flexible Tank at
Absolute Pressure Under Horizontal Seismic Input During the Initial Free-Vibration
Phase — Case 2¢ (alpha=0.02)
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Horizontal Coupling Surface Reaction Force at 422 in. Waste Level for Horizontal Excitation
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Figure 5-12.

Horizontal Coupling Surface Reaction Force at the 422-Inch Waste Level for the Flexible
Tank at Absolute Pressure Under Horizontal Seismic Input — Case 2c (alpha=0.02)
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Coupling Surface Reaction Forces at 422 in. Waste Level for Horizontal Excitation of Flexible
Tank - Case 2¢ (alpha=0.02) at Absolute Pressure

Figure 5-13.

Coupling Surface Reaction Forces at the 422-Inch Waste Level for the Flexible Tank at
Absolute Pressure Under Horizontal Seismic Input During the Final Free-Vibration Phase
— Case 2¢ (alpha=0.02)
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In Case 2d, gravity was run for 8 seconds before the application of the seismic input, and the simulation
was run for an additional 20 seconds of unforced motion after the end of the seismic excitation. The
coupling surface reaction forces for Case 2d are shown in Figure 5-14, Figure 5-15, and Figure 5-16. The
vertical reaction force has essentially reached the steady-state value in 10 seconds (60 cycles), giving an
effective damping during the initial phase of approximately 1% critical damping. The breathing mode
frequency of approximately 6 Hz is apparent in the vertical reaction force.

Coupling Surface Reaction Forces at 422 in. Waste Level for Horizontal Excitation of Flexible
Tank - Case 2d [alpha=0.01)
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Figure 5-14. Coupling Surface Reaction Forces at the 422-Inch Waste Level for the Flexible Tank at
Gage Pressure Under Horizontal Seismic Input During the Initial Free-Vibration Phase —
Case 2d (alpha=0.01)

The peak horizontal hydrodynamic reaction force shown in Figure 5-15 is approximately 7.08 x 10° Ibf,
also 94% of the theoretical value. The first convective period of slightly greater than 5 seconds is
displayed in the horizontal reaction force during the period of unforced motion during the last 20 seconds
of the simulation. The coupling surface reaction force during the first 3 seconds of the second period of
unforced motion is shown as Figure 5-16. As before, the impulsive frequency of approximately 7 Hz is
reflected in the horizontal reaction force, and the breathing mode frequency of approximately 6 Hz is
reflected in the vertical reaction force.

In Case 3, gravity was run for 2 seconds before the application of seismic input, and the simulation was
run for an additional 20 seconds of unforced motion after the end of the seismic excitation. The peak
horizontal reaction force shown in Figure 5-17 for Case 3 is 7.57 x 10° Ibf, or 101% of the theoretical
value. The sloshing period of approximately 5 seconds is reflected at the end of the horizontal force time
history. Figure 5-18 shows the coupling surface reaction forces for Case 3 during the period of unforced
motion from 23.0 to 25.0 seconds. The impulsive frequency of 7 Hz is evident in the horizontal reaction

force, while the breathing mode frequency of approximately 6 Hz is displayed in the vertical reaction
force.
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Coupling Surface Reaction Forces at 422 in. Waste Level for Horizontal Excitation of Flexible
Tank - Case 2d {alpha=0.01)
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Figure 5-15. Coupling Surface Reaction Forces at the 422-Inch Waste Level for the Flexible Tank at
Gage Pressure Under Horizontal Seismic Input — Case 2d (alpha=0.01)

Coupling Surface Reaction Forces at 422 in. Waste Level for Horizontal Excitation of Flexible
Tank - Case 2d {alpha=0.01)
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Figure 5-16. Coupling Surface Reaction Forces at the 422-Inch Waste Level for the Flexible Tank at

Gage Pressure Under Horizontal Seismic Input During the Final Free-Vibration Phase —
Case 2d (alpha=0.01)
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Coupling Surface Reaction Forces at 422 in. Waste Level for Horizontal Excitation of Flexible

Tank - Case 3
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Figure 5-17.

Coupling Surface Reaction Forces for the Flexible Tank at Gage Pressure Under
Horizontal Seismic Input — Case 3
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Figure 5-18.

Coupling Surface Reaction Forces for the Flexible Tank at Gage Pressure Under
Horizontal Seismic Input from 23.0 to 25.0 seconds — Case 3
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The coupling surface reaction forces show that Case 1 is significantly under-damped, and Cases 2a and 2b
are somewhat over-damped. Cases 2¢ and 2d are nearly the same, very slightly over-damped, and both
agree well with theory. Case 3 also shows good agreement with theory, but as noted above, a stable
solution was not achieved for Case 3 when run at absolute pressure — a decided disadvantage for this
damping implementation. Thus, on the basis of the results of horizontal excitation, only the results for
Cases 2c and 3 will be presented for vertical excitation.

It will be shown in Section 5.2.2 that the response to Case 2¢ under vertical excitation is slightly under-
damped, and the response to vertical excitation for Case 3 is significantly under-damped. This behavior
coupled with the noted deficiencies of the damping implementation in Case 3 will lead to Case 2c¢ being
the best overall choice for the implementation of damping.

5.2.2 Vertical Excitation

The peak vertical hydrodynamic forces for the flexible tank are calculated using Equation 4.57 in

BNL (1995), with the instantanecous accelerations replaced by the appropriate spectral accelerations and
the impulsive and convective components combined via the SRSS rule. The theoretical maximum
vertical hydrodynamic force based on spectral accelerations from the 4% damped spectrum is

5.24 x 10° Ibf. Accordingly, the vertical coupling surface reaction force should vary between

(-1.64 x 107 — 5.24 x 10%1bf= -2.16 x 107 Ibf (5-6)
and
(-1.64 x 107 + 5.24 x 10%)]bf=-1.12 x 107 Ibf. (5-7)

The results in Section 5.2 show that damping implemented in Case 2c and Case 3 provided the best match
to theoretical results. Accordingly, additional results from the other cases will not be presented in the
body of the report.

The coupling surface reaction force due to vertical excitation for Case 2c at gage pressure is shown as
Figure 5-19. The maximum and minimum values for the vertical force are -1.07 x 107 and -2.27 x 107 1bf,
respectively. That is, the peak vertical hydrodynamic force is 109% of the theoretical value in the
positive direction

((1.64 x 10" — 1.07 x 107)/(5.24 x 10%)) x 100=109, (5-8)
and 120% of the theoretical value in the negative direction

((2.27x 10" — 1.64x 107)/(5.24 x 10) x 100=120. (5-9)
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Coupling Surface Reaction Forces at 422 in. Waste Level for Vertical Excitation of Flexible
Tank - Case 2¢ (alpha=0.02)
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Figure 5-19. Coupling Surface Reaction Forces for the Flexible Tank at Gage Pressure Under Vertical
Seismic Input — Case 2¢

The coupling surface reaction force due to vertical excitation for Case 3 is shown as Figure 5-20. The
maximum and minimum values for the vertical force are -97.7 x 10" and -2.35 x 107 Ibf, respectively.
That is, the peak vertical hydrodynamic force is 127% of the theoretical value in the positive direction

((1.64 x 10" - 97.7 x 107)/(5.24 x 10%) x 100=127, (5-9)
and 135% of the theoretical value in the negative direction

((2.35x 107 — 1.64x 107)/(5.24 x 10) x 100=135. (5-10)
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Coupling Surface Reaction Forces at 422 in. Waste Level for Vertical Excitation of Flexible

Tank - Case 3
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Figure 5-20. Coupling Surface Reaction Forces for the Flexible Tank at Gage Pressure Under Vertical
Seismic Input — Case 3

Based on the peak hydrodynamic forces caused by vertical excitation, Case 3 is significantly under-
damped, and Case 2c is slightly under-damped. Since Case 3 is somewhat under-damped for horizontal
excitation (evidenced by pressure and hydrodynamic force results), and Case 2¢ is slightly over-damped
for horizontal excitation, the damping value used in Case 2c is judged to provide the best overall match to
the theoretical predictions.

Consequently, the focus of the remainder of the analysis will be on results from Case 2¢. Results from
other cases are included in the appendixes.

For reference, the coupling surface reaction forces for vertical excitation at absolute pressure are shown in

Figure 5-21. The maximum and minimum vertical reaction forces are -1.07 x 107 Ibf and -2.27 x 107 Ibf,
exactly the same as in the gage pressure simulation.
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Coupling Surface Reaction Forces at 422 in. Waste Level for Vertical Excitation of Flexible
Tank - Case 2c (alpha=0.02)
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Figure 5-21. Coupling Surface Reaction Forces for the Flexible Tank at Absolute Pressure Under
Vertical Seismic Input — Case 2¢

5.3 Waste Pressures

5.3.1 Horizontal Excitation Run at Absolute Pressure

The theoretical peak hydrodynamic pressures due to horizontal excitation are given by Equation 4.24 in
BNL (1995). The total pressures are the sum of the hydrostatic pressures and the hydrodynamic
pressures. The hydrostatic, peak hydrodynamic, and peak total pressures for the elements in the sets
“plusx_els” and “press 45" are shown in Table 5-1 and Table 5-2. The maximum theoretical pressures
for the elements set “plusz els™ are simply the hydrostatic pressures shown in Table 3-1, because the
theoretical hydrodynamic pressures are zero at 6=90°.
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Table 5-1. Theoretical Maximum Absolute Waste Pressures for Horizontal Excitation in the Flexible
Tank at 422-Inch Waste Level for Elements at 8=0

“Plusx_els” | Hydrostatic Peak Peak Total
Pressure Hydrodynamic Pressure

Element No. (psi) Pressure (psi) (psi)
10482 14.7 0 14.7
9753 158 36 19.4
2024 18.0 6.6 24.6
8295 20.1 9.0 291
7566 22.3 10.9 332
6837 24.5 12,5 37.0
6108 26.7 13.8 40.5
5379 28.8 14.8 43.6
4650 31.0 15.7 46.7
3921 33.2 16.3 49.5
3192 354 16.8 522
2463 37.5 17.1 54.6
1734 39.7 17.2 56.9

Table 5-2. Theoretical Maximum Absolute Waste Pressures for Horizontal Excitation in the Flexible
Tank at 422-Inch Waste Level for Elements at 8=45°

“Press 45”7 | Hydrostatic Peak Peak Total
Pressure Hydrodynamic Pressure

FElement No. (psi) Pressure (psi) (psi)
10290 14.7 0 14.7
9561 15.8 2.6 18.4
8832 18.0 4.6 22.6
8103 201 6.3 26.4
7374 22.3 7.7 30.0
6645 24.5 8.8 333
5916 26.7 9.8 36.5
5187 28.8 10.5 393
4453 31.0 11.1 42.1
3729 332 11.5 44.7
3000 354 11.9 473
2271 375 121 496
1542 39.7 12.2 519

The pressure time histories for the waste elements along the tank wall at =0 are shown in Figure 5-22.
The pressure time histories for elements 1734, 6108, and 9753 are shown again in Figure 5-23. These
three elements were selected since they are near the bottom, mid-height, and top of the waste,
respectively. Figure 5-24, Figure 5-25, Figure 5-26, and Figure 5-27, show similar plots for the waste
clements located at =45 and 90°.
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The data in Figure 5-22 through Figure 5-27 indicate that the hydrostatic pressures match the theoretical
values, and that the decay in waste pressures is very similar to the decay in the hydrodynamic forces. The
typical peak pressures are approximately 95% of the theoretical peak values, but at waste elements higher
in the tank, pressures exceed theoretical values at a few isolated peaks.

Waste Pressures for the Flexible Tank at the 422 in. Waste Level for Horizontal Excitation at
theta=0 for Case 2¢ (alpha=0.02) at Absolute Pressure
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Figure 5-22. Waste Pressures Time Histories for the Flexible Tank at the 422-Inch Waste Level for
Horizontal Excitation at 8=0, Case 2c (alpha=0.02) Run at Absolute Pressure

Selected Element Waste Pressures for the Flexible Tank atthe 422 in. Waste Level for Horizontal E xcitation at
theta=0 for Case 2¢ (alpha=0.02)
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Figure 5-23. Seclected Element Pressure Time Histories for the Flexible Tank at the 422-Inch Waste
Level for Horizontal Excitation at 8=0, Case 2c (alpha=0.02) Run at Absolute Pressure
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Waste Pressures for the Flexible Tank at the 422 in. Waste Level for Horizontal Excitation at
theta=45 for Case 2¢ (alpha=0.02) at Absolute Pressure
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Figure 5-24. Waste Pressures Time Histories for the Flexible Tank at the 422-Inch Waste Level for
Horizontal Excitation at 8=435, Case 2¢ (alpha=0.02) Run at Absolute Pressure

Selected Element Waste Pressures for the Flexible Tank at the 422 in. Waste Level for Horizontal Excitation at
theta=45 for Case 2¢ (alpha=0.02)
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Figure 5-25. Sclected Element Pressure Time Histories for the Flexible Tank at the 422-Inch Waste
Level for Horizontal Excitation at 6=45, Case 2c (alpha=0.02) Run at Absolute Pressure
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Waste Pressures for the Flexible Tank at the 422 in. Waste Level for Horizontal Excitation at
theta=90 for Case 2c (alpha=0.02) at Absolute Pressure
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Figure 5-26. Waste Pressures Time Histories for the Flexible Tank at the 422-Inch Waste Level for
Horizontal Excitation at =90, Case 2¢ (alpha=0.02) Run at Absolute Pressure

Selected Element Waste Pressures for the Flexible Tank at the 422 in. Waste Level for Horizontal Excitation at
theta=90 for Case 2¢ (alpha=0.02)
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Figure 5-27. Sclected Element Pressure Time Histories for the Flexible Tank at the 422-Inch Waste
Level for Horizontal Excitation at 8=90, Case 2¢ (alpha=0.02) Run at Absolute Pressure
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Figure 5-28, Figure 5-29, and Figure 5-30 show comparisons between the solutions at absolute and gage
pressure for selected waste elements at 6=0, 45, and 90°. Comparison of the two solutions shows several
trends. When the problem is run at absolute pressure, the pressure time histories in the upper portion of
the waste are much more regular since the pressures are not near zero. This also has the effect of
eliminating some of the high isolated spikes, or spurious peaks that occurred in the uppermost waste
elements when the problem was run at gage pressure. This can be seen most easily in Figure 5-29 and
Figure 5-30. It is also apparent from the plots that during the final free-vibration phase, the gage pressure
solution shows some slight upward drift in the pressures that is not present in the absolute pressure
solution.

Comparison of Waste Pressures for Selected Elements at theta=0, Absolute vs. Gage
Pressure
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Figure 5-28. Comparison of Waste Pressures in the Flexible Tank at the 422-Inch Waste Level at
Absolute and Gage Pressure for Selected Elements at 0=0
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Comparison of Waste Pressures for Selected Elements at theta=45, Absolute vs. Gage
Pressure
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Figure 5-29. Comparison of Waste Pressures in the Flexible Tank at the 422-Inch Waste Level at
Absolute and Gage Pressure for Selected Elements at 0=45°

Comparison of Waste Pressures for Selected Elements at theta=90, Absolute vs. Gage
Pressure
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Figure 5-30. Comparison of Waste Pressures in the Flexible Tank at the 422-Inch Waste Level at
Absolute and Gage Pressure for Selected Elements at 0=90°
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Plots of the actual (that is, as calculated by Dytran®) and theoretical maximum and minimum waste
pressures at 8=0, 45, and 90° are shown in Figure 5-31 through Figure 5-33.

Maximim and Minimum Waste Pressures vs. Normalized Height from Tank Bottom for theta=0
and alpha=0.02
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Figure 5-31. Maximum and Minimum Waste Pressures vs. Normalized Height from Tank Bottom for
the Flexible Tank at the 422-Inch Waste Level Under Horizontal Excitation for

o—=0.02 and 6=0

Maximim and Minimum Waste Pressures vs. Normalized Height from Tank Bottom for
theta=46 and alpha=0.02
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Figure 5-32. Maximum and Minimum Waste Pressures vs. Normalized Height from Tank Bottom for
the Flexible Tank at the 422-Inch Waste Level Under Horizontal Excitation

for ¢=0.02 and 0=45°
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Maximim and Minimum YWaste Pressures vs. Normalized Height from Tank Bottom for
theta=90 and alpha=0.02
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Figure 5-33. Maximum and Minimum Waste Pressures vs. Normalized Height from Tank Bottom for
the Flexible Tank at the 422-Inch Waste Level Under Horizontal Excitation

for «=0.02 and 6=90°
5.3.2 Wall and Base Pressures Due to Vertical Excitation Run at Absolute Pressure

The maximum hydrodynamic pressures induced by the waste on the tank wall and base due to vertical
excitation depend on the vertical and radial location in the waste, respectively. The peak wall pressures
are given by Equation 4.52 in BNL (1995), and the peak base pressures are given by Equation 4.55 in
BNL (1995). The theoretical wall pressures are shown in Table 5-3.

The pressure time histories for the waste elements adjacent to the tank wall at 6=0 are shown in Figure 5-34,
and pressure time histories for three selected elements near the top, middle, and bottom of the waste are
shown in Figure 5-35. A plot of the pressure decay for the same three elements during the initial gravity
loading is shown in Figure 5-36. Evident in the plot is the breathing mode frequency of 6 Hz.

A plot of the maximum and mimimum waste pressures as a function of waste depth is shown in Figure 5-37,
where the results labeled as “actual” refer to the values predicted by Dytran®. The results of the computer
simulation are conservative relative to the theoretical results, and are generally in quite good agreement.
The maximum pressure of 58 1bf/in® near the bottom of the tank wall in element 2463 is significantly
higher than the 48 1bf/in® value predicted by theory. However, that maximum value occurs at a single
isolated point as seen in Figure 5-34 and Figure 5-35.

A comparison of the pressure in element 2463 and the hoop stress in the adjacent tank wall element 447 is
shown in Figure 5-38. It can be seen from this plot that the isolated spike in the pressure time history
does not appear in the stress time history. The absence of high isolated peaks in the hoop stresses is
typical. Apparently brief pressure spikes at single waste elements are transparent to the tank wall stresses,
at least in some cases.
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Table 5-3. Theoretical Maximum Absolute Wall Pressures for Vertical Excitation at the 422-Inch Waste

Level
“Plusx_els” “Press 45”7 “Plusz_els” Peak
Hydrostatic [ Hydrodynamic | Peak Total
Pressure Wall Pressure Pressure
Element No. | Element No. Element No. (psi) (psi) (psi)
10482 10290 10146 147 0 147
9753 9561 0417 15.8 0.7 16.5
2024 8832 8688 18.0 2.2 20.2
§295 8103 7959 201 36 23.7
7566 7374 7230 223 49 272
6837 6645 6501 24.5 6.1 30.6
6108 5916 5772 26.7 73 34.0
5379 5187 5043 28.8 8.3 37.1
46350 4458 4314 31.0 9.2 40.2
3921 3729 3585 332 9.9 431
3192 3000 2856 354 10.4 458
2463 2271 2127 Bl 10.8 483
1734 1542 1398 397 11.0 50.7
Waste Pressures for the Flexible Tank at the 422 in. Waste Level for Vertical Excitation at
Absolute Pressure for theta=0 and alpha=0.02
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Figure 5-34. Waste Pressure Time Histories for the Flexible Tank at the 422-Inch Waste Level for
Vertical Excitation Run at Absolute Pressure for =0 and alpha=0.02
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Selected Element Waste Pressures for the Flexible Tank at the 422 in. Waste Level for
Vertical Excitation at theta=0 for Case 2c (alpha=0.02)
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Figure 5-35. Sclected Waste Pressure Time Histories for the Flexible Tank at the 422-Inch Waste Level
for Vertical Excitation Case 2¢ (alpha=0.02) Run at Absolute Pressure

Selected Element Waste Pressures for the Flexible Tank at the 422 in. Waste Level for
Vertical Excitation at theta=0 for Case 2c (alpha=0.02)
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Figure 5-36. Sclected Waste Pressure Time Histories for the Flexible Tank at the 422-Inch Waste Level
for Vertical Excitation Case 2¢ (alpha=0.02) Run at Absolute Pressure — Time 0 to
3 Seconds
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Maximum and Minimum Waste Pressures vs. Normalized Height from Tank Bottom for
theta=0 and alpha=0.02

70

&0

Waste Pressure (psi)

0o 0.1 0.2 03 04 0.5 0.6 07 08 049 1.0
Normalized Waste Depth

‘—O—Thenret\cal Mapx. ——Thearetical Min Actual Max, ——Actual Min ‘

Figure 5-37. Maximum and Minimum Waste Pressures vs. Normalized Height from Tank Bottom for
the Flexible Tank at the 422-Inch Waste Level Under Vertical Excitation at 6=0 and

0=0.02
Comparison of Waste Pressure to Hoop Stress Near Tank Bottom
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Figure 5-38. Comparison of Waste Pressure to Tank Wall Hoop Stress for the Flexible Tank at the
422-Inch Waste Level and Vertical Excitation at Absolute Pressure Near the Tank Bottom
at 0=0
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The pressure spikes generally occur at a single isolated point and the frequency of output is 0.01 second.
This results in a triangular pulse with duration of 0.02 second. Given that the fundamental breathing
mode frequency of the tank is 6 Hz, this nominally leads to a ratio of 0.12 for pulse duration to the natural
period of the structure. Depending on the assumed actual pulse shape, the resulting dynamic magnifi-
cation factor is in the range of 0.4 to 0.8 (Clough and Penzien 1975). However, the pulse duration should
be viewed as an upper bound, since it depends on the output frequency. In fact, the true pulse duration,
and hence the dynamic magnification factor, may be less. This could be investigated by rerunning the
problem with a higher output frequency, although this was not done.

It is also obvious from Figure 5-38 and evident in Figure 5-34 and Figure 5-35 that there is a slight
downward drift in the pressure time histories that did not occur during the horizontal excitation.

Comparisons of the actual (that is, as predicted by Dytran®) maximum and minimum waste pressures to
the theoretical maximum pressures at the 45 and 90° locations are shown in Figure 5-39 and Figure 5-40.

The pressure time history for the bottom center waste element (element 1722) is shown as Figure 5-41.
The theoretical hydrostatic pressure at the centroid of element 1722 is 39.7 Ibffin’, and the theoretical
peak hydrodynamic pressure is 8.0 Ibf/in®. That is, the predicted maximum and minimum pressures at
this location are 47.7 and 31.7 Ibf/in’, respectively. The maximum and minimum values shown in
Figure 5-41 are 47.2 and 32.6 1bf/in’, respectively.

Maximum and Minimum Waste Pressures vs. Normalized Height from Tank Bottom for
theta=45 and alpha=0.02
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Figure 5-39. Maximum and Minimum Waste Pressures vs. Normalized Height from Tank Bottom for
the Flexible Tank at the 422-Inch Waste Level Under Vertical Excitation at 6=45° and
o=0.02
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Maximum and Minimum Waste Pressures vs. Normalized Height from Tank Bottom for
theta=90 and alpha=0.02
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Figure 5-40. Maximum and Minimum Waste Pressures vs. Normalized Height from Tank Bottom for
the Flexible Tank at the 422-Inch Waste Level at Absolute Pressure with 6=90° and

o=0.02
Pressure Time-History of Bottom Center Waste Element for 422 in. Waste Level and Vertical
Excitation for alpha=0.02
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Figure 5-41. Pressure Time History for Bottom Center Waste Element for 422 Inches Waste Level and
Vertical Excitation at Absolute Pressure and alpha=0.02
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5.4 Maximum Slosh Height Results

The maximum slosh height traces for the runs at gage and absolute pressure are shown in Figure 5-42.
The results show minor differences, but the peak slosh heights both compare well with the theoretical
value of 23.7 inches.

Maximum Slosh Height Results for Flexible Tank at 422 in. Waste Level and alpha=0.02
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Figure 5-42. Comparison of Maximum Slosh Height Time Histories for the Flexible Tank at the
422-Inch Waste Level and ¢=0.02

Figure 5-43 shows the effect of the damping parameter alpha on the maximum slosh height time histories.
The data show that there is very little difference in the maximum slosh height for values of alpha of 0.01
and 0.02, and that both agree well with theory. The maximum slosh height corresponding to alpha=0.04
is approximately 4% less than the maximum slosh height for alpha=0.01, or 0.02.
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Maximum Slosh Height Results as a Function of the Damping Parameter alpha for Flexible
Tank at 422 in. Waste Level
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Figure 5-43. Dependence of the Maximum Slosh Height on the Damping Parameter o

5.5 Element Stresses

Selected stress results will be presented for the absolute pressure run. The pressure plots are presented to
illustrate trends and as a general check on the behavior of the solution. Although some checks exist for
the expected stress values, because of the complexity of the structure, the stress fields will be more
complicated than the fluid pressure fields. The primary reason for assuming a uniform wall thickness for
the benchmark primary tank model was to simplify the distribution of stress in the tank wall and, n
particular, to simplify the hoop stress distribution that can be approximated as

T = (5-12)

where p is the fluid pressure, # is the tank radius, and 7 is the tank wall thickness. This relationship is, of
course, expected to breakdown near the upper and lower portions of the tank wall due to local end-effects,
but should give a good approximation in the central portion of the tank wall.

5.5.1 Horizontal Excitation Run at Absolute Pressure

Mid-plane or membrane hoop stress is shown in Figure 5-44, Figure 5-45, and Figure 5-46 for tank wall
clements at 8=0, 45, and 90°, respectively. A comparison between membrane hoop stress and the
expected value of that stress for a tank wall element at mid-height in the wall is shown as Figure 5-47.
The hoop stresses arc generally as expected and show the proper dependence on the angle 8. A compar-
ison of the hoop stresses at the 90° for the absolute and gage pressure solutions is shown as Figure 5-48.
Examination of Figure 5-48 shows that the stresses in the gage pressure solution drift slightly upward
over time while the stresses from the absolute pressure solutions are steady. The same behavior was
observed in Figure 5-28, Figure 5-29, and Figure 5-30 for the waste pressures.
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Mid-Plane Hoop Stress for the Flexible Tank at the 422 in. Waste Level at theta=0 and
alpha=0.02 Run at Absolute Pressure
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Figure 5-44. Mid-Plane Hoop Stress for the Flexible Tank at the 422-Inch Waste Level at 6=0 and
alpha=0.02 Run at Absolute Pressure

Mid-Plane Hoop Stress for the Flexible Tank at the 422 in. Waste Level at theta=45 and
alpha=0.02 Run at Absolute Pressure
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Figure 5-45. Mid-Plane Hoop Stress for the Flexible Tank at the 422-Inch Waste Level at 6=45° and
alpha=0.02 Run at Absolute Pressure
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Mid-Plane Hoop Stress for the Flexible Tank at the 422 in. Waste Level at theta=90 and
alpha=0.02 Run at Absolute Pressure
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Figure 5-46. Mid-Plane Hoop Stress for the Flexible Tank at the 422-Inch Waste Level at 6=90° and
alpha=0.02 Run at Absolute Pressure
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Figure 5-47. Comparison of Mid-Plane Hoop Stress in Tank Wall Element 433 to pr/t for Waste
Element 6108 at Wall Mid-Height and 6=0
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Comparison of Mid-Plane Hoop Stress Absolute vs. Gage Pressure at theta=90
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Figure 5-48. Comparison of Mid-Planc Hoop Stress at Absolute and Gage Pressure for Selected
Elements at 6=90°
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6.0 Flexible Tank Dytran® Model at 460-Inch Waste Level

The response of the tank and contained liquid to seismic excitation with the liquid initially at the 460-inch
level does not have a closed form analytical solution because of the interaction of the liquid-free surface
with the curved surface of the tank dome. However, the solutions obtained with Dytran® will be
compared to the theoretical solution for the open tank with the hinged-top condition and 460-inch waste
level as well as with the Dytran® solution at the 422-inch level.

The problem was run initially at gage pressure. Pressure time histories for the waste elements showed
that several waste clements experienced zero pressure, indicating that the dynamic pressure exceeded the
static pressure. Consequently, the problem was rerun at absolute pressure, and the results presented
below are from the absolute pressure case.

6.1 Hydrodynamic Forces

6.1.1 Horizontal Excitation Run at Absolute Pressure

The vertical reaction force shown in Figure 6-1 during the initial free-vibration phase exhibits a breathing
mode frequency of 5.5 Hz in agreement with theory, and it has essentially reached steady-state in
5-6 seconds (28-33 cycles), indicating an effective damping of approximately 2.5% during this phase.

Coupling Surface Reaction Forces at 460 in. Waste Level for Horizontal Excitation of Flexible
Tank - alpha=0.02
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Figure 6-1. Coupling Surface Reaction Forces at the 460-Inch Waste Level for the Flexible Tank Under
Horizontal Seismic Input During the Initial Free-Vibration Phase — alpha=0.02
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The peak hydrodynamic force is 1.02 x 107 1bf as shown in Figure 6-2, or 99% of the value of

1.03 x 107 1bf predicted for the open tank with the hinge-top condition at the 460-inch waste level. That
is, according to the Dytran™ model, the peak horizontal hydrodynamic force is essentially the same as
predicted for the open-top tank, and any interaction of the fluid with the dome has not significantly
changed the peak force from that predicted for the open-top tank.

Coupling Surface Reaction Forces at 460 in. Waste Level for Horizontal Excitation of Flexible
Tank - alpha=0.02

1.5E+07

1.0E+07

5.0E+06 4

0.0E+00 1

-5.0E+06 A

-1.0E+07

-1.5E+07

Reaction Force (Ibf)

3 0E+OT i e i st s

-25E+07

Waste Weight =197 % 107 Ibf
-30E+07

-3 5E+07

1} [0} 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50
Time (s)
‘—Hor\zonta\ —Vertical Lateral ====Cpen Top Theoretical Max ====Cpen Top Theoretical Min ‘

Figure 6-2. Coupling Surface Reaction Forces at the 460-Inch Waste Level for the Flexible Tank Under
Horizontal Seismic Input — alpha=0.02

As shown in Figure 6-3, the horizontal reaction force time history during the second free-vibration period
beginning at 25.5 scconds indicates that the impulsive frequency is approximately 6.5 Hz. Thus, both the
impulsive and breathing mode frequencies have decreased approximately 0.5 Hz relative to the 422-inch
case as predicted by theory. The 36% increase in peak horizontal hydrodynamic force relative to the
422-inch waste level is due not only to the increased waste mass, but also because the lower impulsive
frequency associated with the 460-inch waste level has a higher associated spectral acceleration.

Figure 6-4 presents a comparison of the horizontal hydrodynamic force time histories for the 460- and
422-inch waste levels during the second free-vibration period beginning at 25.5 seconds. During this
period, the response is dominated by convective effects. The data show that the peak hydrodynamic force
during this period is 3.31 x 10° Ibf for the 422-inch waste level (72% of theoretical value of 4.62 x 10° 1bf),
and 2.85 x 10° 1bf for the 460-inch waste level (55% of open-top theoretical value of 5.21 x 10° 1bf).
Because of system damping, the values above should not be interpreted as the peak of the convective
response, but the relative magnitude shows that the presence of the dome reduces the convective response
of the waste. The fundamental convective period is approximately 5 seconds. Comparison of the two
responses shows less-effective damping at the 460-inch waste level during the convective response in
final free-oscillation phase than the 1% critical damping at the 422-inch level.
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Coupling Surface Reaction Forces at 460 in. Waste Level for Horizontal Excitation of Flexible
Tank - alpha=0.02
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Figure 6-3. Coupling Surface Reaction Forces at the 460-Inch Waste Level for the Flexible Tank Under
Horizontal Seismic Input During the Final Free-Vibration Phase — alpha=0.02

Horizontal Coupling Surface Reaction Forces at 460 and 422 in. Waste Levels for Horizontal
Excitation of Flexible Tank - alpha=0.02
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Figure 6-4. Comparison of the Horizontal Coupling Surface Reaction Force for the 460- and 422-Inch
Waste Levels During the Final Free-Vibration Period — alpha=0.02
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6.1.2 Vertical Excitation Run at Absolute Pressure

The peak vertical hydrodynamic force from the computer simulation was 5.98 x 10° Ibf, or 32% greater
than the value of 4.54 x 10° 1bf predicted by theory for the open tank at the 460-inch waste level. The
majority of the vertical coupling surface reaction force is due to the weight of the waste rather than the
hydrodynamic force, so viewed this way, the total peak reaction force of 2.51 x 107 Ibf is 6% greater than
the theoretical value of 2.36 x 107 Ibf (Figure 6-5).

Coupling Surface Reaction Forces at 460 in. Waste Level for Vertical Excitation of Flexible
Tank - (alpha=0.02)
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Figure 6-5. Vertical Coupling Surface Reaction Force at the 460-Inch Waste Level for the Flexible Tank
Under Vertical Seismic Input

6.2 Waste Pressures

Although no closed form solution exists for the 460-inch waste level, theoretical dynamic pressures were
calculated from Equation 4.24 in BNL (1993) based on an open iank with 460 inches of waste and a
hinged-top condition. This solution is presented along with the actual results for comparison purposes.

As in Section 5.3, the total pressures are the sum of the hydrostatic pressures and the hydrodynamic
pressures. The hydrostatic, peak hydrodynamic, and peak total pressures for the elements in the sets
“plusx els” and “press 45" are shown in Table 6-1and Table 6-2. The maximum theoretical pressures for
the elements set “plusz_els” are simply the hydrostatic pressures shown in Table 6-1, because the
theoretical hydrodynamic pressures are zero at 6=90°.
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Table 6-1. Theoretical Maximum Absolute Waste Pressures for Horizontal Excitation in the Flexible
Open-Top Tank at 460-Inch Waste Level for Elements at 6=0

“Plusx_els” | Hydrostatic Peak Peak Total
Pressure Hydrodynamic Pressure

Element No. (psi) Pressure (psi) (psi)
11211 14.7 0 14.7
10482 16.0 4.4 20.4
9753 18.4 8.1 26.5
2024 20.7 11.0 31.7
8295 23.1 13.3 36.4
7566 254 152 40.6
6837 277 16.8 44.5
6108 30.1 18.1 48.2
5379 324 19.2 51.6
4650 34.7 20.0 54.7
3921 37.1 20.7 57.8
3192 39.4 21.1 60.5
2463 41.8 21.4 63.2
1734 44.1 21.6 65.7

Table 6-2. Theoretical Maximum Absolute Waste Pressures for Horizontal Excitation in the Flexible
Open-Top Tank at 460-Inch Waste Level for Elements at 6=45

“Press_45” Hydrostatic | Peak Peak Total
Flement No. | Pressure Hydrodynamic | Pressure
(psi) Pressure (psi) (psi)
11019 14.7 0 14.7
10290 16.0 31 15.1
9561 13.4 5.7 24.1
8832 20.7 7.8 28.5
8103 231 9.4 325
7374 254 10.8 36.2
6645 277 11.9 396
5916 30.1 12.8 429
5187 324 13.6 46.0
4458 347 14.2 48.9
3729 37.1 14.6 51.7
3000 394 14.9 54.4
2271 41.8 15.1 56.9
1542 441 15.3 593
6.2.1 Horizontal Excitation Run at Absolute Pressure

The pressure time histories for the elements adjacent to the tank wall at =0 are shown in Figure 6-6. The
hydrostatic pressures are evenly spaced between 16 and 44 1bf/in® in agreement with the values in
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Table 6-1. The pressure time histories for elements 9753 and 9024 in the upper portion of the waste are
shown separately in Figure 6-7. Evident are several isolated peaks in the waste pressures. Similar
behavior 1s seen in the upper waste clements 9561 and 8103 at the 45° location as shown in Figure 6-8
and Figure 6-9. The pressure time histories for the waste elements at 0=90° do not show the isolated
peaks present at the other two locations (Figure 6-10).

Waste Pressures for the Flexible Tank at the 460 in. Waste Level for Horizontal Excitation at
theta=0 and alpha=0.02
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Figure 6-6. Waste Pressures Time Histories for the Flexible Tank at the 460-Inch Waste Level for
Horizontal Excitation at 8=0 and alpha=0.02 Run at Absolute Pressure

Selected YWaste Pressures for the Flexible Tank at the 460 in. Waste Level for Horizontal
Excitation at theta=0 and alpha=0.02
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Figure 6-7. Seclected Element Pressure Time Histories for the Flexible Tank at the 460-Inch Waste Level
for Horizontal Excitation at 6=0 and alpha=0.02 Run at Absolute Pressure
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Waste Pressures for the Flexible Tank at the 460 in. Waste Level for Horizontal Excitation at
theta=45 and alpha=0.02
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Figure 6-8. Waste Pressures Time Histories for the Flexible Tank at the 460-Inch Waste Level for
Horizontal Excitation at 6=435 and alpha=0.02 Run at Absolute Pressure

Selected Waste Pressures for the Flexible Tank at the 460 in. Waste Level for Horizontal
Excitation at theta=45 and alpha=0.02
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Figure 6-9. Seclected Element Pressure Time Histories for the Flexible Tank at the 460-Inch Waste Level
for Horizontal Excitation at 6=45 and alpha=0.02 Run at Absolute Pressure
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Waste Pressures for the Flexible Tank at the 460 in. Waste Level for Horizontal Excitation at
theta=90 and alpha=0.02
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Figure 6-10. Waste Pressures Time Histories for the Flexible Tank at the 460-Inch Waste Level for
Horizontal Excitation at 8=90 and alpha=0.02 Run at Absolute Pressure

Comparisons of the maximum and minimum waste pressures from the computer simulation (labeled at
“actual max.” and “actual min.”) to the maximum and minimum pressures from the theoretical solution
for the open tank at the 460-inch waste level are shown in Figure 6-11, Figure 6-12, and Figure 6-13. In
the lower portions of the waste, the results agree well with the theoretical solution for the open tank at the
460-inch waste level. In the upper waste elements, the results for 8= 0 and 45° deviate from the
theoretical value. The differences, of course, correspond to the isolated peaks shown in Figure 6-7 and
Figure 6-9. If the single point isolated peaks shown in Figure 6-7 are neglected, the remaining maximum
and minimum waste pressures are approximately 29 and 9 Ibffin’, respectively, and the correlation in
Figure 6-11 would be much better at the upper waste elements. Likewise, if the isolated high peaks in
Figure 6-9 are neglected, the correlation at the upper waste elements in Figure 6-12 would improve.
Because no significant isolated peaks exist in the traces shown in Figure 6-10, the correlation of computer
results to theoretical results shown in Figure 6-13 is good.
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Maximum and Minimum Waste Pressures vs. Normalized Height from Tank Bottom theta=0
and alpha=0.02
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Figure 6-11. Maximum and Minimum Waste Pressures vs. Normalized Height from Tank Bottom for
the Flexible Tank Under Horizontal Excitation at the 460-Inch Waste Level at 0=0 and
0=0.02

Maximum and Minimum Waste Pressures vs. Normalized Height from Tank Bottom theta=45
and alpha=0.02
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Figure 6-12. Maximum and Minimum Waste Pressures vs. Normalized Height from Tank Bottom for
the Flexible Tank Under Horizontal Excitation at the 460-Inch Waste Level at 6=45° and
o0=0.02
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Maximum and Minimum Waste Pressures vs. Normalized Height from Tank Bottom theta=90
and alpha=0.02
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Figure 6-13. Maximum and Minimum Waste Pressures vs. Normalized Height from Tank Bottom for
the Flexible Tank Under Horizontal Excitation at the 460-Inch Waste Level at 6=90° and

=0.02
6.2.2 Wall and Base Pressures Due to Vertical Excitation Run at Absolute Pressure

The pressure time histories for the waste elements adjacent to the tank wall at 6=0 are shown in

Figure 6-14, and pressure time histories for elements 2463 and 8295 are shown in Figure 6-15. A plot of
the pressure decay for the same two elements during the initial gravity loading is shown in Figure 6-16.
Evident in the plot is the breathing mode frequency of 5.5 Hz. Similar plots for waste elements at =45
and 90° are shown in Figure 6-17 through Figure 6-20.

Plots of the maximum and minimum waste pressures as a function of waste depth are shown in

Figure 6-21, Figure 6-22, and Figure 6-23, where the values predicted by Dytran® are labeled as “actual
max.” and “actual min.” The general agreement with open-top theory (Table 6-3) is good, but in each
case, isolated peaks in the time histories result in deviations from the theoretical values. The very low
value of minimum pressure that occurs at a normalized waste height of 0.11 is in clement 2463. This
minimum value occurs as an isolated peak at approximately 17 seconds as shown in Figure 6-15. Similar
1solated peaks occur at the 45 and 90° locations, and the pressure time histories for the associated waste
clements are shown in Figure 6-18 and Figure 6-20.

The pressure time history for the bottom center waste element (element 1722) is shown as Figure 6-24.
The theoretical hydrostatic pressure at the centroid of element 1722 is 44.1 Ibf/in’, and the theoretical
peak hydrodynamic pressure is 7.3 Ibf/in®. That is, the predicted maximum and minimum pressures at
this location are 51.4. and 36.8 Ibf/in’, respectively. The maximum and minimum values shown in
Figure 6-24 are 54.3 and 36.3 1bf/in’, respectively.
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Waste Pressures for the Flexible Tank at the 460 in. Waste Level for Vertical Excitation at
theta=0 and alpha=0.02
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Figure 6-14. Waste Pressure Time Histories for the Flexible Tank at the 460-Inch Waste Level for
Vertical Excitation at 6=0 and o=0.02

Selected Element Waste Pressures for the Flexible Tank at the 460 in. Waste Level for
Vertical Excitation at theta=0 and alpha=0.02
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Figure 6-15. Sclected Element Waste Pressure for the Flexible Tank at the 460-Inch Waste Level for
Vertical Excitation at 6=0 and o=0.02
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Selected Element Waste Pressures for the Flexible Tank at the 460 in. Waste Level for
Vertical Excitation at theta=0 and alpha=0.02 - Time 0to 3 s
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Figure 6-16. Sclected Element Waste Pressures for the Flexible Tank at the 460-Inch Waste Level for
Vertical Excitation at 6=0 and o=0.02 — Time 0 to 3 Seconds

Waste Pressures for the Flexible Tank at the 460 in. Waste Level for Vertical Excitation at
theta=45 for Case 2c (alpha=0.02)
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Figure 6-17. Waste Pressure Time Histories for the Flexible Tank at the 460-Inch Waste Level for
Vertical Excitation at 6=45° and ¢=0.02
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Selected Element Waste Pressures for the Flexible Tank at the 460 in. Waste Level for
Vertical Excitation at theta=45 and alpha=0.02
300
250
200 L, |k I 1] 3 l |
.’FT
=]
£ 150 4
T
100
50
0.0 T T T T T T T T "
0 B 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50
Time (s)

Figure 6-18. Sclected Element Waste Pressure for the Flexible Tank at the 460-Inch Waste Level for
Vertical Excitation at 8=45° and ¢=0.02

Waste Pressures for the Flexible Tank at the 460 in. Waste Level for Vertical Excitation at
theta=90 for Case 2c (alpha=0.02)
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Figure 6-19. Waste Pressure Time Histories for the Flexible Tank at the 460-Inch Waste Level for
Vertical Excitation at 6=90° and ¢=0.02
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Selected Element Waste Pressures for the Flexible Tank at the 460 in. Waste Level for
Vertical Excitation at theta=90 and alpha=0.02
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Figure 6-20. Sclected Element Waste Pressure for the Flexible Tank at the 460-Inch Waste Level for
Vertical Excitation at 8=90° and ¢=0.02

Maximum and Minimum Waste Pressures vs. Normalized Height from Tank Bottom for the
Flexible Tank at the 460 in. Waste Level With Vertical Excitation at Theta=0 and alpha=0.02
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Figure 6-21. Maximum and Minimum Waste Pressures vs. Normalized Waste Height from Tank
Bottom for 460-Inch Waste Level for Vertical Excitation at 6=0 and oc=0.02
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Maximum and Minimum Waste Pressures vs. Normalized Height from Tank Bottom for the
Flexible Tank at the 460 in. Waste Level With Vertical Excitation at Theta=45 and alpha=0.02
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Figure 6-22. Maximum and Minimum Waste Pressures vs. Normalized Waste Height from Tank
Bottom for 460-Inch Waste Level for Vertical Excitation at 6=45° and «=0.02

Maximum and Minimum Waste Pressures vs. Normalized Height from Tank Bottom for the
Flexible Tank at the 460 in. Waste Level With Vertical Excitation at Theta=90 and alpha=0.02
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Figure 6-23. Maximum and Minimum Waste Pressures vs. Normalized Waste Height from Tank
Bottom for 460-Inch Waste Level for Vertical Excitation at 6=90° and =0.02
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Table 6-3. Theoretical Maximum Absolute Wall Pressures for Vertical Excitation of an Open-Top Tank
at the 460-Inch Waste Level

“Plusx_els” “Press 45”7 “Plusz_els” Peak
Hydrostatic | Hydrodynamic | Peak Total
Pressure Wall Pressure Pressure

Element No. | Element No. | Element No. | (psi absolute) (psi absolute) {psi absolute)
10432 10290 10146 16.0 09 16.9
9753 9561 9417 18.4 2.7 21.1
2024 8832 8688 20.7 4.4 25.1
8295 8103 7959 23.1 6.0 29.1
7566 7374 7230 25.4 75 32.9
6837 6645 6501 27.7 9.0 36.7
6108 5916 5772 30.1 10.2 40.3
5379 5187 5043 32.4 11.4 43.8
4650 4458 4314 347 12.3 47.0
3921 3729 3585 37.1 13.1 50.2
3192 3000 2856 394 13.7 53.1
2463 2271 2127 41.8 14.1 559
1734 1542 1398 44.1 14.3 58.4

Pressure Time-History of Bottom Center Waste Element for 460 in. Waste Level and Vertical
Excitation for alpha=0.02
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Figure 6-24. Pressure Time History for Bottom Center Waste Element for 460-Inch Waste Level and
Vertical Excitation for ¢=0.02
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6.3 Maximum Slosh Height Results

The time histories of the maximum height of the waste-free surface for the simulations at absolute and
gage pressure are presented in Figure 6-25. The maximum slosh height predicted for an open tank at the
460-inch waste level is 24.5 inches as shown by the horizontal line in the plot. The maximum value
predicted by the Dytran® simulation run at absolute pressure is slightly greater than 20 inches, and the
maximum value predicted for the run at gage pressure is approximately 18 inches. Also plotted is the
slosh height trace for a rigid tank at the 460-inch waste level run at absolute pressure. The maximum free
surface height from that run is just over 21 inches. It should not be surprising that the maximum slosh
height for the closed tank is less than for the open tank since the presence of the dome should be expected
to inhibit the convective response.

The same nonzero slosh heights during gravity loading that were observed in Figure 4-23 show up in
Figure 6-25. As remarked in Section 4.3, this may be a limitation with either the slosh height subroutine,
or the model discretization.

Maximum Slosh Height Results for Tank at 460 in. Waste Level and alpha=0.02
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Figure 6-25. Maximum Slosh Height Time History for the Flexible Tank at the 460-Inch Waste Level
for ©=0.02

6.4 Element Stresses

6.4.1 Horizontal Excitation Run at Absolute Pressure

Mid-plane hoop stresses for the tank shell elements at 6=0, 45, and 90° are presented as Figure 6-26,
Figure 6-27, and Figure 6-28, respectively. The general behavior of the hoop stresses is reasonable, with
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the peak stresses generally increasing with waste depth, and decreasing with the angular distance from the
plane of excitation in accordance with the waste pressures.

A comparison of the hoop stress to the waste pressures for tank wall element 406 and waste element 9753
is shown as Figure 6-29. Both elements are near the waste-free surface at 6=0. Notable in the plot is that
the hoop stress does not reflect the spikes in the waste pressure that occur at approximately 14 and

36 seconds. Similar behavior is displayed in Figure 6-30 for the 422-inch waste level.

Mid-Plane Hoop Stress for the Flexible Tank at the 460 in. Waste Level at theta=45 and
alpha=0.02 Run at Absolute Pressure
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Figure 6-26. Mid-Plane Hoop Stress for the Flexible Tank at the 460-Inch Waste Level at =0 and
alpha=0.02 Run at Absolute Pressure
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Mid-Plane Hoop Stress for the Flexible Tank at the 460 in. Waste Level at theta=45 and
alpha=0.02 Run at Absolute Pressure

40000

35000

30000

25000

20000 4

15000

10000

—Fl
s=—]
El
El
s——iF]
—0
—0
—0
——Fl

396
403
418
420
421
422
442
41
452

5000 4

-5000

20 25

Time (s)

30 35 40 45

50

Figure 6-27. Mid-Plane Hoop Stress for the Flexible Tank at the 460-Inch Waste Level at 6=45° and

alpha=0.02 Run at Absolute Pressure
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Mid-Plane Hoop Stress for the Flexible Tank at the 460 in. Waste Level at theta=90 and
alpha=0.02 Run at Absolute Pressure.
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Figure 6-28. Mid-Plane Hoop Stress for the Flexible Tank at the 460-Inch Waste Level at 6=90° and

alpha=0.02 Run at Absolute Pressure
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Coempatisen of Waste Pressure to Tank Wall Hoop Stress for the Flexible Tank atthe 460 in. Waste Level at
Absolute Pressure Near the Free Surface at theta=0.
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Figure 6-29. Comparison of Waste Pressure to Tank Wall Hoop Stress for the Flexible Tank at the
460-Inch Waste Level at Absolute Pressure for Waste Element 9753 and Tank Wall
Element 406 Near the Free Surface at 0=0

Comparison of Waste Pressure to Tank Wall Hoop Stress for the Flexible Tank at the 460 in.
Waste Level at Absolute Pressure Near the Free Surface at theta=0.
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Figure 6-30. Comparison of Waste Pressure to Tank Wall Hoop Stress for the Flexible Tank at the
422-Inch Waste Level at Absolute Pressure for Waste Element 9024 and Tank Wall
Element 431 Near the Free Surface at 6=0
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6.4.2 Vertical Excitation Run at Absolute Pressure

Mid-plane hoop stresses for tank shell elements located at 6=0, 45, and 90° are shown in Figure 6-31,
Figure 6-32, and Figure 6-33. The general behavior of the hoop stresses is reasonable with similar values
and distributions at 6=0, 45, and 90° as expected. A slight downward drift is apparent in the stress that
had been observed earlier for the vertical runs. Because of the isolated pressure spikes at waste elements
near the free surface shown in Figure 6-18 and Figure 6-20 at the 6=45, and 90° locations, comparisons
between the waste pressure and the hoop stress in the adjacent tank wall element are shown in Figure 6-34
and Figure 6-35. In the vertical run, the hoop stress does not follow the pattern of the waste pressure as
well as in the horizontal run.

In Figure 6-34, the downward spike in the waste pressure is not reflected in the hoop stress of the adjacent
element, but the upward spike in waste pressure shown in Figure 6-35 at approximately 8 seconds for
clement 9417 1s reflected as a concomitant increase in hoop stress in tank wall element 400. However,
magnitude of hoop stress in element 400 is low even with the isolated spike.

Mid-Plane Hoop Stress for the Flexible Tank at the 460 in. Waste Level Under Vertical Seismic
Excitation at theta=0 and alpha=0.02 Run at Absolute Pressure

40000

35000

30000

25000

—FEl. 393
—H. 406

Bl 432

Bl 432
—0. 433
—0 434
—Bl 448
—0 447
—FE. 455

20000 11

15000 J

Stress (psi)

10000 w

5000

-5000

-10000

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50
Time (s)

Figure 6-31. Mid-Plane Hoop Stress for the Flexible Tank at the 460-Inch Waste Level for Vertical
Excitation at 6=0 and alpha=0.02 Run at Absolute Pressure
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Stress (psi)

Mid-Plane Hoop Stress for the Flexible Tank at the 460 in. Waste Level Under Vertical Seismic
Excitation at theta=45 and alpha=0.02 Run at Absolute Pressure
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Figure 6-32. Mid-Plane Hoop Stress for the Flexible Tank at the 460-Inch Waste Level for Vertical

Excitation at 6=45° and alpha=0.02 Run at Absolute Pressure
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Mid-Plane Hoop Stress for the Flexible Tank at the 460 in. Waste Level Under Vertical Seismic
Excitation at theta=90 and alpha=0.02 Run at Absolute Pressure
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Figure 6-33. Mid-Plane Hoop Stress for the Flexible Tank at the 460-Inch Waste Level for Vertical

Excitation at 8=90° and alpha=0.02 Run at Absolute Pressure
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Comparison of Waste Pressure to Tank Wall Hoop Stress for the Flexible Tank at the 460 in.
Waste Level Under Vertical Excitation Near the Free Surface at theta=45
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Figure 6-34. Comparison of Waste Pressure to Tank Wall Hoop Stress for the Flexible Tank at the
460-Inch Waste Level Under Vertical Excitation at Absolute Pressure Near the Free
Surface at 0=45°

Comparison of Waste Pressure to Tank Wall Hoop Stress for the Flexible Tank at the 460 in.
Waste Level Under Vertical Excitation Near the Free Surface at theta=90
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Figure 6-35. Comparison of Waste Pressure to Tank Wall Hoop Stress for the Flexible Tank at the
460-Inch Waste Level Under Vertical Excitation at Absolute Pressure Near the Free
Surface at 0=90°
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7.0 ANSYS® to Dytran® Comparisons

parallel study was conducted using the finite element code ANSYS®, and the results of that study are
documented in a companion report (Carpenter and Abatt 2006). The goal of the two studies was to

evaluate the capabilities and limitations of each code for performing fluid-structure interaction analysis of

a double-shell primary tank. Although the investigations are documented in separate reports, selected
results are compared directly in the following sections.

As described in the companion report documenting the ANSYS® analyses, the two waste levels of interest
are 422 inches and 460 inches. The Dytran® analyses were performed at these two waste levels. Due to
modeling limitations, the lower waste level was modeled in ANSYS® at 424 inches. At the higher waste
level, the ANSYS® models were performed at 460 inches for horizontal runs and at 452 inches for vertical

runs. In the comparison plots to follow, the configurations are generically referred to as the 422- and

460-inch levels, but the actual waste levels used for the ANSYS® analyses are as described above. Thus,

slight inherent differences exist in some of the solutions due to the difference in waste levels. The
theoretical values shown in the plots are for the intended waste levels of 422 and 460 inches.

7.1 Frequencies and Slosh Heights

A summary of fundamental frequencies and maximum slosh heights predicted by both ANSYS® and

Dytran® is given in Table 7-1. Both ANSYS® and Dytran® predict fundamental frequencies that agree
well with theory, although Dytran® agrees better with theoretical values, particularly for predicting the
breathing mode frequencies. It is clear that the ANSYS® model is deficient in its ability to predict
meaningful slosh heights.

Table 7-1. Comparison of ANSYS® and Dytran® Frequencies and Maximum Slosh Heights

First Convective Mode Frequency (Hz) Im pulsive Mode Frequency (Hz)
Configuration Theory Dytran” ANSYS® Theory | Dytran® ANSYS”
Rigid 422 0.19 0.19 0.184® Rigid Rigid Rigid
Rigid 460 0.2 0.2 0.192 Rigid Rigid Rigid
Flexible 422 0.19 0.19 0.184% 7.0 6.85 7.5®
Flexible 460" 0.2 0.2 0.192" 6.5 6.4 6.69
Breathing Mode Frequency (Hz) Maximum Slosh Height (in.)
Configuration Theory Dytran® ANSYS® Theory Dytran® ANSYS”
Rigid 422 Rigid Rigid Rigid 237 254 8
Rigid 460 Rigid Rigid Rigid 24.5 21.1 8
Flexible 422 6.1 6.0 6.6 23.7 24.5 8
Flexible 460" 5.5 55 5.7 24.5 20.1 8
{a) Theoretical solutions for the 460-in. waste level are based on an open tank with vertical walls and a
hinged-top boundary condition.
{b) Based on 424-in. waste level.
{c) Convective frequency response based on rigid tank.
{d) Based on 452-in. waste level.
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7.2 Hydrodynamic Forces

Comparisons between the overall reaction forces predicted by ANSYS® and Dytran® for the flexible tank
models are presented in this section. In order to match the Dytran® data to the ANSYS® data, time scales
were shifted as appropriate and the Dytran®™ data were reversed in sign. The correct signs for the
reactions are those predicted by Dytran® since the ANSYS® data were a result of nodal force post-
processing. The results are presented for comparison, but if a physical interpretation of the reaction force
is desired, the signs should be reversed from those shown in the plots. For example, in Figure 7-4, the
static portion of the vertical reaction force is a downward force due to gravity, and the peak dynamic
component of the reaction force occurs in the same direction as the waste weight.

A comparison of the overall horizontal reaction force due to horizontal seismic excitation for the flexible
tank at the 422-inch waste level is shown in Figure 7-1. The general agreement between the two responses
is good, with the peak reaction force predicted by ANSYS® slightly higher (that is, conservative) relative
to that predicted by Dytran®. The comparison of vertical responses to vertical input shown in Figure 7-2
also shows similar signals, and again, the peak response from ANSYS® is slightly conservative relative to
the Dytran® prediction.

A comparison of the total horizontal reaction force for horizontal seismic excitation of the flexible tank at
the 460-inch waste level is shown as Figure 7-3. Once again, the responses are very similar and the peak
reaction force predicted by ANSYS® is slightly greater than the peak reaction force predicted by Dytran®.
Figure 7-4 shows the comparison of the total vertical reaction forces for vertical seismic input for the
flexible tank at the 460-inch waste level. This time, although the responses are similar, the higher peak
response is predicted by Dytran® rather than ANSYS®. A review of Figure 6-5 also shows that both
models predict a higher peak vertical force than would be expected from the corresponding open-top
theoretical solution.

Comparison of the reaction forces from the ANSYS® and Dytran® models shows that the responses from
the models are similar, with ANSYS® generally being conservative relative to Dytran®. Both models
predict responses that are in good agreement with theoretical solutions. In terms of global reactions on
the primary tank, both ANSYS® and Dytran® appear capable of providing good results. In particular,
since the loads into the j-bolts connecting the primary tank to the concrete dome are driven by the overall
forces on the primary tank, it appears that a global ANSYS® model is sufficient for analysis of the j-bolts
and that any sub-model of the primary tank need not contain the j-bolts.
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Comparison of ANSYS and Dytran Total Horizontal Reaction Forces for the Flexible Tank at
the 422 in. Waste Level Under Horizontal Seismic Excitation
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Figure 7-1. Comparison of ANSYS® and Dytran® Total Horizontal Reaction Forces for the Flexible
Tank at the 422-Inch Waste Level Under Horizontal Seismic Excitation
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Figure 7-2. Comparison of ANSYS® and Dytran™ Total Vertical Reaction Forces for the Flexible Tank
at the 422-Inch Waste Level Under Vertical Seismic Excitation
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Total Horizontal Reaction Force for the Flexible Tank Under Horizontal Excitation at the
460 in. Waste Level
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Figure 7-3. Comparison of ANSYS® and Dytran® Total Horizontal Reaction Forces for the Flexible
Tank at the 460-Inch Waste Level Under Horizontal Seismic Excitation

Total Vertical Reaction Force for the Flexible Tank Under Vertical Excitation at the 460 in.
Waste Level
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Figure 7-4. Comparison of ANSYS® and Dytran™ Total Vertical Reaction Forces for the Flexible Tank
at the 460-Inch Waste Level Under Vertical Seismic Excitation
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7.3 Waste Pressures

Direct comparisons of waste pressures predicted by ANSYS® and Dytran® arc presented in this section.
To be consistent with the pressures reported by ANSYS®, the Dytran® pressures have been shifted down
by 14.7 Ibf/in®, since the ANSYS® simulations were run at gage pressure and the Dytran® simulations
were performed at absolute pressure. The ANSYS® and Dytran® model meshes were not identical, so
comparisons are made for waste elements at similar elevations. All comparisons were made for elements
along the plane of excitation (0=0). The waste element numbers, centroidal elevations, and theoretical
hydrostatic pressures are summarized in Table 7-2. The element numbers for ANSYS® arc actually
contact element numbers between the waste and the primary tank, since these are the elements used to
report the waste pressures from ANSYS®.

Waste element pressures at the 422-inch waste level are presented as Figure 7-5 and Figure 7-6. A
comparison of waste pressures near the top and bottom of the tank is shown in Figure 7-5, and a
comparison of waste pressures approximately two-thirds the way up the waste is shown in Figure 7-6.
Both plots show reasonably good agreement with the dynamic pressures reported by ANSYS® tending to
run slightly higher than those from Dytran® except at a few isolated peaks near the waste surface in
Figure 7-5. The plots also show that in the upper portion of the waste, the low-frequency convective
response is more pronounced in ANSYS® than in Dytran®.

Wastes pressures from the simulations at the 460-inch waste level are shown in Figure 7-7 and Figure 7-8.
The responses are again similar, but at the bottom of the waste, the peak pressures reported by Dytran®
exceed those reported by ANSYS®. In the upper portion of the waste, the peak pressures from ANSYS®
are greater than the peak pressures from Dytran®. The convective response is also less apparent in the
ANSYS® simulation at the 460-inch waste level than at the 422-inch waste level.

Table 7-2. Summary of Centroidal Elevations for ANSYS® and Dytran® Selected Waste Flements

at 0=0.
Theoretical Theoretical
ANSYS® Centroidal Hydrostatic | Dytran® Centroidal Hydrostatic
Element Elevation from Pressure Element Elevation from Pressure
No. Tank Bottom (in.) (psi) No. Tank Bottom (in.) (psi)®
422-in. Waste Level
5521 4019 1.4 9753 404.3 1.1
5581 291.8 8.1 7566 298.2 7.6
5721 54.5 227 2463 50.5 22.8
460-in. Waste Level
5511 4383 1.4 10482 441.0 13
5831 291.8 11.1 7566 298.2 10.7
5971 54.5 26.8 2463 50.5 271
(a) Dytran® waste pressures have been shifted down by 14.7 Ibf/in® to be consistent with ANSYS®.

1.5



RPP-RPT-28963, Rev. 1
M&D-2008-005-RPT-01, Rev. 1

Comparison of ANSYS and Dytran Waste Pressures for the Flexible Tank at the 422 in. Waste
Level Under Horizontal Excitation - Near Tank Top and Bottom
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|—ANSYS H 5521 =——ANSYS El. 5721 =———Dytran H. 8753 ----- Drytran El 2453‘

Figure 7-5. Comparison of ANSYS® and Dytran™ Waste Pressures for the Flexible Tank at the 422-Inch
Waste Level Under Horizontal Excitation — Waste Elements Near Tank Top and Bottom
at 0=0

Comparison of ANSYS and Dytran Waste Pressures for the Flexible Tank at the 422 in. Waste
Level Under Horizontal Excitation - Elevation 292 in. Above Tank Bottom
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Figure 7-6. Comparison of ANSYS® and Dytran® Waste Pressures for the Flexible Tank at the 422-Inch
Waste Level Under Horizontal Excitation — Waste Elements at Elevation 292 Inches Above
Tank Bottom at =0

7.6



RPP-RPT-28963, Rev. 1
M&D-2008-005-RPT-01, Rev. 1

Comparison of ANSYS and Dytran Waste Pressures for the Flexible Tank at the 460 in. Waste
Level for Horizontal Excitation - Waste Elements Near Tank Top and Bottom at theta=0
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Figure 7-7. Comparison of ANSYS® and Dytran™ Waste Pressures for the Flexible Tank at the 460-Inch
Waste Level Under Horizontal Excitation — Waste Elements Near Tank Top and Bottom
at 0=0

Comparison of ANSYS and Dytran Waste Pressures for the Flexible Tank at the 460 in. Waste
Level for Horizontal Excitation - Elevation 292 in. Above Tank Bottom at theta=0
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Figure 7-8. Comparison of ANSYS® and Dytran® Waste Pressures for the Flexible Tank at the 460-Inch
Waste Level Under Horizontal Excitation — Waste Elements at Elevation 292 Inches Above
Tank Bottom at =0
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7.4 Element Stresses

Direct comparisons of element mid-wall hoop stresses predicted by ANSYS® and Dytran® are presented
in this section. The ANSYS® and Dytran® model meshes were not identical, so comparisons are made for
tank wall elements at elevations as close as possible. However, the difference in mesh resolutions and the
local modeling of the tank knuckle region are expected to cause differences in the reported stresses even
at similar elevations. All comparisons were made for elements along the plane of excitation (6=0). The
tank wall element numbers and centroidal elevations are summarized in Table 7-3.

Table 7-3. Summary of Centroidal Elevations for Tank Wall Elements at 6=0

ANSYS® Centroidal Elevation Dytran® Centroidal Elevation
Element No. | from Tank Bottom (in.) | Element No. | from Tank Bottom (in.)
961 438.3 399 4418
981 401.9 406 402.9
1041 291.8 432 292.77
1181 54.5 447 63.9

Mid-wall hoop stresses at the 422-inch waste level are presented for tank elements near the waste-free
surface, approximately two-thirds of the way up from the tank bottom, and near the tank bottom in

Figure 7-9, Figure 7-10, and Figure 7-11, respectively. The static portion of the hoop stresses shown in
Figure 7-9 differ by approximately 1,000 1bf’in’, even though the element elevations are nearly the same
as shown in Table 7-3. According to Figure 7-5, the waste pressures adjacent to these elements are nearly
the same, so apparently the difference in stresses is due to a combination of the difference in mesh
resolution and the difference in how the two codes transmit the waste pressures into the structure.
Interestingly, whereas the convective response was more pronounced in the waste pressures predicted by
ANSYS® at this elevation, the convective response is more apparent in the stresses predicted by Dytran®.
This may be due to the difference in the Lagrangian vs. Eulerian formulation of the waste clements.

At the 292-inch elevation and at the bottom, the responses are similar, with ANSYS® predicting a slightly
higher stresses at the 292-inch level and Dytran® predicting a slightly higher stresses near the tank
bottom. The differences near the tank bottom may be due partly to the difference in the details of the
mesh in the tank knuckle region and partly due to the more than 9-inch difference in the elevation of the
wall element centroids.

Mid-wall hoop stresses at the 460-inch waste level are shown in Figure 7-12, Figure 7-13, and

Figure 7-14. The hoop stresses shown in Figure 7-12 are for tank wall elements located approximately
20 inches below the nominal level of the waste surface. The corresponding pressure plots in Figure 7-7
show that the static pressures are nearly the same for the ANSYS® and Dytran® models, but the dynamic
pressures are somewhat higher in the ANSYS® model. In Figure 7-12, the static portion of hoop stresses
differ by approximately 3,500 1bf/in® and the dynamic stresses are higher in Dytran® than in ANSYS®.
The differences in static and dynamic pressure shown in Figure 7-12 do not correspond to the pressure
traces shown in Figure 7-7, so the differences must be because of differences in mesh resolution and the
difference in how the two codes transmit the waste pressures into the structure.

7.8



RPP-RPT-28963, Rev. 1
M&D-2008-005-RPT-01, Rev. 1

Figure 7-13 shows a comparison of mid-wall hoop stresses at an elevation of 292 inches above the tank
bottom (64% of the way up the tank wall). Figure 7-8 shows that the static pressures are nearly the same
at that location, and that the dynamic pressures are slightly higher in ANSYS®. In Figure 7-13, the
ANSYS? static stress is higher than the Dytran® static stress by approximately 1,000 Ibf/in’. The
dynamic components of the stresses are in good agreement in Figure 7-13, with the ANSYS® dynamic
stress tending to be slightly higher, which agrees with the slightly higher dynamic pressures in Figure 7-8.

Figure 7-14 shows a comparison of mid-wall hoop stresses at an elevation of approximately 60 inches
above the tank bottom. The corresponding pressure time-histories in Figure 7-7 show that the static
pressures are nearly the same in both models, and that the dynamic component of the pressure tends to be
larger for the Dytran® model. The stress plot in Figure 7-14 shows that the static hoop stress is approxi-
mately 2,000 1bf/in* (~10%) higher for the Dytran® model than for the ANSYS® model. The difference in
static stress is not due to a difference in static pressure, so it must be due to mesh resolution and the
difference in how the two codes transmit the waste pressures into the structure. The higher dynamic
stress shown in Figure 7-14 for the Dytran® model corresponds to the higher dynamic pressure in

Figure 7-7. It appears that the difference in total pressures between the Dytran® and ANSYS® models as
shown in Figure 7-14 is due to a combination of the offset static stress and the higher dynamic pressures
from the Dytran® model.

Comparison of ANSYS and Dytran Mid-Plane Hoop Stress Just Below the Waste Free Surface
for the Flexible Tank at the 422 in. Waste Level for Horizontal Excitation and theta=0
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Figure 7-9. Comparison of ANSYS® and Dytran™ Mid-Plane Hoop Stress at Primary Tank Wall Element
Near the Waste-Free Surface for the Flexible Tank at the 422-Inch Waste Level for
Horizontal Excitation and 6=0
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Comparison of ANSYS and Dytran Mid-Plane Hoop Stress at an Elevation of 292 in. Above the
Tank Bottom for the Flexible Tank at the 422 in. Waste Level for Horizontal Excitation and
theta=0
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Figure 7-10. Comparison of ANSYS® and Dytran® Mid-Plane Hoop Stress at an Elevation of
292 Inches from the Tank Bottom for the Flexible Tank at the 422-Inch Waste Level for
Horizontal Excitation and 6=0

Comparison of ANSYS and Dytran Mid-Plane Hoop Stress Near the Tank Bottom for the
Flexible Tank at the 422 in. Waste Level for Horizontal Excitation and theta=0
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Figure 7-11. Comparison of ANSYS® and Dytran® Mid-Plane Hoop Stress at Primary Tank Wall
Element Near the Tank Bottom for the Flexible Tank at the 422-Inch Waste Level for
Horizontal Excitation and 6=0
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Comparison of ANSYS and Dytran Mid-Plane Hoop Stress Just Below the Waste Free Surface
for the Flexible Tank at the 460 in. Waste Level for Horizontal Excitation and theta=0
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Figure 7-12. Comparison of ANSYS® and Dytran® Mid-Plane Hoop Stress at Primary Tank Wall
Element Near the Waste-Free Surface for the Flexible Tank at the 460-Inch Waste Level
for Horizontal Excitation and 6=0

Comparison of ANSYS and Dytran Mid-Plane Hoop Stress at an Elevation of 292 in. Above the
Tank Bottom for the Flexible Tank at the 460 in. Waste Level for Horizontal Excitation and
theta=0
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Figure 7-13. Comparison of ANSYS® and Dytran® Mid-Planc Hoop Stress at an Elevation of
292 Inches from the Tank Bottom for the Flexible Tank at the 460-Inch Waste Level for
Horizontal Excitation and 6=0
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Comparison of ANSYS and Dytran Mid-Plane Hoop Stress Near the Tank Bottom for the
Flexible Tank at the 460 in. Waste Level for Horizontal Excitation and theta=0
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Figure 7-14. Comparison of ANSYS® and Dytran® Mid-Planc Hoop Stress at Primary Tank Wall
Element Near the Tank Bottom for the Flexible Tank at the 460-Inch Waste Level for
Horizontal Excitation and 6=0
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Appendix A

Description of Input and Results Files

Table A-1. Description of Input and Results Files

File
Extension

Typical File Name Description

.db

Rigid_422.db Patran database file used for model
creation. The Dytran input files are
created by translating this file to
Dytran input file format within Patran.

.dat

alpha_02_abs.dat Main Dytran input file. Required bulk
data files are called from this file

.bdf

Flex_422_ horiz.bdl Dytran bulk data file containing node
and element information. This file is
called by the main input file and is
common (o a given tank configuration
(rigid or flexible) and waste level.
Total of four files.

.bdf

DomeTH.bdf Dytran bulk data file containing the
seismic time history. Two files — one
for horizontal excitation and one for
vertical excitation (Vert TH.bdf).

xls

Results_422_Flex_Horizontal_alpha02_ABS.xls Excel spreadsheet containing results
from a given run. In the example at
left, the results are for the flexible tank
at the 422 in. waste level with
horizontal excitation run at absolute
pressure with a damping parameter of
0.02.

Al
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Prepared by: F. G. Abatt Theoretical Fluid Response Checked by: B.G. Carpenter
M&D Profesgional Services Calculations for Rigid Primary Tank M&D Professional Services
8/10/05 /g;@ at 422 in. Waste Level / /7 . 2/1106
Rev. 1 s ‘5 ol

H=422in  Baseline waste level

H,:=460.n  Height to primary tank tangent line

H
Fl =0.92 Ratio of waste height to tank height

t

= 3854
w 2

S€C

Ri=450-in Tank radius

H
EI =0.94 Ratio of waste height to tank radius

i=0.2

1.841)
A:=]|5331| Bessel function roots

8.536 )

( 0-deg \
0:=| 45.deg | Circumferential location of waste elements for which pressures are reported

Convective Frequencies

foou, = i[ Jlxﬁmh[li{gﬁj] Eqn. 4.14 BNL 1995

0.19)
feon =| 0.34 [Hz First three convective frequencies
0.43 )
~4 porsec i - i
p=1.59.10 e waste density - specific gravity = 1.7

in
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Prepared by: F. G. Abatt Theoretical Fluid Response Checked by: B.G. Carpenter
M&D Professional Services Calculations for Rigid Primary Tank M&D Professional Services
8/10/05 at 422 in. Waste Level 2/1/06
Rev. 1

Determine Convective Pressures on the Tank Wall:

(150 )
50.5-in
85.8:in
121.2n
156.6:in

192.0:in Vertical location of Euler element centroids at which pressures
227.4in are reported.

262.8in
298.2-in
333.5in
368.9.in
\404.3-in )

n=— Ratio of tank wall vertical location to waste height for waste element
centroids.

0.04
0.12

0.2
0.29
0.37
0.45
0.54
0.62
0.71
0.79
0.87
0.96

m=

vlo|Nla|uls|lw|n]=]|o

ot
[=]

(=
=
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Prepared by: F. G. Abatt Theoretical Fluid Response Checked by: B.G. Carpenter
M&D Professional Services Calculations for Rigid Primary Tank M&D Professional Services
8/10/05 at 422 in. Waste Level 2/1/06
Rev. 1

Determine convective coefficients as a function of dimensionless height
per Egn. 4.4 BNL 1995

L2

con](nl) = . _
(7‘- 1\2 -1 cosh\.l l[g]]
J

3 0 0
0| 029 0| 9.99-104 0| 193105
1| 0.29 1 1.16°10-3 1| 278105
2| 031 2 1.54-10-3 2 491105
3| 032 3| 218103 3| 9.35:105
4| 0.35 4 3.22°103 4| 1.82'104
cong(m)) =[5 | 038 comln)=[5| 483103 conyfm))={'s | 3.55104
6| 042 6| 731103 6| 6.94'104
71 047 7 0.01 7| 1.36103
8| 053 8 0.02 8| 266103
9 0.6 9 0.03 9| 5.19'103
10| o0.68 10 0.04 10 0.01
11| o0.78 11 0.06 11 0.02
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Prepared by: F. G. Abatt Theoretical Fluid Response Checked by: B.G. Carpenter
M&D Professional Services Calculations for Rigid Primary Tank M&D Professional Services
8/10/05 at 422 in. Waste Level 2/1/06
Rev. 1

Impulsive pressure coefficient as a function of dimensionless wall height

C’l(“l) =1- cono(‘nl) = C‘ml(“l) = conz(nl) Eqn. 4.7 BNL 1995
0,

0 0.71
1 0.7
2 0.69
3 0.67
4 0.65

«m)={5| o061
6 0.57
7 0.52
8 0.45
9 0.37
10 0.27
11 0.14

Calculate maximum values of dynamic wall pressures from spectral acceleration of dome input
TH.

Consider the first three convective mode spectral accelerations for the 0.5% damped spectrum

SA L= 0.062-¢ SAcg = 23.96- " Figure 2-21 of main report
5802

SA,; = 0.108¢ SA = 41.7312
s¢C

Sag = 0.163¢ SAg = 62.98—“'—2

Sec

Associate the impulsive mode with the ZPA, since the tank is rigid.

PGA = 0276 PGA = 106.65 " ANSYS dome RS from Spectr - Figure 2-19 of main
mz report.
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Theoretical Fluid Response Checked by: B.G. Carpenter
Calculations for Rigid Primary Tank M&D Professional Services
at 422 in. Waste Level 2/1/06

o) (o S+ com e -+ (o 5 oy R o)

pmaximpulsive(“l'e) = |: [ci(ﬂ])'(PGA)]2]-(p|-R-cos(0-dcg))

Pmax(1-9) = U [(“i(“!))'(PGA)]Z % (“’"o(“l]'s%o)z + (cony () sA¢y )2 * (“’"z(ﬂl)'SAcz)z]'(Pl'R'm(e'deE))

Eqn. 4.24 BNL 1995

5.42

5.37

5.28

5.13

4.93

l:'maxitupulzv.i\-'c(“| '0) = 4.67

4.34

3.93

343

wlo|vwlo|u]|ls|lw|n]|=|o

2.8

[y
(=)

2.03

It
et

1.06

0.5
0.51
0.53
0.56

0.6
0.66
0.73
0.81
0.91
1.03
1.18
1.36

pmaxconv(“l'o) =l

O |N[OY|njA]JWIN = O

-
o

[y
—

o |E

Ibf

ol

Maximum impulsive dynamic pressures at
theta = 0.

Maximum convective dynamic pressures at
theta = 0.
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5.44

5.39

5.3

5.16

4.97

pmax(nl'o) =

4.72

4.4

4.01

3.55

wle|wlo|u|s|w|w|=lo]

2.99

—
(=}

2.35

-
L

1.72

pmax(nl’45) =[

pmax(n!’go) =l

3.85

3.81

3.75

3.65

3.51

3.34

3.11

2.84

2.51

wlo|Nloun|a|w]|n]|e o]

2.11

[
[=]

1.66

-
= |

1.22

ooyl |u|s|lwln|~=|o

e
5

[y
e

ocl|lojlo|oj|lo|ojo|lo|lo|lo|lo|o

RPP-RPT-28%963, Rev. 1

M&D-2008-005-RPT-01, Rev. 1

Ibf

ol

Theoretical Fluid Response
Calculations for Rigid Primary Tank
at 422 in. Waste Level 2/1/06

Checked by: B.G. Carpenter
M&D Professional Services

Maximum total dynamic pressure at
theta = 0.

Maximum total dynamic pressure at
theta = 45 degrees.

Maximum total dynamic pressure at
theta = 90 degrees.
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Calculate Maximum Slosh Height:

0.837)
conmax := | 0.073 | Maximum value of convective coefficients at =1
0.028 J
2 2 2
SACO SA 1 SA 9
hyaxslosh = R-J(conmaxo-T) + [conmaxl- gc ) + [conmaxz- ; ) Eqgn. 4.60 BNL 1995
by ovelosh = 23.7 Lin Maximum theoretical slosh height

Calculate Maximum Total Hydrodynamic Force:

The maximum hydrodynamic force induced on the tank wall is given by Eqn. 4.31 of BNL 1995
with the instantaneous accelerations replaced by the maximum spectral accelerations. First
determine the effective impulsive and convective masses.

2 427 x 10% ToFisec Total waste mass based on circular cylinder
Miapprox = ©R -Hypp Dapprox = T 7x1 i approximation.

2
m = 4.23.104- L Actual waste mass reported by Dytran model.

m

\22_ 1}(& [*o[]"‘

"0'[(“0, Y

meo=1.93x 10° “’f‘in First mode convective mass
2 Hﬂ .
my = tanbi A | == jl-my Second mode convective mass
W R Y .
1 ( 1, R )
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2
Ibf-sec
m, =617.11 ™
2 Hﬂ " .
mgy = tanh{ A .| — ||-my Third mode convective mass
2\R

Lo -1(3)]

2
mgy = 147.06 255

m

m; 1= my = (mg + mey +meo) Impulsive mass

4 1of sec”
in

m; = 2.23x1

Fpax = mjPGA + m_o-SA 4 + mcl'SAcl +m-SA 4 Eqn. 4.31 BNL 1995

6
Frax = 2.87x 10" 1bf Conservative estimate of maximum hydrodynamic force

The above expression is a conservative estimate because it assumes that the peak impulsive
and convective forces occur simultaneously. A less conservative estimate can be made via a
square-root-sum-of-the-squares (SRSS) combination.

Forss™= J(mi-PGA)z * (mcﬂ's"‘cﬂ)z * (mcl'SAc1)2+ (mcz'SAcZ)z Eqn. 4.31 BNL 1995

Forgs = 242 % 106lbf SRSS estimate of peak hydrodynamic force

2 2 2
Feonmax = \[(mcU'SAcl)) +(mcl's’!\czl) +(mc2'SAc2)

Feonmax = 4-62 % IOSIbf Peak hydrodynamic force due to convective response - shows up in free
oscillations.
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Consider Vertical Excitation:

For a rigid tank, the period of the breathing mode is zero and the associated spectral
acceleration is the vertical ZPA.

ZPA o = 0.12¢ ANSYS Haunch RS from Specitr - see also Figure 2-16 of main report.

The maximum wall pressure as a function of the dimensionless vertical distance is given
by

S liife (0_8).[,;0 LI TP Eqn. 4.52 BNL 1995

270

2.49
2.45
2.36
2.24
208) T
1.88

1.65)

1.39
1.11
0.81
0.49
0.16

pmaxv(nl) =

al

Vlo|Naln|slwin|=]lo}

=
[=]

[y
[y

The maximum base pressure and force are given by

Pmaxbasevert = P1’ Pmaxbasevert =

Hy-ZPA ey 3.11 % Eqn. 4.55 BNL 1995

n

Frnaxbasevert = M ZPAyer Bt acayary= 196 1061bf Egn. 4.57 BNL 1995
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Hy:=460.0in Baseline waste level

H, := 460.0-in Height to primary tank tangent line

H
Hl - Ratio of waste height to tank height
t
in
A 386.4-—2
sec
R:=450-in Tank radius
H,
E] ~1.02 Ratio of waste height to tank radius
i=0.2
1.841)
A=|5.331 | Bessel function roots
8.536 }
0-deg \
6= | 45.dcg | Circumferential location of waste elements for which pressures are reported
90-deg j

Convective Frequencies

o L.[ J{*'\_E"mt’“(ﬂ )m] Eqn. 4.14 BNL 1995
i" 9. i| R il R

0.2 )
feon = | 0.34 [Hz First three convective frequencies
043 )
~4 lbt‘-sm:2 . Z .
p:= 17110 SR waste density - specific gravity = 1.83

in
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Determine Convective Pressures on the Tank Wall;

(' 15.n W
50.5:in
85.8:in
121.2in
156.6.in
192.0.in
2= 2274 Vertical location of Euler element centroids at which pressures
262.8in are reported.

298.2:in
333.5in
368.9.in
404.3in
441.in )

ny=— Ratio of tank wall vertical location to waste height for waste element
centroids.

0.03
0.11
0.19
0.26
0.34
0.42
0.49
0.57
0.65
0.73

0.8
0.88
0.96

m=f

Wl |NIa|un s wiN| =IO

=
o

-
[y

-
¥
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Determine convective coefficients as a function of dimensionless height
per BNL 1995 Eqn. 4.4

: wsh[ Gl

cony () = —2
(3- o1 cosh| A [IJ

, b

Coﬂz(n]) = —
2 H]\
| ]2
( % coshI:A.Z[R l
s b0 L R iRy
0] 0.25 0 6.37°10"% 0 9.41'106
1| 025 1 7.43:10-4 1| 135105
2] 0.26 2 9.8:10-4 2| 239105
3 0.28 3| 139103 3| 455105
4 0.3 4| 2.05-103 4. 8.84-10°5
5| 0.33 5| 3.08103 5 1.73:104
conp{,) = congl1,) = con,( M) =
o) 6| 037 ) 6| 4.66'103 ) 6| 338104
7| o041 7| 7.07:103 7| 6.61-104
8| 046 8 0.01 8 1.29-10-3
9| o052 9 0.02 9| 2.53-1073
10| 0.59 10 0.02 10{ 4.94'103
11| 0.68 11 0.04 11| 9.68:10-3
12| 0.78 12 0.06 12 0.02

B.12



RPP-RPT-28963, Rev. 1
M&D-2008-005-RPT-01, Rev. 1

Prepared by: F. G. Abatt Theoretical Fluid Response Checked by: B.G. Carpenter
M&D Professional Services Calculations for Rigid Primary Tank M&D Professional Services
8/17/05 at 460 in. Waste Level - Dytran 2/1/06
Rev. 1 Configuration

Impulsive pressure coefficient as a function of dimensionless wall height

e{ny) = 1 = cong(ny) - cony{n}} - conyny) Eqn. 4.7 BNL 1995

0.75
0.74
0.73
0.72

0.7
0.67
0.63
0.58
0.53
0.46
0.38
0.28
0.14

Ci(“l) 2

| oo |un|s|wn |- o

-
(=]

[y
=

[
N

Calculate maximum values of dynamic wall pressures from spectral acceleration of dome input
TH.

Consider the first three convective mode spectral accelerations for the 0.5% damped spectrum

SAyy = 0.064¢ SAg = s B Figure 2-21 of main report
SBCZ

sAy, == 0.108¢ SAy = 41.73*—“2
s€C

SAz = 0.163¢ SAp = 62.982

SEC

Associate the impulsive mode with the ZPA, since the tank is rigid.

PGA:=0.276.¢ PGA = 106.65 22 ANSYS dome RS from Spectr - Figures 2-15 and 2-19
SECZ of main report.
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Pmaxconv(nl’e) i [J(C"“O(nl)'SAcO)z i (°°"1(“l)'s‘°‘cl)2 ) ("0“2(“1)'SAc2)2]'(pl'R'c"S(e'deg))

2
pmaximpufsivc(“l'e) F[ I:Ci(nl)'(PGA)] ]'(pl'R'CQS(e'ng])

Pan11:8) 1= [J[(ci(m))-mf+(cono(n.)-sAco)z+(coul(m)-md)2+(conz(n.)-sAcz)z]-(pl-a-co«e-deg))

Eqgn. 4.24 BNL 1995

0
6.15
6.11
6.03 Maximum impulsive dynamic pressures at
theta = 0.

5.89
5.71
5.47 Ibf
5.17
4.8
4.34
3.79
3.11
2.28
1.19

Pmaximpulsive(nl ’ 0) &

||y |u|s|w ]|~ ||

-
o

y=
=

—
N

0
0.48
0.48

0.5 Maximum convective dynamic pressures at
0.53 theta = 0.
0.57
0.63 Ibf
0.69
0.78
0.87
0.99
1.13
1.29
1.49

Pmaxconv(“l’o) =

ol

wleivwloalv]|las|lw|nv|=]|o

o
1o

1=
=

—
N
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6.17

6.13

6.05

5.92

5.74

5.51

PmaxM-0) =

5.22

4.86

4.43

3.92

lolo|~|o|als|w|n|~]|o

—
o

3.31

2.62

ol fand
N[

1.91

pmax(ﬂl'45) N

Pmax(“l '90) =

4.36

4.34

4.28

4.18

4.06

3.89

3.69

3.44

3.13

2.77

2.34

1.85

miRisle|e|vN|o|uv]s|w]n |- o

1.35

ol N |s|lwINi- o

—
o

Mo
L

-
N

Olojo|o|o|Oo|O|O|O|O |0 |O|O

RPP-RPT-28963, Rev. 1
M&D-2008-005-RPT-01, Rev. 1

Theoretical Fluid Response Checked by: B.G. Carpenter

Calculations for Rigid Primary Tank M&D Professional Services

at 460 in. Waste Level - Dytran 2/1/06
Configuration

Maximum total dynamic pressure at
theta = 0.

Maximum total dynamic pressure at
theta = 45 degrees.

Maximum total dynamic pressure at
theta = 90 degrees.



RPP-RPT-28963, Rev. 1
M&D-2008-005-RPT-01, Rev. 1

Prepared by: F. G. Abatt Theoretical Fluid Response Checked by: B.G. Carpenter
M&D Professional Services Calculations for Rigid Primary Tank M&D Professional Services
8/17/05 at 460 in. Waste Level - Dytran 2/1/06
Rev. 1 Configuration

Calculate Maximum Slosh Height:

0.837)
conmazx := | 0,073 | Maximum value of convective coefficients at n=1
0.028
2 2 2
SA SA SA
haxslosh = R-j[conmaxo-TCO) + [conmaxl-Td) + [conmaxz-Tcz} Eqn. 4.60 BNL 1995
b avsiosh = 24-45in Maximum theoretical slosh height

Calculate Maximum Total Hydrodynamic Force:

The maximum hydrodynamic force induced on the tank wall is given by Eqn. 4.31 of BNL 1995
with the instantaneous accelerations replaced by the maximum spectral accelerations. First
determine the effective impulsive and convective masses.

5 104 ,bf,secz Total waste mass based on circular cylinder
Miapprox = 7 * h approximation.

2
Mapprox = R -Hyp)

n

2
m = 4.95.10™. 1 Actual waste mass reported by Dytran model.

R)

——— 2 -tanh| & - ﬂw
N1

*0'[("&

4 lhf‘sec2

my=2.1x10 First mode convective mass

m

2 .
m| = -mnh[xl.[ij-ml Second mode convective mass
|

"1'[(’“1\,2‘ 1][%]
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2
P
mn
2 B : :
mgy = tant| A -| — || -m Third mode convective mass
A1 ) BAR
2 ( 2,
2
meg = 157,88 2L
m; = my - (mgp + myg + me) Impulsive mass Egn. 4.33 BNL 1995

2
4
m=2.77x 10 2L

n

Friax = My PGA +myy-8A  + m;-SA ) +my8A Eqgn. 4.31 BNL 1995

6
S =S AL 10 208 Conservative estimate of maximum hydrodynamic force

The above expression is a conservative estimate because it assumes that the peak impulsive
and convective forces occur simultaneously. A less conservative estimate can be made via a
square-root-sum-of-the-squares (SRSS) combination.

Forss ™= J(mi'PGA)Z * (ch'SACO)z * (mcl'SAcl)z + (mcz'SAc2)2 Eqn. 4.31 BNL 1995 - SRSS

Fo=Bix 1061bf SRSS estimate of peak hydrodynamic force

2 2 2
Feonmax = \;(NCO'SAcD) + (mcl'SAcl) ¥ [mcz‘SAcZ)

Eipnan=0.21.% 105]bf Peak hydrodynamic force due to convective response - shows up in free
oscillations.
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Consider Vertical Excitation:

For a rigid tank, the period of the breathing mode is zero and the associated spectral
acceleration is the vertical ZPA.

ZPA oy = 0.12.g ANSYS Haunch RS from Spectr - see also Figure 2-16 of main report.

The maximum wall pressure as a function of the dimensionless vertical distance is given
by

il (o_g).[m{%.q]\\.(pl.ﬁl.zmvm) Eqn. 4.52 BNL 1995

))

LT
291
2.87
2.79
2.67
2.51
2.31 Ibf
2.08
1.82
1.53
1.22
10| 0.89
11| 0.55
12| 0.19

Pmaxv(“l) "E

ol

‘oo |wo|vifs|w|n|=]o

The maximum base pressure and force are given by

Pinaxbasevitr™= Py B ZPAge Pracbasevert = 363 i; Eqn. 4.55 BNL 1995
in

Enaxbasevert ™= M ZPAyer Fonmibasevert ™ 2-3% 1061bf Egn. 4.57 BNL 1995

Reference:

BNL 1995, Seismic Design and Evaluation Guidelines for the Department of Energy High-Leve!
Waste Storage Tanks and Appurtenances, BNL 52361, Rev. 10/95, Brookhaven National
Laboratory, Upton, New York.
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Rev. 2 /g}é‘_ M G
Hy:= 422-in Baseline waste level

H,=460-in  Height to primary tank tangent line

% =0.92 Ratio of waste height to tank height

&=386.4 1
sec2
R:=450-in Tank radius
H
E] -0.94 Ratio of waste height to tank radius
i=0.2
1.841)
r=|5331] Bessel function roots
8.536 }
0-deg \
0:=| 454 |-  Circumferential location of waste elements for which pressures are reported
90—deg_J }

Convective Frequencies

fron, = Zin{ j bil%.anhbi.[? JJJH Eqn. 4.14 BNL 1995

0.19)
feon =| 0,34 [Hz First three convective frequencies
043 )
-4 lbf-sec2 5 z v
py=1.59-10 _— waste density - specific gravity = 1.7

in
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Calculation of Impulsive Frequency:

2
py:=7.35.10 4 Ibfsec Steel density
in
tyy = 0.65:in Average thickness of AY over lower 2/3.
6 1bf :
E;:=2910 o Elastic modulus for steel
in

=0.102 Table 4.4 of BNL 1995

Eqn. 4.18 BNL 1995

¢;=0.09 Impulsive coefficient for frequency calculation
C.
P s £ = 7.04Hz Eqn. 4.16 BNL 1995
2-1: H] p[

Determine Convective Pressures on the Tank Wall:

15-in \
50.5.in
85.8.in
121.2:in
156.6in
192.0:in Vertical location of Euler element centroids at which pressures
227 4in are reported.
262.8.in
298.2.in
333.5.n
368.9:in
404.3-in )
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n=—

0.04

0.12

0.2

0.29

0.37

m=

0.45

0.54

0.62

0.71

[elo|N|afa]|s|w|nl=tof |

0.79

=
o

0.87

=
-

0.96

RFP-RFPT-28963, Rev. 1
M&D-2008-005-RPT-01, Rev. 1

Theoretical Fluid Response for
Simplified AY Flexible Wall Tank at
422 in. Waste Level

Checked by: B.G. Carpenter
M&D Professional Services
2/1/06

Ratio of tank wall vertical location to waste height for waste element
centroids.

Determine convective coefficients as a function of dimensionless height
per BNL 1995 Eqn. 4.4

°°"0(“1) » - 2 . cosh|:l 0(%;)“1] -
FEEnag
cmi(n]) _ _ ) - 'coshl:l 1(%}“1] -
(* N ms“{" 1(% )]
conz(n]) » 2 °°Sh|:12'(%}“1]
(12\,2 =1 Cosh|:l ’ ﬂ\
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0 1 o0 =) 0
0 0.29 0 9.99-104 G 1.93-10°5
1 0.29 1 1.16°10-3 1 2.78°10
2 0.31 2 1.54-10-3 2 4,91-105
3 0.32 3 2.18'10-3 3 9.35°10°>
4 0.35 4 3.22:103 4 1.82:10¢
congm) =[5 038] com(n)=[5| 4.83103 cony(my) =| 5 | 3.55104
6| 042 6 7.31-103 6| 694104
7 0.47 ¥ 0.01 7 1.36°103
8 0.53 8 0.02 8 2.66:10-3
9 0.6 9 0.03 9 5.19-10-3
10 0.68 i0 0.04 10 0.01
11 0.78 11 0.06 11 0.02

Impulsive pressure coefficient as a function of dimensionless wall height

ci(“i) =1- 00110('11] - C01'11(Tl1) - conz(nl) Eqn. 4.7 BNL 1995

0.71

0.7
0.69
0.67
0.65
0.61
0.57
0.52
0.45
0.37
0.27
0.14

o(m) =[

©|o|Nio|u|a|lwin|=|o|

=
=

s
—
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Calculate maximum values of dynamic walt pressures from spectral acceleration of dome input
TH.

Consider the first three convective modes

SAc:=0.062 SAg = 23.96 i"2
SeC

sA; =0.108¢ A, = 41730 0.5% Dome RS from Spectr - see Figure 2-21 of
sec> main report.

SAg = 0.163-g SA = 62.98i—“2

s€C

Determine the spectral acceleration for the impulsive mode.

sa;:=0.876¢ SA; = 33849 4% Dome RS from Spectr - see Figure 2-19 of main
s report.

Pmaxccmv(nl'e) = [J(cono(nl)-SAco)z + (conl(ql}-SAcl)z + (conz(nl)-SAcz)z]-(pl-R-cos(B-deg))

pmaximpulsivc(nl’e) ’=[ |:°i(‘11)‘(5Ai)]2]'(PrR'CDS(e'deE))

Prnax(1:0) = U [(ci(“l))‘(SAi)]z +{oong(n)Sao)” + (com(ny) 54 ) + (“"“2("1)'SAcz)z]'(pl'R'm(e'deg))

Eqn. 4.24 BNL 1995
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17.19
17.05 Maximum impulsive dynamic pressures at
16.75 theta = 0.
16.29
15.66
14.83
13.78) ™
12.48
10.87
8.9
6.44
3.36

Ibf
IJmaximpulsive(ﬂ1 ’0) =

|

ol |[wlo|unlas|w|n]—|lo

Te=
(=} §

[y
=

0.5

0.51
0.53 Maximum convective dynamic pressures at

heta = 0.
0.56 theta=0

0.6
0.66 )
0.73 n
0.81
0.91
1.03
1.18
1.36

Pmaxconv(“l'o) =

3 R e el R G S e 2

—
(=

L= |
=

17.2
17.06 Maximum total dynamic pressure at

16.76 theta = 0.
16.3
15.67
14.84 2
13.8 m
12.51
10.91
8.96
6.55
3.62

pmax(nl’o) =

lo|o|N]|a|u|s|w|n|=|a] -

—
o

[
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-0
0 12.16
1] 12.06
: Maximum total dynamic pressure at
a1 1.9s theta = 45 degrees.
3 11.53
4 11.08
Poam:45) =[5 | 105 =
6 9.76| @
7 8.84
8 7.71
9 6.33
10 4.63
11 2.56
e W
o o
1] 0 Maximum total dynamic pressure at
2 0 theta = 90 degrees.
-3 0
4 0
Pmax(“l'go)= 5. 0 al
6 0 in
7 0
8 0
9| o0
10 0
11 0

Calculate Maximum Slosh Height:

0.837)
conmax := | 0.073 |
0.028 )

Maximum value of convective coefficients at n,=1

2 2 2
SA SA SA
bmaxsiosh ™= RJ{“““‘““UTCO} + (‘wﬂmax]';l} + [conmaxz- gcz} Eqgn. 4.60 BNL 1995

Rmaxslosh = 23-71in
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Calculate Maximum Total Hydrodynamic Force:

The maximum hydrodynamic force induced on the tank wall is given by Eqn. 4.31 of BNL 1995
with the instantaneous accelerations replaced by the maximum spectral accelerations. First
determine the effective impulsive and convective masses.

2
2 4 b . .
Miapprox = FRHFp  Mypo = 4.27x 10 :‘ Z;:)e:lo\;\,;erx::i :I:ass base on circular cylinder
2
_423x 10" ofsec Actual waste mass reported by Dytran model.
in
H,
mep 22 3 -tanh[k 0-[;'];:.1 First mode convective mass - Eqn. 4.32 BNL 1995
e 1|3
ol(to2-1] [ ]
4 bt
T K O
H
Mgy = 2 -tanh[l -[—ljlm Second mode convective mass
H 1\ R
A [ 5 V- 1] [
MW vy
2
Ibf- sec
mgq = 617.11 =
H
my = . -tanh| A _- —'\ m Third mode convective mass
@ Hy ) 2\r )|
a2 1|2
2 ( 2, R )
2
Ibf-sec
gy = 147.06 2
m; = my - (m g + my; + mcz) Impulsive mass Eqgn. 4.33 BNL 1995
2
iy = 223 107 BEsee”

in
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Frpax = MySA; + myg8A o + my -SA +my SA, Eqn. 4.31 BNL 1995

6
Froa = 8.04 10" 1of Conservative estimate of maximum hydrodynamic force

The above expression is a conservative estimate because it assumes that the peak impulsive and
convective forces occur simultaneously. A less conservative estimate can be made via a
square-root-sum-of-the-squares (SRSS) combination.

Fyas = | (580 + (meg $2e0) + gy S8 )P+ ey sag)? En. 4.31 BNL 1995 - SRSS

F...=7.56x 1061bf' SRSS estimate of peak hydrodynamic force

SISS

2 2 2

Feon = j(mcﬂ'SAcO) * (mcl'SAcl) * (ch'SAcz)

Foop = 4.62 % 105|bf Peak hydrodynamic force due to convective effects only
Consider Vertical Excitation:

Calculate the axisymmetric breathing mode frequency for the tank

Cyrep=0.088  Table 4.17 BNL 1995

c,=0.081
C
R N f,= 6.07Hz Eqn. 4.53 BNL 1995
2-r Hl p[
§p,=0.53¢ Spy= 204.79- 2 Vert. Haunch 4 % RS from Spectr - see
sec2 Figure 2-19 of main report.

The maximum dynamic wall pressure as a function of the dimensionless vertical distance
is given by

Pl 1) = (0.8)-((:0{% -n]D-(pl-Hl-S 5] Eqn. 4.52 BNL 1995
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P 0.
0] 10.98
1 10.8
2 10.44
3 9.89
A 9.18 Ibf
Pmac{m) <[ 5] 83| =
6 728 o
7 6.14
8 4.89
9| 356
10 2.16
11 0.72
Coprimeouter ™ 0.28 Coprimecenter™= 0.54 Estimated from Figure 4.7 BNL 1995
Cyprimeouter = 0.72 Cyprimecenter = 0.46

PGA = 0.12:¢ Figure 2-16 of main report.

The maximum base pressures at the outer and center elements are given by

Prmaxbasevertouter = Coprimeouter P HrPGAvert * Syprimeouter (P1-H1)- Sy Eqn. 4.55 BNL 1995
Pmaxbasevertcenter = Soprimecenter PI"HI POAyer + cvprimecenter'(pi'Hl)'sAv

. 56.2L
L2

n

Pmaxbasevertouter =

o Ibf
Pmaxbasevertcenter = _2
in

Determine the maximum vertical force on the base

mg:=0.402m Component of waste mass particpating in the motion of the tank base
m,=0.598m, Component of waste mass particpating in the motion of the tank wall
BNL Table 4.17
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J 2 2 Egn. 4.57 BNL 1995 modified for
Frnaxbasevert = (mO' PGAvert) * (mv'sAv) maximum response per p. 4-34
6
Fraxbasevert = 2-24x 10 Ibf

g
mg = 1.7x 10 1or- =~

4 2
m, = 2.53x 10 s 2
v n

Reference:

BNL 1995, Seismic Design and Evaluation Guidelines for the Departrment of Energy High-Level
Waste Storage Tanks and Appurtenances, BNL 52361, Rev. 10/95, Brookhaven National
Laboratory, Upton, New York.
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H:=460.in  Baseline waste level

H=460-in  Height to primary tank tangent line

% _1 Ratio of waste height to tank height
in
A= 336.4-—2
sec
Ri=450-in Tank radius
H
El =1.02 Ratio of waste height to tank radius
i=0.2
1.841)
r=|5.331| Bessel function roots
8.536 )
0-deg \
8:= | 45.deg | Circumferential location of waste elements for which pressures are reported
90-deg j

Convective Frequencies

o -L.[ j A, g.mh[l_.(m ] Eqn. 4.14 BNL 1995
i" 2 LVLTLR i\ R )]
0.2 )
feon = | .34 [Hz First three convective frequencies
043 )
-4 lbf-sec:2 x : .
pp= 17110 ; waste density - specific gravity = 1.83

in
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Calculation of Impulsive Frequency:

2
b= 13506 “‘f's:“ Steel density

in

ty, = 0.65:in Average thickness of AY over lower 2/3.

E, = 29-106.% Elastic modulus for steel

n

Cyop=0.1062  Table 4.4 of BNL 1995

G Eqgn. 4.18 BNL 1995
c;=0.09 Impulsive coefficient for frequency calculation
333
PO N f - 6.48Hz Egn. 4.16 BNL 1995
2.x Hy | py !

Determine Convective Pressures on the Tank Wall:

15.1in )
50.5:in
85.8-in
121.2:in
156.6.in
192.in
zi=| 227 4in Vertical location of Euler element centroids at which pressures
262.8in are reported.

298.2in
333.5in
368.9-in
404.3:in

441.in )
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z
ny= H]
e
0! 0.03
1] o0.11
2| o0.19
3] 0.26
4| 0.34
0= 5] 042
6| 0.49
7| o0.57
8| 0.65
9| 0.73
10 0.8
11| 0.88
12| 0.96

Determine convective coefficients as a function of dimensionless height

RPP-RPT-28963, Rev. 1
M&D-2008-005-RPT-01, Rev. 1

Theoretical Fluid Response for
Simplified AY Flexible Wall Tank at
460 in. Waste Level - Dytran
Configuration

Checked by: B.G. Carpenter
M&D Professional Services
2/1/06

Ratio of tank wall vertical location to waste height for waste element
centroids.

per BNL 1995 Eqgn. 4.4

cong(n}) :=

com ) =
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0 0 0
0| 025 0| 6.37-104 0| 941106
1| 0.25 1 7.43:104 1 1.35105
2| 0.26 2 9.8:104 2 2.39:10°5
3| 0.28 3 1.39:10°3 3| 455105
4 0.3 4 2.05°10-3 4 8.84°10-5
5! 0.33 5 3.08-103 5 1.73-104
congln) ~ 6| 037 comfm) = 6| 4.66103 cong{n) - 6| 338104

7| 041 7 7.07-10-3 7 6.61-10-4
8| 046 8 0.01 8 1.29'10-3
9| 0.52 9 0.02 9 2.53-10-3
10| 0.59 10 0.02 10| 4.94-103
11| 0.68 11 0.04 11| 9.68:10-3
12| 0.78 12 0.06 12 0.02

Impulsive pressure coefficient as a function of dimensionless wall height

ci(nl) =1- cono(nl) - con](nl) - conz(-r]l) Eqgn. 4.7 BNL 1995
0 .
0| 0.75
it 0.74
.2 0.73
3 0.72
4 0.7
5 0.67
N T
7 0.58
8 0.53
9 0.46
10| 0.38
11 0.28
12| 0.14
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Calculate maximum values of dynamic wall pressures from spectral acceleration of dome input

TH.

Consider the first three convective modes

SA = 0.064.¢

SA = 0.108

SAg = 0.163¢

§A =41, 730
cl 2

SAg=24.73 -“‘—2

SCC

SAg = 62.98i—“2

sec

Determine the spectral acceleration for the impulsive mode.

SA;:=0.967¢

SA, = 373.65

0.5% Dome RS from Spectr - see Figure 2-21
sec of main report.

4% Dome RS from Spectr - see Figure 2-19 of main

report.

pomons{11:8) = | (cong(m) S (omy{r St + (ongfn Sn e oy st

pmaximpu!sive(“l'el = [ [Ci(ﬂ1)'(SAi)]2}'(91'1""05(9“’*‘-81)

Prax(M:8) = U [(ci(“l))'(SAiHZ + (comg(n l)'SAcU)z + (°°n1(ﬂ1)'SAc1]2 th (“ﬂz("1)'SAcz)z]'(PrR'c"s(e'deg))

Eqn. 4.24 BNL 1995
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21.56

21.41
2111 Maximum impulsive dynamic pressures at

20.65 theta = 0.

20
19.17 Ibf
18.11
16.81
15.21
13.28

10.9
7.98
4.17

0)=

Pmaximpulsive\"1-

v|m|v|lajun|la|lw|n |~ |o

—
o

-
=

=
1R

0.48
0.48
0.5 Maximum convective dynamic pressures at
0.53 theta =0.
0.57
0.63 Ibf
0.69
0.78
0.87
0.99
1.13
1.29
1.49

Pmaxcon Tll'o) 2

©lo|N]o|nfs|w|ne|=lo] -

=
o

jure
=

.
N

21.56
21.42
21.12 Maximum total dynamic pressure at

20.65 theta = 0.

20.01
19.18 Ibf
18.13
16.83
15.24
13.31
10.96

8.08

4.43

pmax(n]’o) =

e |N|o fuas [w]n ||

—
o

o
=

[
N
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0
0 15.25
1 15.14
2 14.93 Maximum total dynamic pressure at
3 14.6 theta = 45 degrees.
4 14,15
45)=| 5 13.56 Ibf
pma:c(“l ) 6 12.82 N
Z 11.9
8| 10.78
9: 9.41
10 7.75
11 5.71
12 3.13
1o
0 0
= 0
Y 0 Maximum total dynamic pressure at
3 0 theta = 90 degrees.
41 0
55 0 Ibf
pmax(nl'go] 6 0 in2
FAR
-8 0
9. 0
10 0
1] o
12 0

Calculate Maximum Slosh Height:

0.837
) Maximum value of convective coefficients at n=1
conmax := | (.073 |
0.028 )
2 2 2
SA SA SA
baxslosh = R’j[CQUmNO'TCOJ + [CnnmaxI-TCi) + [conmaxz--—gc—zJ Eqn. 4.60 BNL 1995

hma.xslush = 24.45][’[
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Calculate Maximum Total Hydrodynamic Force:

The maximum hydrodynamic force induced on the tank wall is given by Eqn. 4.31 of BNL 1995
with the instantaneous accelerations replaced by the maximum spectral accelerations. First
determine the effective impulsive and convective masses.

2
2 4 1bf-sec i i
Migpprox = TR Hp-p| Mygpprox = 3% 10— - Total v«{aste' mass base on circular cylinder
approximation.
=495 10" BEsC Actual waste mass reported by Dytran model.

H
2 \ .tanh[i\. 0{?1]"“1 First mode convective mass - Eqn. 4.32 BNL 1995
)

H
mg; = 2 ) -lanhl:?\. ]-(-—I]-m] Second mode convective mass
1

2
Ibf-
mg; = 662.53 T2

in

mey = 2 [ 3 [ [H’] my Third mode convective mass
] 1

2
ol

2
gy = 157.88 2L

in

m; 1= my — (mgg +mgy +mgy) Impulsive mass - Eqn. 4.33 BNL 1995

2
4 b
i = 2,775 10 225

m
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Frnay = My SA; + mgg-SAgg + mg-8A,) +mep SAy Eqn. 4.31 BNL 1995

7
Fona = 109 10"t Conservative estimate of maximum hydrodynamic force

The above expression is a conservative estimate because it assumes that the peak impulsive and
convective forces occur simultaneously. A less conservative estimate can be made via a
square-root-sum-of-the-squares (SRSS) combination.

Forss™ \/(mi'SAi)z & (mco‘SAco)z # {m::l'SAcl)2 i (mCZ'SAcZ)z Eqn. 4.31 BNL 1995 - SRSS

Foee= 1.03 x 107133:" SRSS estimate of peak hydrodynamic force

2 2 2
Feon = «/(mCG'SACO) + (mcl'SAcl) ki (mc,Z'SAcZ)
Feon=3.21x 105 wf Peak hydrodynamic force due to convective effects only

Consider Vertical Excitation:

Calculate the axisymmetric breathing mode frequency for the tank

Cyperi= 0.089 Table 4.17 BNL 1985
C,=Cyp [127. c,=0.079 Eqn. 4.16 BNL 1995
1 G [E
£,:= 2_1_11 : f,=5.43Hz Egn. 4.53 BNL 1995
n t
Say=0.38¢ Say= 146.83 10 Vert. Haunch 4 % RS from Spectr - see
s Figure 2-19 of main report.

The maximum dynamic wall pressure as a function of the dimensionless vertical distance
is given by

P 1) = (0.8). ( ﬂ (orBySad) Eqn. 4.52 BNL 1995
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0 -
0 9.23
1 9.1
2| 885
-3 8.46
4 7.95
5| 7.32 Ibf
Pmax\lnl) 6 .50 i
7 5.76
8 4.85
9| 3.87
10| 2.83
11] 1.75
12 0.6
Coprimeonter™ 028 S — Estimated from Figure 4.7 BNL 1995
Cyprimeouter = 0.72 Cyprimecenter = 0.46

PGA,oq:=0.12¢  Figure 2-16 of main report
The maximum base pressures at the outer and center elements are given by

Praxbasevertouter = Soprimeouter P1'H PGA

vert cvpﬁmeouter'(Pl'Hl]'SAv Egn. 4.55 BNL 1995
Prmaxbasevertcenter ‘= Soprimecenter P| I PGAyer + cvpﬁmecenter'(pl'Hl)'SAv

Ibf
Pmaxbasevertouter = 9'34_2

in
=er gt
2

1

Pmaxbasevertcenter

Determine the maximum vertical force on the base
my:=0.388.m, Component of waste mass particpating in the motion of the tank base
m, = 0.612:m Component of waste mass particpating in the motion of the tank wall

BNL Table 4.17
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J 2 2 Eqn. 4.57 BNL 1995 modified for
Faxbasevert = y (Mo POAver)  + (mySx,) maximum response per p. 4-34

Frnaxbasevert = 4.54 x 1061bf

4 3
my=1.92x10 1bf. =
n

4 2
my=3.03x 10 12
v in

Reference:
BNL 1995, Seismic Design and Evaluation Guidelines for the Department of Energy High-Level

Waste Storage Tanks and Appurtenances, BNL 52361, Rev. 10/95, Brookhaven National
Laboratory, Upton, New York.
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Figures

Comparison of Maximum and Minimum Pressures for Original and Refined Rigid

Tank Models at B70° ... ettt e ettt e e e e e enee e een e e e enns C9
Comparison of Maximum and Minimum Pressures for Original and Refined Flexible
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Waste Element Numbering for Element Sets “Plusx_els”,” Minusx_els”, and
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110 (0 SRR C.15
Plot of Primary Tank and Base for Flexible Tank Model ..........cccooooeiiiiiiin e C.16
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“minusx_els” Fluid Elements Sets at Which Pressures Were Monitored...........ccoooeeeeiveeeeenn. C.17
Waste Element Numbering for Element Sets “Plusx_els”,” Minusx_els”, and

Cent_press” for Flexible Tank Model..........ccoi o iieeeie e C.18
Elevation View of Flexible Tank Model Showing the Locations of “press 45”7 and

“plusz_els” Fluid Elements Sets at Which Pressures Were Monitored ............coooieveiiveeeeennn. C.18
Waste Element Numbering for Element Sets “press 45”7 and plusz_els” for Flexible

110 (0 SRR C.19
Shell Element Numbering for Tank Wall Stress Results at 6=0° and 6=90° for Flexible

BT 11 Y (o ) TR OPRURPP C.19
Shell Element Numbering for Tank Wall Stress Results at 6=45° and 6=180° for

Bl T o) L= V1 C.20
Comparison of Horizontal Response Spectra at 0.1% and 0.5% Damping for Low

Y=L 0Ty =T USRS C.21
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Horizontal Spectral Comparison Showing Damping Values and Frequency Range
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Horizontal Coupling Surface Reaction Force for Rigid Tank at 460-Inch Waste
Level Under Horizontal Seismic Excitation — Refined Mesh ...

Horizontal Coupling Surface Reaction Force for Rigid Tank at 460-Inch Waste Level
Under Horizontal Seismic Excitation — Convective Response With Refined Mesh.................
Waste Pressure Time Histories for the Rigid Tank with 460 Inches of Liquid Under
Horizontal Excitation at 8=0 with Refined Mesh..........ooooiiii e

Selected Liquid Pressure Time Histories for the Rigid Tank at 460 Inches of Liquid
Under Horizontal Excitation at 8=0° with Refined Mesh .........cooceiveen e

Waste Pressure Time Histories for the Rigid Tank with 460 Inches of Liquid Under
Horizontal Excitation at 6=0° with Refined Mesh Using a 66-Hz Lowpass Filter..................

Maximum and Minimum Liquid Pressures for the Rigid Tank vs. Normalized Height
from Tank Bottom for Horizontal Excitation at 0=0°, Initial Liquid Height of
460 Inches, and RefINed MEsSh......ocoiiiieei ettt ee s e s e e e e e s st ene s

Maximum and Minimum Liquid Pressures for the Rigid Tank Using a 66-Hz

Lowpass Filter vs. Normalized Height from Tank Bottom for Horizontal

Excitation at 6=0°, Initial Liquid Height of 460 Inches, and Refined Mesh.............ccc.coceee.
Waste Pressure Time Histories for the Rigid Tank with 460 Inches of Liquid Under
Horizontal Excitation at 8=45° with Refined Mesh ...

Waste Pressure Time Histories for the Rigid Tank with 460 Inches of Liquid Under
Horizontal Excitation at 8=45° with Refined Mesh Using a 66-Hz Lowpass Filter.................

Maximum and Minimum Liquid Pressures vs. Normalized Height from Tank
Bottom for Horizontal Excitation at 6=45°, Initial Liquid Height of 460 Inches,
and Refined Mesh ...ttt ettt e enne

Maximum and Minimum Liquid Pressures Using 66-Hz Lowpass Filter vs.
Normalized Height from Tank Bottom for Horizontal Excitation at 6=45°,
Initial Liquid Height of 460 Inches, and Refined Mesh.......ccco i

Waste Pressure Time Histories for the Rigid Tank with 460 Inches of Liquid Under
Horizontal Excitation at 8=90° with Refined Mesh ...

Waste Pressure Time Histories for the Rigid Tank with 460 Inches of Liquid Under
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C.1 Introduction

This work was performed in support of a project entitled Double-Shell Tank (DST) Integrity Project —
DST Thermal and Seismic Analysis. The analysis is directly related to work reported in Rinker and Abatt
(2006) and Rinker et al. (2006) and was motivated by recommendations from a Project Review held on
March 20-21, 2006 (Deibler et al. 2007, Appendix E).

Due to uncertainties in the solutions for domed tanks with an initial liquid level of 460 inches that were
presented in Rinker and Abatt (2006), the reviewers recommended that the effects of liquid-roof
interaction be further studied. Two of the specific recommendations made in Deibler et al. (2007,
Appendix E) are shown below.

1. Solutions should be obtained for a flexible tank with a rigid, horizontal roof located at different
distances above the liquid surface.

2. These solutions, along with those for the tank with the spherical dome, should be compared with the
predictions of the simple, approximate procedures described in Appendix D in BNL (1995) and in
Malhotra (2005).

The first recommendation is addressed in Abatt and Rinker (2008). The purpose of this study is to
address the second recommendation. Revision 0 of this report documented the response of both of these
configurations, but this new revision improves on that analysis with more refined models and removes the
uncertainties present in the original analysis.

The uncertainty in the original models was due to unexpected behavior in the height of the liquid-free
surface under gravity loading. Specifically, maximum waste-free surface heights of nearly 10 inches
were recorded during the initial gravity loading of the structure before seismic excitation commenced.
Investigation of the deformed shape of the waste showed that the initial change in the waste-free surface
height under gravity loading was due an axisymmetric increase in the waste-free surface near the tank
boundary that had the appearance of a meniscus. This effect was attributed to either a limitation of the
post-processing routine used to calculate the maximum waste-free surface height, or else a limitation
caused by lack of sufficient resolution in the model discretization. The uncertainty was resolved by
increasing the mesh refinement in the models as described in this appendix.

The mesh refinement was increased for both the rigid and flexible wall models. Both models were
subjected to horizontal seismic excitation, and the results of the Dytran®' simulations were compared with
¢xact theoretical solutions or approximate solutions appearing in BNL (1995) and Malhotra (2005). The
response parameters that are evaluated in this study are the total hydrodynamic reaction forces; the
fundamental convective, impulsive, and breathing mode frequencies; liquid pressures; peak slosh heights;
and to a limited extent, tank wall stresses.

One additional step taken with the simulations using the refined models is that the analyses were run a
second time up through the end of the seismic excitation with results extracted at 1-millisecond incre-
ments rather than 10-millisecond increments. The liquid pressure time histories were then post-processed

! Dytran® is a registered trademark of MSC Software, Inc., Santa Ana, California.
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using a 66-Hz lowpass filter to remove unimportant high-frequency response. Results are presented for
both the unfiltered 10-millisecond data and the filtered 1-millisecond data.

Revision 1 of this report provides corrections and clarifications in response to reviewer comments arising
during a project review meeting held June 7-8, 2007. The comments are reproduced in Appendix A of
Deibler et al. (2008).

C.2 Summary of Results

The following sections provide a brief summary of the results for the rigid and flexible wall tanks.
Included in Section C.2.3 are four tables and two plots summarizing the key results from the analysis.

C.2.1 Rigid Tank

The convective frequency of 0.207 Hz is approximately 3% greater than the value of 0.2 Hz reported in
the original analysis. The estimated fundamental convective frequencies for a rigid open-top tank using
the methodologies in BNL (1995) and Malhotra (2005) are 0.196 Hz and 0.195 Hz, respectively.

The peak total reaction force reported from the Dytran® simulation was 3.3 x 10° 1bfin the positive
direction and 3.0 x 10° Ibf in the negative direction for a mean peak reaction force of 3.15x 10° Ibf. The
peak total reaction force reported for the original Dytran® model was 3.02 x 10° Ibf. The peak reaction
force for an open-top tank per BNL (1995)is 2.98 x 10° Ibf. The estimated peak reaction force for an
equivalent flat-top tank using the simple methodologies in BNL (1995) and Malhotra (2005) are

3.56 x 10° 1bf and 3.42 x 10° Ibf, respectively. The peak convective reaction force for the refined model
was 3.0 x 10° Ibf, compared to a value of 2.0 x 10° 1bf for the original model. Apparently the increased
mesh resolution improves the accuracy of the model for capturing the convective response. The
differences in the estimates of the convective reaction forces are not particularly important since the
convective reaction contributes roughly 10% of the total reaction force, while the impulsive component
makes up the other 90%.

The additional mesh resolution of the new model combined with filtering of the pressures to remove
unwanted high-frequency response led to more meaningful pressure distributions that matched closely the
results for an open tank over approximately 90% of the tank wall. Deviations from the open tank solution
were present only near the liquid-free surface, which is consistent with the results for flat-top tanks
presented in Abatt and Rinker (2008). In fact, for the domed tank configurations, the deviations from the
open-tank solution are even more localized near the liquid-free surface than for the flat-top tanks. The
distributions of peak wall pressures also show that the estimates of pressures for an equivalent flat-top
tank given in Appendix D in BNL (1993) are conservative, at least up the initial height of the free surface.

The peak slosh height reported from the refined Dytran® model was 27.4 inches compared to a peak
height of 21.1 inches from the original model, indicating that the mesh refinement had a significant effect
on the slosh height results. The Dytran® value of 27.4 inches is midway between the peak slosh height
predictions 25.2 inches and 29.7 inches for an open tank using the methodologies in BNL (1995) and
Malhotra (2005), respectively. This suggests that the mesh resolution in the current Dytran® model is
high enough to sufficiently capture the motion of the free surface.
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C.2.2 Flexible Wall Tank
The convective response of the flexible wall tank is essentially the same as for the rigid tank as expected.

The impulsive mode frequency predicted by the Dytran® simulation was 6.25 Hz compared to a value of
6.4 Hz predicted by the original model and a theoretical impulsive frequency of 6.5 Hz for an open-top
tank. The breathing mode frequency of 5.4 Hz matched the theoretical value for an open-top tank.

The peak total horizontal reaction force from the Dytran® simulation was 9.97 x 10° Ibf, which is slightly
less than the value of 1.02 x 107 1bf from the original model and also slightly less than the peak reaction
force expected for a flexible wall open-top tank. The peak total horizontal reaction force for an
cquivalent flat-top tank is approximately 1.3 x 107 1bf, but depends slightly on the assumptions and the
methodology.

The peak convective reaction force of 3.0 x 10° Ibf is slightly greater than the value of 2.85 x 10° 1bf from
the original model, but the differences in the estimates of the convective reactions are of little significance
since the convective reaction force constitutes less than 5% of the total reaction force for the flexible wall
tank.

Just as in the case of the rigid tank, additional mesh resolution of the new flexible wall tank model
combined with filtering of the pressures to remove unwanted high-frequency response led to more
meaningful pressure distributions that matched closely the results for an open tank over approximately
90% of the tank wall. Again, deviations from the open-tank solution were present only near the liquid-
free surface and are more localized near the liquid-free surface than for the flat-top tanks. The distri-
butions of peak wall pressures show that the estimates of pressures for an equivalent flat-top tank given in
Appendix D in BNL (1993) are more conservative for the flexible wall tank than for the rigid tank.

The peak slosh height reported from the refined Dytran® model was 26.9 inches compared to a peak
height of 20.1 inches from the original model, indicating that the mesh refinement had a significant effect
on the slosh height results. The peak slosh height for an open tank per BNL (1995) is 25.2 inches.

Mid-plane hoop stress time histories are presented for the flexible wall tank along the plane of seismic
excitation (0=0°) and at 45° and 90° from the plane of excitation. At 0=0°, unfiltered results are shown
for stresses extracted at both 10-millisecond and 1-millisecond intervals. The time histories appear
essentially the same in both cases indicating that no important information is gained by extracting the
stresses at increments smaller than 10 milliseconds.

Also presented is a comparison of a hoop stress time history to a pressure time history near the mid-height
of the tank wall, where the hoop stress is taken adjacent to the pressure element. It is evident in that plot
that the stress time history is smoother than the pressure time history. This also shows that the primary
tank wall naturally filters out high-frequency response in the pressures.

C.2.3 Summary of Key Parameters

The following tables and plots provide a summary of the important parameters from this study. Included
are convective, impulsive, and breathing mode frequencies; horizontal reaction forces; maximum slosh
heights; and wall pressure distributions.
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Table C-1. Summary of Convective, Impulsive, and Breathing Mode Frequencies for Refined Models

(Hz)
First Convective
Mode Frequency | Impulsive Mode | Breathing Mode
Configuration/Solution (Hz) Frequency (Hz) Frequency (Hz)
Rigid 460 Open Top (BNL) 0.196 Rigid Rigid
Rigid 460 Open Top (Malhotra) 0.195 Rigid Rigid
Rigid 460 Domed -Dytran® 0.207 Rigid Rigid
Rigid Equivalent Flat Top (BNL Estimate) 0.196@ Rigid Rigid
Rigid Equivalent Flat Top (Malhotra Estimate) 0.195@ Rigid Rigid
Flexible 460 Domed - Dytran® 0.207 6.25 5.41
Flexible 460 Open Top (BNL Estimate) 0.196 6.48 5.43
Flexible 460 Open Top (Malhotra) 0.195 536 Not applicable
Flexible Wall Equivalent Flat Top (BNL 0.196@ 6.48@ Not applicable
Estimate)
Flexible Wall Equivalent Flat Top (Malhotra 0.195@ 5.36% Not applicable
Estimate)

{a) Assumed to be the same as for the open tank.

Table C-2. Summary of Peak Horizontal Reaction Forces for Refined Models (1bf)

Peak Reaction
Configuration/Solution Force (1bf) Reference
Rigid Open Top (BNL Estimate) 298 x10° p.-D-10
Rigid Equivalent Flat Top (BNL Estimate) 3.56 x 10° p. D-20
Rigid Equivalent Flat Top (Malhotra Estimate) 342x10° p.-D-21
Rigid Domed (Dytran Simulation) 3.15x 10° pp. C-28 and
C-29

Flexible Open Top (BNL Estimate at 6.5 Hz and 3.5% Damping) 1.07x 107 p.-D-32
Flexible Open Top (BNL Estimate at 6.25 Hz and 5.5% Damping) 1.01 x 107 p. D-45
Flexible Open Top (Malhotra Estimate at 5.4 Hz and 3.5% Damping) 1.14x 107 p-D-33
Flexible Open Top (Malhotra Estimate at 5.4 Hz and 5.5% Damping) 981 x10° p. D-46
Flexible Equivalent Flat Top (BNL Estimate at 6.5 Hz and 3.5% 1.28 x 107 p. D-58
Damping)

Flexible Equivalent Flat Top (Malhotra Estimate at 5.4 Hz and 3.5% 1.32x 107 p. D-59
Damping)

Flexible Equivalent Flat Top (BNL Estimate at 6.25 Hz and 5.5% 1.2x 107 p. D-70
Damping)

Flexible Equivalent Flat Top (Malhotra Estimate at 5.4 Hz and 5.5% 1.13x107 p.-D-71
Damping)

Flexible Domed (Dytran Simulation) 9.97 x 10° pp. C-42 and

C-44
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Table C-3. Comparison of Frequencies and Slosh Heights for Original and Refined Models

Fundamental
Convective Impulsive Mode Breathing Mode Maximum Slosh
Frequency (Hz) Frequency (Hz) Frequency (Hz) Height (in)
Configuration Theory | Dytran® | Theory | Dytran® | Theory | Dytran® | Theory | Dytran®
Original Rigid 0.196 02 Rigid Rigid Rigid Rigid 245 21.1
Refined Rigid 0.196 0207 Rigid Rigid Rigid Rigid 252 274
Original Flexible Wall | 0.196 02 6.5 6.4 5.5 55 245 20.1
Refined Flexible Wall | 0.19 0.207 6.5 6.25 5.43 541 252 26.9

Table C-4. Comparison of Peak Reaction Forces Between Original and Refined Models

Peak Reaction Force (Ibf)
Configuration Theory Dytran®
Original Rigid 3.0x10° 3.02x10°
Refined Rigid 2908x10° | 315x10°
Original Flexible Wall 1.03x107 | 1.02x107
Refined Flexible Wall® 1.07x107 | 997x10°

{a) Based on an open-top tank with a 6.5-Hz impulsive
frequency and 3.5% damping.
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ressures vs. Normalized Height from Tank

Bottom for Original and Refined Rigid Models at 460 in. Initial Waste Height (theta=0)

60

50

A

T~
’-\:_

£
=)

[
(=1

Waste Pressure (psi)

v-.._.w

/\

] A?Arw‘:%

S

-..,,\

]
o

"'"ﬁ-._.__.,
--..q-ﬂ__ \

P
/\ e

VAVA

00

02 04

Normalized Waste Height

—&— Open Top Theoretical Max
Refined Madel Dytran Min_ (filtered data) —#— Original Model Dytran hMax

—®—(Open Top Theoretica

| Min Refined Model Cytran Max. (filtered data)

—8— Original Model Dytran Min

Figure C-1. Comparison of Maximum and Minimum Pressures for Original and Refined Rigid Tank
Models at 6=0°
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Comparison of Maximum and Minimum Waste Pressures vs. Normalized Height from Tank
Bottom for Original and Refined Flexible Wall Models at 460 in. Initial Waste Height (theta=0)
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Figure C-2. Comparison of Maximum and Minimum Pressures for Original and Refined Flexible Wall
Tank Models at 6=0°

C.3 Discussion

Refined models of the rigid and flexible wall tank configurations were created to address uncertainties in
the solutions associated with the original less refined models. In both the rigid model and flexible wall
model, the mesh resolution was increased in both the fluid mesh and the structural mesh. However, the
fluid mesh is different between the rigid tank model and the flexible wall model. In the case of the rigid
tank model, a biased fluid mesh was employed as shown in Figure C-3. This scheme allowed for
increased mesh density near the waste-free surface while minimizing the total number of fluid elements.
However, in order to maintain solution stability in the flexible wall tank model, increased mesh resolution
was required throughout the Euler domain as shown in Figure C-10. The difference in fluid mesh
resolution led to a 1% difference in the waste mass calculated by Dytran® for the two models and thus led
to some very minor differences in the theoretical or estimated solutions for the two models based on
waste mass. The differences had no significant effect on the results.

The damping or dynamic relaxation in the model was selected to give approximately 4% damping in the
impulsive response. The damping was initially calibrated based on the decay of the vertical reaction force
during the initial gravity loading. This reaction actually reflects the breathing mode response of the
system rather than the impulsive response, but it was expected that calibrating the damping to the
breathing mode response would be essentially equivalent to calibrating to the impulsive response and it
saves computer time since the decay of the breathing mode response occurs at the beginning of the
simulation. The damping calculated in this manner was approximately 3.5% of critical and was used to
select the spectral acceleration associated with the impulsive response that was used in the benchmark
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solutions from BNL (1995) and Malhotra (2005). The impulsive frequency used to select the spectral
acceleration was the theoretically calculated value of 6.5 Hz from the open-tank solution.

A better estimate of impulsive response can be isolated by viewing the decay of the horizontal reaction
force immediately following the cessation of the seismic signal (or equivalently, looking at the difference
of the horizontal reaction force between the rigid and flexible wall tank models). The impulsive response
as shown by the decay of the horizontal reaction force immediately after the termination of the seismic
excitation showed that the impulsive frequency from the Dytran® solution was 6.25 Hz rather than the
value of 6.5 Hz for the open tank. The response also indicated slightly higher damping of approximately
4.3% to 5.2% of critical. In order to provide a second estimate of the impulsive response, the benchmark
solutions were also calculated using an impulsive spectral acceleration based on the 6.25-Hz impulsive
frequency from the Dytran® simulation and a damping of 5.5%. Results using both estimates are
presented.

Because spectral accelerations decrease between 6.25 Hz and 6.5 Hz as shown in Figure C-18, the higher
damping value of 5.5% occurs with the higher spectral acceleration at 6.25 Hz, and the lower damping
value of 3.5% occurs with the lower spectral acceleration at 6.5 Hz. Thus, the differences using the two
estimates are relatively minor.

The total horizontal reaction force for the flexible wall tank as predicted by the Dytran® simulation was
slightly less than that calculated for an open-top tank. Although the difference is small, this is not the
expected result since the interaction of the liquid with the dome should increase the impulsive response.
The effect may be due to the fact that some of the interaction between the liquid and the dome occurs in
the rigid region of the dome and thus will not be amplified by the tank flexibility. This will reduce the
overall reaction force relative to a completely flexible tank as is assumed in the open-top solution. The
total horizontal reaction force for the rigid domed tank is greater than for the rigid open-top tank, as
expected.

Investigation of hoop stress time histories for the flexible wall tank show that the primary tank wall does
not respond to high-frequency content in the pressure time histories. That is, the primary tank structure
acts as a natural mechanical lowpass filter.

C.4 Conclusions

The fundamental conclusion from this study is that Dytran® is a useful tool for the simulation of
seismically induced fluid-structure interaction effects in domed tanks. A list of technical conclusions and
observations is presented below.

1. Increased mesh resolution in the tank models removed the anomalous behavior of the liquid-free
surface under gravity loading that was present in the original models.

2. The frequencies and reaction forces predicted by the refined tank models agree fairly well with the
frequencies and reaction forces predicted by the original tank models.

3. The original models did not have enough resolution to accurately predict slosh heights, but this
deficiency appears to be corrected with increased mesh resolution.
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4. In the case of the rigid tank, the convective reaction force is approximately 10% of the total reaction
force, while in the case of the flexible wall tank, the convective reaction force 1s less than 5% of the
total reaction force. Since the total reaction force 1s dominated by impulsive effects, the differences
in estimates of the peak convective reaction forces are relatively unimportant.

5. The increased mesh resolution plus data filtering show that the solution for the domed tank is very
similar to the solution for an open tank up to at least 90% of the normalized tank height based on the
initial liquid level. This behavior is consistent with results document in Abatt and Rinker (2008) for
flat-top tanks, but the agreement between the solutions for the domed tanks and for open-top tanks
extends further up the tank wall than for flat-top tanks.

6. The estimates of peak wall pressures using the methodology of Appendix D in BNL (1993) are
conservative, especially for the flexible wall tank.

7. The primary tank wall does not respond to high-frequency content in the pressure time historics.
That is, the primary tank structure acts as a natural mechanical lowpass filter.

C.5 Description of Refined Models

The refined rigid and flexible wall models are described in the following two sections. In both cases, the
applied loads include gravity loading and seismic loading, with seismic loading applied in a single
horizontal direction.

C.5.1 Rigid Model

The mesh density for the refined model was increased in both the structural and fluid elements. The tank
mesh was increased from 8 to 14 elements vertically in the tank wall and the transition from the vertical
wall to the rigid dome now has two facets instead of only one. The number of structural elements in the
tank in the circumferential direction has been increased from 28 to 36. The number of structural elements
in the tank was increased from 488 to 898.

The new fluid mesh is biased with increasing vertical mesh density near the top of the tank. The new
fluid elements measure 25.75 inches laterally each way and decreased from 25 inches tall near the bottom
of the tank to 10 inches tall near the top of the tank. The old fluid elements measured approximately
35 inches in all three directions. The total number of fluid clements was increased from 15,137 to 62,400,

An overall plot of the refined model of the rigid tank and contained liquid at the 460-inch level is shown

in Figure C-3. The location and numbering of fluid element sets “plusx_els”, “cent press”™, “minusx_els’
“press 457, and “plusz_els™ are shown in Figure C-4 through Figure C-8.

El
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Figure C-3. Plot of Rigid Tank and Waste at 460-Inch Waste Level

Figure C-4. Top View of Rigid Tank Model Showing the Angular Locations of Fluid Elements at
Which Pressures Were Monitored
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Figure C-5. Elevation View of Rigid Tank Model Showing the Locations of “plusx_els, “cent press”,
and “minusx els” Fluid Elements Sets at Which Pressures Were Monitored
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Figure C-6. Waste Element Numbering for Element Sets “Plusx_els”,” Minusx els”, and Cent press”
for Rigid Tank Model
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Figure C-7. Elevation View of Rigid Tank Model Showing the Locations of “press 45" and “plusz_els”
Fluid Elements Sets at Which Pressures Were Monitored
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Figure C-8 Waste Element Numbering for Element Sets “press 45” and “plusz _els” for Rigid Tank
Model
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C.5.1.1 Flexible Wall Model

The structural mesh for the flexible wall model 1s the same as in the rigid model described in the previous
section, but the mesh density of the fluid elements was increased. In the flexible wall tank model, all
fluid elements measure 25.75 x 25.75 inches laterally and are 10 inches tall. That 1s, the fluid elements
are no longer biased in the vertical direction. In this model, the total number of fluid elements is
increased to 107,200,

Overall plots of the flexible tank maodel are shown in Figure C-9 and Figure C-10. The location and
numbering for fluid element sets “plusx_els”, “cent press”, “minusx_els”, “press 457, and “plusz_els” is
shown in Figure C-11 through Figure C-14. The shell element numbering for the tank structural element
sets “plusx outstrip”, “plusz outstrip™, “pressdS outstrip”, and “minusx outsrip” are shown in

Figure C-15 and Figure C-16.
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Figure C-9. Plot of Primary Tank and Base for Flexible Tank Model
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Figure C-10. Plot of Flexible Tank and Waste at 460-Inch Waste Level
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Figure C-11. Elevation View of Model Showing the Locations of “plusx_els, “cent press”, and
“minusx_els” Fluid Elements Sets at Which Pressures Were Monitored
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Figure C-12. Waste Element Numbering for Element Sets “Plusx els”,” Minusx els”, and Cent press”
for Flexible Tank Model
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Figure C-13. Elevation View of Flexible Tank Model Showing the Locations of “press 45" and
“plusz_els” Fluid Elements Sets at Which Pressures Were Monitored



RPP-RPT-28963, Rev. 1
M&D-2008-005-RPT-01, Rev. 1

plusz_els press_45

[t
[
[
[
o
[
e
i
[onge
e
¥ [t
e
i

Figure C-14. Waste Element Numbering for Element Sets “press 457 and plusz_els” for Flexible Tank
Model
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Figure C-15. Shell Element Numbering for Tank Wall Stress Results at 5=0° and 6=90° for Flexible
Tank Model
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Figure C-16. Shell Element Numbering for Tank Wall Stress Results at =45 and 6=180° for Flexible
Tank

C.5.1.2 Seismic Input Response Spectra

Figure C-17 shows that the spectral accelerations in the range of 0.1 to 0.5 Hz (typical convective
frequencies) are nearly the same for 0.1% and 0.5% damping. That is, in this range of frequencies and
damping values, the convective response is not sensitive to damping. The spectral accelerations for
frequencies and damping values appropriate for the impulsive response of the system are shown in
Figure C-18. The plots will be referred to subsequently when discussing the selection of spectral
accelerations for the calculation of benchmark solutions.
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Comparison of ANSYS Linear Dome Horizontal Response Spectra at 0.1% and 0.5% Spectral
Damping
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Figure C-17. Comparison of Horizontal Response Spectra at 0.1% and 0.5% Damping for Low
Frequencies

Horizontal Spectral Comparison Showing Impulsive Mode Frequency Range
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Figure C-18. Horizontal Spectral Comparison Showing Damping Values and Frequency Range for
Impulsive Mode
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C.5.2 Theoretical Hydrostatic Pressures

The theoretical hydrostatic pressures for selected element sets in the fluid meshes of the rigid and flexible
wall tank models are shown in Table C-5 and Table C-6, respectively.

Table C-5. Theoretical Hydrostatic Pressure of Liquid Elements in Rigid Tank for Initial Liquid Level

of 460 Inches
“Plusx_els” | “Press_45” | “Plusz_els” | “Cent_press” | “Minusx_els” Theoretical
Hydrostatic
Pressure

Element Flement Element Flement Flement (psi absolute)
43543 43988 44199 43559 43576 14.7
41943 42388 42599 41959 41976 14.7
40343 40788 40999 40359 40376 15.0
38743 39188 39399 38759 38776 15.7
37143 37588 37799 37159 37176 16.4
35543 35988 36199 35559 35576 17.1
33943 34388 34599 33959 33976 18.0
32343 32788 32999 32359 32376 19.0
30743 31188 31399 30759 30776 20.1
29143 29588 29799 29159 29176 21.4
27543 277988 28199 27559 27576 22.9
25943 26388 26599 25959 25976 24.5
24343 24788 24999 24359 24376 26.1
22743 23188 23399 22759 22776 277
21143 21588 21799 21159 21176 29.4
19543 19988 20199 19559 19576 31.1
17943 18388 18599 17959 17976 32.7
16343 16788 16999 16359 16376 34.4
14743 15188 15399 14759 14776 36.0
13143 13588 13799 13159 13176 377
11543 11988 12199 11559 11576 393
9943 10388 10599 9959 9976 41.0
8343 8788 8999 8359 8376 42.6
6743 7188 7399 6759 6776 443
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Table C-6. Theoretical Hydrostatic Pressure of Liquid Elements in Flexible Tank for Initial Liquid

Level of 460 Inches
“Plusx_els” | “Press_45” | “Plusz_els” | “Cent_press” | “Minusx_els” Theoretical
Hydrostatic
Pressure
Element Element FElement Element Element {(psi absolute)

5143 5588 5799 89959 86776 15.0
3543 3988 4199 86759 5176 15.7

1943 2388 2599 3559 3576 16.4
25943 26388 26599 25959 1976 17.0
22743 23188 23399 22759 22776 18.3
19543 19988 20199 19559 19576 19.7
16343 16788 16999 16359 16376 21.0
13143 13588 13799 13159 13176 223
9943 10388 10599 9959 9976 23.6
6743 7188 7399 6759 6776 24.9
72343 72788 72399 72359 72376 26.3
69143 69588 69799 69159 69176 27.6
65943 66388 66599 65959 65876 28.9
62743 63188 63399 62759 62776 30.2
59543 59988 60199 59559 59576 31.6
56343 56788 56999 56359 56376 32.9
53143 53588 53799 53159 53176 34.2
49943 50388 50599 49959 49876 355
46743 47188 47399 46759 46776 36.9
43543 43988 44199 43559 43576 38.2
40343 40788 40999 40359 40376 395
37143 37588 37799 37159 37176 40.9
33943 34388 34599 33959 33876 42.2
30743 31188 31399 30759 30776 435
27543 277988 28199 27559 27576 448
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C.6 Rigid Tank Results

In the case of the rigid tank, the gravity load was run for 2 seconds before beginning the seismic input.
The 20.48-second seismic input was followed by 20 seconds of unforced motion giving a total simulation
time of 42.5 seconds. In the initial simulation, the reaction forces and liquid pressures were extracted
every 10 millisecond. In order to further investigate high-frequency response in the pressures, the
problem was rerun up to a time of 25 seconds with pressures extracted every 1 millisecond. Results from
both simulations are presented.

C.6.1 Hydrodynamic Forces

When the logarithmic decrement discussed in Section 5.1 of the main body of this report is used to
quantify the damping present in the convective response during the free-oscillation period shown in
Figure C-20, the resulting critical damping ratio is on the order of a few tenths of a percent. Conse-
quently, the convective accelerations from the 0.1% damped spectrum are used for the calculation of the
reaction forces for the benchmark solutions. As shown in Figure C-17, the spectral accelerations are
insensitive to the damping values in the range of damping values and frequencies associated with the
convective response.

In the case of an open-top tank, the peak hydrodynamic force induced against the tank wall due to
horizontal excitation can be calculated via Equation 4.31 in BNL (1995) with the instantaneous
accelerations replaced by the appropriate spectral accelerations. If the contributions of the impulsive
mode and first three convective modes are combined in a square-root-sum-of-squares (SRSS) fashion, the
theoretical maximum horizontal hydrodynamic force is 2.98 x 10° Ibf, based on a zero-period acceleration
for the impulsive response, and convective accelerations from the 0.1% damped spectrum. The
supporting calculations using the methodology in BNL (1995) arc included in Appendix D of this report.

The horizontal coupling surface reaction force time history reported by Dytran® is shown in Figure C-19.
The peak positive reaction force is 3.3 x 10° Ibf, while the peak negative reaction force is 3.0 x 10° Ibf.
The peak positive reaction force is approximately 11% greater than the open-top SRSS value, while the
mean of the peak positive and peak negative reaction forces is 6% greater than the SRSS open-top
estimate. The slight positive bias in the reaction force record may be due to an inherent slight positive
bias in the seismic acceleration record. The mean of the peak positive and negative reaction forces will
negate any inherent bias in the seismic record.

Either way, the peak reaction force reported by Dytran® is slightly higher than the SRSS open-top
estimate. This is expected since the interaction with the dome curvature should have the effect of slightly
increasing the impulsive response and slightly decreasing the convective response. Since the total
reaction force is dominated by the impulsive response, any interaction with the dome is expected to lead
to a net increase in the total reaction force relative to the open-tank solution.

According to the approximate estimate using the methodology of Appendix D in BNL (1995), the
maximum total reaction force for an equivalent flat-top tank with the roof at 484 inches above the bottom
of the tank per Kennedy (2003) is 3.56 x 10° Ibf. The estimate given by Malhotra (2003) for the
equivalent flat-top tank is 3.42 x 10° Ibf.
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Horizontal Coupling Surface Reaction Forces at 460 in. Waste Level for Horizontal Excitation
of Domed Rigid Tank
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Figure C-19. Horizontal Coupling Surface Reaction Force for Rigid Tank at 460-Inch Waste Level
Under Horizontal Seismic Excitation — Refined Mesh
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Figure C-20. Horizontal Coupling Surface Reaction Force for Rigid Tank at 460-Inch Waste Level
Under Horizontal Seismic Excitation — Convective Response With Refined Mesh
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The peak reaction force for the fundamental convective mode predicted from the Dytran® simulation was
approximately 3.0 x 10° Ibf as shown in Figure C-20. The estimate of the peak convective reaction force
for an open-top tank is 5.34 x 10° Ibf. As expected, the peak convective reaction force for the domed tank
is lower than for an open-top tank.

The convective frequency displayed in Figure C-20 is 0.207 Hz, which represents a slight increase
relative to the convective frequency of 0.196 Hz for an open tank. The slight increase in the apparent

convective frequency is consistent with the interaction between the liquid and the dome. Similar behavior
1s documented in Abatt and Rinker (2008).

C.6.2 Liquid Pressures

Estimates of peak wall pressures for fluid elements along the plane of excitation and 45° from the plane
of excitation are summarized in Table C-7 and Table C-8, respectively. Each table shows the wall
pressures predicted for an open tank and for an equivalent flat-top tank according to BNL (1995). As
before, the roof of the equivalent flat-top tank is 484 inches above the bottom of the tank per Kennedy
(2003). The 45° location lies outside the central angle of 17.8° per Appendix D in BNL (1995) so that the
open-tank solution and equivalent flat-top tank solution are the same in this region. This is reflected in
Table C-8.

Pressure time histories for selected fluid elements near the wall of the tank at 8=0° are shown in

Figure C-21 and Figure C-22. In each of these plots, some isolated peaks occur that are characteristic of a
high-frequency response that may be due to spurious numerics, and that in any case are unimportant to
any structural analysis. To investigate the nature of the isolated peaks and to remove the unnecessary
high-frequency response, the simulation was rerun up to 25 seconds simulation time with pressures
extracted every 1 millisecond instead of every 10 millisecond. The resulting pressure time histories were
then post-processed using a 66 Hz-lowpass 6-pole Butterworth filter with re-filtering for phase correction.
The cutoff frequency of 66 Hz was selected since it is twice the 33 Hz frequency that is commonly
accepted as the cutoff frequency above which no dynamic amplification will occur.

The filtered pressure time histories at 0=0° are shown in Figure C-23. Plots of the maximum and
minimum liquid pressures as a function of normalized wall height are shown in Figure C-24 and
Figure C-25. The data in Figure C-24 are based on the original simulation with pressure output taken
every 10 millisecond. The plot in Figure C-25 is based on pressure data extracted every 1 millisecond
and then passed through the 66 Hz-lowpass filter. In this case, the filter has had the effect of slightly
increasing the minimum pressures in fluid elements near the free surface. In particular, the minimum
pressure in element 41943 near the waste-free surface was increased from 7 Ibf/in® to 11 Ibf/in’.
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Table C-7. Estimated Maximum Wall Pressures for Horizontal Excitation in Rigid Open and Equivalent
Flat-Top Tanks at 460-Inch Waste Level for Elements at 8=0°

“plusx_els” Peak Total
Peak Hydrodynamic | Peak Total Pressure for
Hydrostatic | Peak Hydrodynamic Pressure for Pressure for | Equivalent Flat-
Element Pressure Pressure for Open | Equivalent Flat-Top | Open Tank Top Tank
No. (psi absolute) | Tank (psi absolute) | Tank (psi absolute) | (psiabsolute) | (psi absolute)
43543 147 1.8 82 16.5 22.9
41943 147 1.8 82 16.5 22.9
40343 15.0 1.8 8.2 16.8 232
38743 15.7 1.9 8.2 17.6 239
37143 16.4 2.0 8.2 18.4 24.6
35543 17.1 2.3 82 19.4 253
33943 18.0 2.5 82 20.5 26.2
32343 19.0 2.8 8.2 21.8 272
30743 20.1 3.2 8.2 23.3 28.3
29143 21.4 35 82 24.9 29.6
27543 229 39 82 26.8 311
25943 245 43 82 28.8 327
24343 26.1 4.6 8.2 30.7 343
22743 277 4.9 8.2 326 36.0
21143 294 5.1 82 345 376
19543 311 53 82 36.4 393
17943 327 5.5 8.2 382 40.9
16343 344 5.7 8.2 40.1 426
14743 36.0 5.8 8.2 41.8 44.2
13143 377 6.0 82 43.7 459
11543 393 6.0 82 45.3 475
9043 41.0 6.1 8.2 47.1 492
8343 42.6 6.2 8.2 48.8 50.8
6743 443 6.2 8.2 50.5 525
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Table C-8. Estimated Maximum Wall Pressures for Horizontal Excitation in Rigid Open and Equivalent
Flat-Top Tanks at 460-Inch Waste Level for Elements at 6=45°

“press_45” Peak Hydrodynamic Peak Total
Pressure for Open or | Pressure for Open
Hydrostatic Equivalent Flat-Top | or Equivalent Flat-
Pressure Tank Top Tank
Element No. (psi absolute) (psi absolute) {(psi absolute)
43988 147 0 14.7
42388 147 0 14.7.
40788 15.0 1.2 16.2
39188 15.7 1.2 16.9
37588 16.4 1.3 17.7
35988 17.1 1.4 18.5
34388 18.0 1.5 19.5
32788 19.0 1.7 20.7
31188 20.1 1.8 21.9
20588 21.4 2.0 23.4
27988 229 2.1 25.0
26388 24.5 2.3 26.8
24788 26.1 2.5 28.6
23188 277 2.6 30,3
21588 29.4 2.7 321
19988 31.1 2.8 339
18388 327 2.9 356
16788 34.4 3.0 37.4
15188 36.0 3.1 39.1
13588 377 3.1 40.8
11988 393 3.2 42.5
10388 41.0 3.2 44.2
8788 42.6 3.2 458
7188 443 33 47.6
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Waste Pressures for the Rigid Tank at the 460 in. Waste Level for Horizontal Excitation at
theta=0
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Figure C-21. Waste Pressure Time Histories for the Rigid Tank with 460 Inches of Liquid Under
Horizontal Excitation at 6=0 with Refined Mesh

Selected Waste Pressures for the Rigid Tank at the 460 in. Waste Level for Horizontal
Excitation at theta=0
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Figure C-22. Selected Liquid Pressure Time Histories for the Rigid Tank at 460 Inches of Liquid Under
Horizontal Excitation at 6=0° with Refined Mesh
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Waste Pressures for the Rigid Tank at the 460 in. Waste Level for Horizontal Excitation at
theta=0 (66 Hz Lowpass Filter)
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Figure C-23. Waste Pressure Time Histories for the Rigid Tank with 460 Inches of Liquid Under
Horizontal Excitation at 6=0° with Refined Mesh Using a 66-Hz Lowpass Filter

Maximum and Minimum Waste Pressures vs. Normalized Height from Tank Bottom
for 460 in. Initial Waste Height (theta=0)
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Figure C-24. Maximum and Minimum Liquid Pressures for the Rigid Tank vs. Normalized Height from
Tank Bottom for Horizontal Excitation at 0=0°, Initial Liquid Height of 460 Inches, and
Refined Mesh
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Maximum and Minimum Waste Pressures Using 66 Hz Lowpass Filter vs. Normalized Height
from Tank Bottom for 460 in. Initial Waste Height (theta=0)
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Figure C-25. Maximum and Minimum Liquid Pressures for the Rigid Tank Using a 66-Hz Lowpass
Filter vs. Normalized Height from Tank Bottom for Horizontal Excitation at 6=0°, Initial
Liquid Height of 460 Inches, and Refined Mesh

Plots of pressure time histories for fluid elements located 45° from the plane of excitation are shown in
Figure C-26 and Figure C-27. The first plot shows the original data extracted at 10-millisecond intervals,
and the second plot shows the histories that were extracted at 1-millisecond intervals and then passed
through the 66-Hz lowpass filter. The effect of the filtering is seen most clearly when comparing

Figure C-28 and Figure C-29. The filtering somewhat improves the match to the open-tank solution
lower in the tank, but primarily it reduces isolated spikes in minimum pressures in fluid elements closer to
the free surface.
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Waste Pressures for the Rigid Tank at the 460 in. Waste Level for Horizontal Excitation at
theta=45
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Figure C-26. Waste Pressure Time Histories for the Rigid Tank with 460 Inches of Liquid Under
Horizontal Excitation at 8=45° with Refined Mesh

Waste Pressures for the Rigid Tank at the 460 in. Waste Level for Horizontal Excitation at
theta=45 (66 Hz Lowpass Filter)
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Figure C-27. Waste Pressure Time Histories for the Rigid Tank with 460 Inches of Liquid Under
Horizontal Excitation at 8=45° with Refined Mesh Using a 66-Hz Lowpass Filter

C32



RPP-RPT-28963, Rev. 1
M&D-2008-005-RPT-01, Rev. 1

Maximum and Minimum Waste Pressures vs. Normalized Height from Tank Bottom
for 460 In. Initial Waste Height (theta=45)
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Figure C-28. Maximum and Minimum Liquid Pressures vs. Normalized Height from Tank Bottom for
Horizontal Excitation at 6=45°, Initial Liquid Height of 460 Inches, and Refined Mesh

Maximum and Minimum Waste Pressures Using 66 Hz Lowpass Filter vs. Normalized Height
from Tank Bottom for 460 in. Initial Waste Height (theta=43)
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Figure C-29. Maximum and Minimum Liquid Pressures Using 66-Hz Lowpass Filter vs. Normalized
Height from Tank Bottom for Horizontal Excitation at 6=45°, Initial Liquid Height of
460 Inches, and Refined Mesh
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Plots of pressure time histories 90° from the plane of excitation are shown in Figure C-30 and

Figure C-31. The first plot shows the original data at 10-millisecond intervals, and the second plot shows
the filtered data at 1-millisecond intervals. Maximum and minimum plots for the original and filtered
data are shown in Figure C-32 and Figure C-33. All plots show low dynamic pressures at this location as
expected.

Waste Pressures for the Rigid Tank at the 460 in. Waste Level for Horizontal Excitation at
theta=90
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Figure C-30. Waste Pressure Time Histories for the Rigid Tank with 460 Inches of Liquid Under
Horizontal Excitation at 8=90° with Refined Mesh
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Waste Pressures for the Rigid Tank at the 460 in. Waste Level for Horizontal Excitation at
theta=90 (66 Hz Lowpass Filter)
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Figure C-31. Waste Pressure Time Histories for the Rigid Tank with 460 Inches of Liquid Under
Horizontal Excitation at 8=90° with Refined Mesh Using a 66-Hz Lowpass Filter

Maximum and Minimum Waste Pressures vs. Normalized Height from Tank Bottom
for 460 in. Initial Waste Height (theta=90)

50

45 B

40 -

35
.’FT
& 20
e
3
n
w25
&
L
W 20
2

15

10

5
0 T T T T T
0.0 02 0.4 06 0.8 1.0 1.2
Normalized Waste Height
|+Hydr05tat\c Pressure ——Dytran Wax Dytran Min. ‘

Figure C-32. Maximum and Minimum Liquid Pressures vs. Normalized Height from Tank Bottom for
Horizontal Excitation at 6=90°, Initial Liquid Height of 460 Inches, and Refined Mesh
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Maximum and Minimum Waste Pressures Using 66 Hz Lowpass Filter vs. Normalized Height
from Tank Bottom for 460 in. Initial Waste Height (theta=90)
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Figure C-33. Maximum and Minimum Liquid Pressures Using 66-Hz Lowpass Filter vs. Normalized
Height from Tank Bottom for Horizontal Excitation at 0=90°, Initial Liquid Height of
460 Inches, and Refined Mesh

C.6.3 Maximum Slosh Height

Slosh height traces for the domed rigid tank and for an open rigid tank (vertical walls with no dome) at
the 460-in. initial liquid height are shown in Figure C-34. The peak slosh height predicted for the domed
tank is 27.4 inches, while the peak slosh height for the open tank is 26.9 inches. The maximum
theoretical value for an open tank is 25.2 inches per the methodology in BNL (1995) and 29.7 inches
using the procedure in Malhotra (2005).
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Maximum Slosh Height Comparison for Domed and Open Rigid Tanks at 460 in. Liquid Level
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Figure C-34. Maximum Slosh Height Comparison for Initial Liquid Height of 460 Inches

C.7 Flexible Tank Results

In the case of the flexible wall tank, the gravity load was run for 5 seconds before beginning the seismic
input. The 20.48-second seismic input was followed by 20 seconds of unforced motion giving a total
simulation time of 45.5 seconds. In the initial simulation, the reaction forces, liquid pressures, and tank
stresses were extracted every 10 milliseconds. In order to further investigate high-frequency response in
the pressures, the problem was rerun up to a time of 27.5 seconds (which completely captures the seismic
event) with forces, pressures, and stresses extracted every 1 millisecond. Results from both simulations
are presented.

C.7.1 Characterization of Damping

The value of the dynamic relaxation factor was set to 0.02 based on the initial decay of the vertical
coupling surface reaction force during gravity loading. As discussed in Section 5.1 of the main body of
this report, the intent was to achieve an effective damping of 2-4% for the impulsive response of the tank
and liquid system. The initial decay of the vertical reaction force actually represents the effective
damping of the breathing mode response of the system, but this was expected to be a good indicator of the
impulsive response of the system. Based on the decay of the breathing mode response, the effective
impulsive damping is approximately 3.5% of critical.

A more direct way of determining the effective damping for the impulsive response may be to quantify
the decay of the horizontal reaction force immediately following the cessation of the seismic excitation.
Based on this approach, the effective damping for the impulsive response is in the range of 4.3%to 5.2%
of critical damping.
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Reference to benchmark solutions calculated at both 3.5% and 5.5% damping will be made in the
following sections.

C.7.2 Hydrodynamic Forces

The theoretical impulsive and convective frequencies for an open flexible wall tank at the 460-inch liquid
level are 6.5 Hz and 0.196 Hz, respectively. The impulsive and convective frequencies for the domed
flexible wall tank from the Dytran® simulation are 6.25 Hz and 0.207 Hz, respectively. The slight shift in
the impulsive frequency as well as the slight uncertainty in the effective impulsive damping both affect
the spectral acceleration used in the benchmark solution. References are made to two benchmark
solutions — one at the theoretical impulsive frequency of 6.5 Hz using 3.5% damping, and the other at the
Dytran® frequency of 6.25 Hz using 5.5% damping.

Because spectral accelerations decrease between 6.25 Hz and 6.5 Hz, both are intermediate solutions.
That is, the upper bound solution would occur at 6.25 Hz using the lower damping value of 3.5%, and the
lower bound solution would occur using the lower spectral accelerations at 6.5 Hz and the higher
damping of 5.5%.

The horizontal and vertical coupling surface reaction forces are shown in Figure C-35. The maximum
horizontal reaction force reported by Dytran® is 9.97 x 10° Ibf. This result is 7% lower than the value of
1.07 x 107 1bf predicted for a flexible wall open-top tank with the theoretical frequency of 6.5 Hz at 3.5%
damping and 1% lower than the value of 1.01 x 10 1bf for an open wall tank at 6.25 Hz using 5.5%
damping. The conservative estimates provided by Appendix D in BNL (1995) and Malhotra (2005) for
an equivalent flat-top tank with a roof height of 484 inches per Kennedy (2003) are 1.28 x 107 Ibf and
1.32 x 107 Ibf, respectively, based on a 6.5 Hz impulsive frequency and 3.5% damping for the BNL
estimate, and 5.4 Hz and 3.5% damping for the Malhotra estimate.

Normally one would expect that the reaction force for the domed tank would be greater than that for the
corresponding open tank. However, the comparison here is not a direct one since some of the interaction
between the tank and contained liquid in this problem occurs in the rigid dome arca. The interaction
between the liquid and rigid portion of the tank is not amplified by the impulsive frequency, and this may
lead to a slightly lower overall reaction force.

The effective damping present in the flexible wall configuration was evaluated by quantifying the decay
in the vertical reaction force during the initial period in which the gravity load is equilibrating in the
absence of seismic excitation. The initial decay of the vertical reaction force during gravity loading is
shown in Figure C-35 and in more detail in Figure C-36. The response of the tank to the initial gravity
load is the breathing mode response with a theoretically calculated frequency of 5.43 Hz. The breathing
mode frequency of the Dytran® response that is shown in Figure C-36 is 5.41 Hz, and the decay of the
response corresponds to an effective critical damping ratio of approximately 3.5%.

The horizontal reaction force immediately following the cessation of the seismic excitation is shown as
Figure C-37. This brief transient is expected to be a good indicator of the impulsive response of the
system. The frequency of this response is 6.25 Hz compared to a theoretical impulsive frequency of
6.48 Hz for an open tank. The decay of the horizontal reaction force is shown in more detail in

Figure C-38. A nearly complete decay of the impulsive response occurs in 14 to 17 cycles indicating an
effective damping for the impulsive mode of 4.3% to 5.2% of critical damping using this approach.
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The convective response following the seismic excitation is shown as Figure C-39. The convective
frequency from the dome tank simulation is 0.207 Hz compared to a theoretical convective frequency of
(0.196 Hz for an open tank. This is the same result reported for the rigid tank configuration. The slight
upward shift of the convective frequency is consistent with interaction between the liquid and the dome.
Similar results were reported in Abatt and Rinker (2008) for flat-top tanks.

The peak convective reaction force from the Dytran® simulation was approximately 3.0 x 10° Ibf. This is
the same value as for the rigid tank, and as before it is less than the value of 5.39 x 10° predicted for an
open tank.

Horizontal and Vertical Coupling Surface Reaction Forces at 460 in. Waste Level for
Horizontal Excitation of Domed FlexibleTank
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Figure C-35. Horizontal and Vertical Coupling Surface Reaction Forces for Flexible Tank at 460-Inch
Waste Level Under Horizontal Seismic Excitation — Refined Mesh
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Vertical Coupling Surface Reaction Force at 460 in. Waste Level for During Initial Gravity
Loading
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Figure C-36. Vertical Coupling Surface Reaction Force During Initial Gravity Loading

Hotizontal Reaction Force at 460 in. Waste Level for Horizontal Excitation of Domed Flexible
Tank - Impulsive Response Immediately Following Cessation of Seismic Excitation
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Figure C-37. Horizontal Coupling Surface Reaction Force Immediately Following Cessation of Seismic
Excitation — Impulsive Response
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Horizontal Reaction Force at 460 in. Waste Level for Horizontal Excitation of Domed Flexible
Tank - Impulsive Response Decay Immediately Following Cessation of Seismic Excitation
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Figure C-38. Horizontal Reaction Force Immediately Following Cessation of Seismic Excitation —
Decay of Impulsive Response

Horizontal Reaction Force at 460 in. Waste Level for Horizontal Excitation of Domed Flexible
Tank - Convective Response During Unforced Oscillation

6.0E+05
50E+05
Theoretical Peak Convective Response for|Open Top Tenk = 5.38 x 07 I
4 0E+05
3.0E+05 Afh \\
20E+05 \ //_\\\ //‘\ //\\
1.0E+05 /

00E+00 \ / / \ / \
-1 0E+05 \ / / \ / \
— L/ b o \ |/ N

Reaction Force (bf)

R

#0s 12% reduction in 3 cyclgs ~0.7% critical N

darnping in 0.207Hz corfeective mode 7]
-4 0E+05
-50E+05
-8.0E+05

26 28 30 32 34 36 38 40 42 44 46
Time (s)
\—Homzontal Convective ====Open Top Max Conyective, =Open Top Min. Convective |

Figure C-39. Horizontal Coupling Surface Reaction Force for Rigid Tank at 460-Inch Waste Level
Under Horizontal Seismic Excitation — Convective Response During Unforced Oscillation
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C.7.3 Liquid Pressures

Estimates of peak wall pressures for fluid elements along the plane of excitation and 45° from the plane
of excitation are summarized in Table C-9 and Table C-10, respectively. Each table shows the wall
pressures predicted for an open tank and for an equivalent flat-top tank according to BNL (1995). As
before, the roof of the equivalent flat-top tank is 484 inches above the bottom of the tank per Kennedy
(2003). The dynamic pressures in these two tables are based on an impulsive frequency of 6.5 Hz, and
3.5% damping. The 45° location lies outside the central angle of 17.8° per Appendix D in BNL (1995) so
that the open-tank solution and equivalent flat-top tank solution are the same in this region. This is
reflected in Table C-10.

Table C-9. Estimated Maximum Wall Pressures for Horizontal Excitation in Flexible Open and
Equivalent Flat-Top Tanks at 460-Inch Waste Level for Elements at 6=0

“plusx_els” Peak Peak Peak Total
Hydrodynamic Hydrodynamic Peak Total Pressure for
Hydrostatic | pressure for Open Pressure for Pressure for Equivalent
Pressure Tank Equivalent Flat-Top Open Tank Flat-Top Tank
Element No. | (psi absolute) (psi absolute) Tank (psi absolute) (psi absolute) (psi absolute)
5143 15.0 3.0 29.7 18.0 44.8
3543 157 4.1 297 19.8 45.4
1943 16.4 5.2 297 21.6 46.1
25943 17.0 6.3 297 233 46.7
22743 18.3 8.3 29.7 26.6 48.1
19543 19.7 10.1 29.7 29.8 49.4
16343 21.0 11.6 297 32,6 50.7
13143 22.3 13.0 297 353 52.0
9943 23.6 14.3 29.7 379 53.4
6743 249 15.4 29.7 40.3 54.7
72343 26.3 16.4 29.7 427 56.0
69143 276 17.3 29.7 44.9 573
65943 28.9 18.1 297 47.0 58.6
62743 30.2 18.8 29.7 49.0 60.0
59543 31.6 19.5 29.7 511 61.3
56343 32.9 20.0 297 52.9 62.6
53143 342 20.5 297 54.7 64.0
49943 35.5 20.9 297 56.4 65.3
46743 36.9 21.3 29.7 58.2 66.6
43543 38.2 21.6 29.7 59.8 67.9
40343 395 21.9 297 61.4 69.3
37143 40.9 221 297 63.0 70.6
33943 42.2 22.2 297 64.4 71.9
30743 43.5 223 29.7 65.8 73.2
27543 44.8 223 29.7 67.1 74.6
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Table C-10. Estimated Maximum Wall Pressures for Horizontal Excitation in Flexible Open and
Equivalent Flat-Top Tanks at 460-Inch Waste Level for Elements at 6=45°

“press_457 Peak Total
Peak Hydrodynamic | Pressure for Open

Hydrostatic Pressure for Open or or Equivalent

Pressure Equivalent Flat-Top Flat-Top Tank

Element No. (psi absolute) Tank (psi absolute) {(psi absolute)
5588 15.0 2.1 17.1
3988 157 29 18.6
2388 16.4 37 20.1
26388 17.0 45 21.5
23188 18.3 59 24.5
19988 19.7 7.1 26.8
16788 21.0 8.2 292
13588 223 22 31.5
10388 23.6 10.1 337
7188 24.9 10.9 358
72788 26.3 11.6 379
69588 276 12.2 39.8
66388 28.9 12.8 41.7
63188 30.2 13.3 435
599838 3lé 13.8 45.4
56788 329 14.2 47.1
53588 34.2 14.5 48.7
50388 355 14.8 50.3
47188 36.9 15.1 52.0
439838 332 153 535
407838 395 155 55.0
37588 40.9 15.6 56.5
34388 422 15.7 579
31188 43.5 15.7 59.2
27988 44.8 15.8 60.6

Pressures were monitored along the plane of excitation at the 0 and 180° positions, and at 45° and 90°
from the plane of excitation. Pressure time histories for individual fluid elements and maximum and
minimum pressures as a function of normalized wall height are shown in the following plots.

Pressure time histories for selected fluid elements near the wall of the tank at 8=0° are shown in

Figure C-40 and Figure C-41. As in the case of the rigid tank, some of the time history plots show
isolated peaks that are characteristic of a high-frequency response that may be due to spurious numerics,
and that in any case are unimportant to any structural analysis.

In order to remove the unnecessary high-frequency response, the simulation was rerun up to 27.5 seconds
simulation time with pressures extracted every 1 millisecond instead of every 10 millisecond. The
resulting pressure time histories were then post-processed using a 66-Hz lowpass 6-pole Butterworth filter
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with re-filtering for phase correction. The cutoff frequency of 66 Hz was selected since it is twice the
33-Hz frequency that is commonly accepted as the cutoff frequency above which no dynamic
amplification will occur.

The filtered pressure time histories at 6=0° are shown as Figure C-42. The pressures appear essentially
the same as the unfiltered time histories shown in Figure C-40, showing that little high-frequency content
was present in the original time histories.

The original unfiltered maximum and minimum pressures at 8=0° are shown in Figure C-43 and the
filtered maximum and minimum pressures are shown in Figure C-44. In both plots, the results of the
Dytran® simulation are compared with the theoretical open-top tank pressure distributions at 6.5-Hz
impulsive frequency and 3.5% damping and at 6.25-Hz impulsive frequency and 5.5% damping. The
maximum pressures for the equivalent flat-top tank at 6.5-Hz impulsive frequency and 3.5% damping are
also shown. The wall pressures from the Dytran® solution are close to the open-tank solutions and only
deviate somewhat near the liquid-free surface. The equivalent flat-top tank estimate of the wall pressures
is quite conservative relative to the Dytran® solution.

The maximum and minimum pressures are plotted up to the normalized wall height of 1.01, or
465 inches. Above this level, the pressure traces contained spurious data, and thus were not included in
the plots.

Waste Pressures for the Flexible Wall Tank at the 460 in. Waste Level for Horizontal
Excitation at theta=0

70

60

—PRESSURE 3542
o ——PRESSURE 6742
PRESSURE- 13143
_ | PRESSURE- 19543
FELER ——PRESSURE 25043
T —PRESSURE-30743
2 —PRESSURE 37143
£ oao- : e | PRESSURE 43543
PRESSURE 49843
= 18 av o P T e et s PRESSURE-56343
50 - A P T T e | PRESSURE-62743
'wmr h 23 - < - PRESSURE-69143
. '
10
0 5 10 15 20 25 30 5 40 45 50
Time (s)

Figure C-40. Liquid Pressure Time Histories for the Flexible Wall Tank with 460 Inches of Liquid
Under Horizontal Excitation at 6=0° with Refined Mesh
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Selected Waste Pressures for the Rigid Tank at the 460 in. Waste Level for Horizontal
Excitation at theta=0
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Figure C-41. Selected Liquid Pressure Time Histories for the Flexible Wall Tank with 460 Inches of
Liquid Under Horizontal Excitation at 6=0° with Refined Mesh

Waste Pressures for the Flexible Wall Tank at the 460 in. Waste Level for Horizontal
Excitation at theta=0 (66 Hz Lowpass Filter)
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Figure C-42. Waste Pressure Time Histories for the Flexible Wall Tank with 460 Inches of Liquid
Under Horizontal Excitation at 8=0° with Refined Mesh Using a 66-Hz Lowpass Filter
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Maximum and Minimum Waste Pressures for Flexible Wall Tank vs. Normalized Height from
Tank Bottom for 460 in. Initial Waste Height (theta=0)
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Figure C-43. Maximum and Minimum Liquid Pressures vs. Normalized Height from Tank Bottom for
Horizontal Excitation at 8=0°, Initial Liquid Height of 460 Inches, and Refined Mesh

Maximum and Minimum Waste Pressures Using 66 Hz Lowpass Filter vs. Normalized Height
from Tank Bottom for 460 in. Initial Waste Height (theta=0)
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Figure C-44. Maximum and Minimum Liquid Pressures for the Flexible Wall Tank Using a 66-Hz
Lowpass Filter vs. Normalized Height from Tank Bottom for Horizontal Excitation at
0=0°, Initial Liquid Height of 460 Inches, and Refined Mesh
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Unfiltered pressure time histories for selected fluid elements near the wall of the tank at 6=45° are shown
in Figure C-45. In this plot, isolated peaks are evident in the traces, particularly during the unforced
motion following the seismic excitation. The filtered time histories are shown in Figure C-46. The
filtered data show that high-frequency low peaks in elements 2388 and 3988 near the free surface were
that occurred approximately 15 seconds into the simulation were removed during filtering.

The unfiltered and filtered maximum and minimum pressure plots at 8=45° are shown as Figure C-47 and
Figure C-48, respectively. The maximum and minimum pressures from the Dytran®™ solutions are
reasonably close to the open-tank solutions, but the dynamic pressures from the simulation were
somewhat less than the theoretical values at this location. The pressures agree fairly well with the
theoretical open-top tank solution except near the liquid-free surface where the dynamic pressures
increase. The 45° location lies outside the central angle of 17.8° per Appendix D in BNL (1995) so that
the open-tank solution and equivalent flat-top tank solution are the same in this region.

Waste Pressures for the Flexible Wall Tank at the 460 in. Waste Level for Horizontal
Excitation at theta=45

70

&0 —PRESSURE-23588
—PRESSURE-2988
PRESSURE-7188
PRESSURE- 13588
——FPRESSURE- 18988
—PRESSURE-26388
—FRESSURE-31188
—PRESSURE-37588
——PRESSURE-43988
PRESSURE-50388
PRESSURE-56788
PRESSURE-63188
PRESSURE-68588

50 4

40- W

Pressure (psi)

30 - —- — = —

0 5 10 15 20 Tin¥é (s) 30 35 40 45 50

Figure C-45. Liquid Pressure Time Histories for the Flexible Wall Tank with 460 Inches of Liquid
Under Horizontal Excitation at 6=45° with Refined Mesh
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Waste Pressures for the Rigid Tank at the 460 in. Waste Level for Horizontal Excitation at
theta=45 (66 Hz Lowpass Filter)
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Figure C-46. Waste Pressure Time Histories for the Flexible Wall Tank with 460 Inches of Liquid
Under Horizontal Excitation at 8=45° with Refined Mesh Using a 66-Hz Lowpass Filter

Maximum and Minimum Waste Pressures for Flexible Wall Tank vs. Normalized Height from
Tank Bottom for 460 in. Initial Waste Height (theta=45)
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Figure C-47. Maximum and Minimum Liquid Pressures vs. Normalized Height from Tank Bottom for
Horizontal Excitation at 0=45°, Initial Liquid Height of 460 Inches, and Refined Mesh
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Maximum and Minimum Waste Pressures for Flexible Wall Tank Using 66 Hz Lowpass Filter
vs. Normalized Height from Tank Bottom for 460 in. Initial Waste Height (theta=45)
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Figure C-48. Maximum and Minimum Liquid Pressures for the Flexible Wall Tank Using a 66-Hz
Lowpass Filter vs. Normalized Height from Tank Bottom for Horizontal Excitation at
0=45°, Initial Liguid Height of 460 Inches, and Refined Mesh

Unfiltered and filtered pressure time histories near the wall at 6=90° are shown in Figure C-49 and

Figure C-50, respectively, and the dynamic pressures are low as expected. The unfiltered and filtered
maximum and minimum pressures are shown as Figure C-51 and Figure C-52, respectively. As expected,
the maximum and minimum pressures follow the hydrostatic line fairly closely with maximum deviation
of approximately 2 Ibf/in’, except near the liquid-free surface where the deviations are greater.
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Waste Pressures for the Flexible Wall Tank at the 460 in. Waste Level for Horizontal
Excitation at theta=90
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Figure C-49. Liquid Pressure Time Histories for the Flexible Wall Tank with 460 Inches of Liquid
Under Horizontal Excitation at 6=90° with Refined Mesh

Waste Pressures for the Rigid Tank at the 460 in. Waste Level for Horizontal Excitation at
theta=90 (66 Hz Lowpass Filter)
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Figure C-50. Waste Pressure Time Histories for the Flexible Wall Tank with 460 Inches of Liquid
Under Horizontal Excitation at 6=90° with Refined Mesh Using a 66-Hz Lowpass Filter

C.50



RPP-RPT-28963, Rev. 1
M&D-2008-005-RPT-01, Rev. 1

Maximum and Minimum Waste Pressures vs. Normalized Height from Tank Bottom
for 460 In. Initial Waste Height (theta=90)
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Figure C-51. Maximum and Minimum Liquid Pressures vs. Normalized Height from Tank Bottom for
Horizontal Excitation at 6=90°, Initial Liquid Height of 460 Inches, and Refined Mesh

Maximum and Minimum Waste Pressures Using 66 Hz Lowpass Filter vs. Normalized Height
from Tank Bottom for 460 in. Initial Waste Height (theta=90)
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Figure C-32. Maximum and Minimum Liquid Pressures for the Flexible Wall Tank Using a 66-Hz
Lowpass Filter vs. Normalized Height from Tank Bottom for Horizontal Excitation at
0=90°, Initial Liquid Height of 460 Inches, and Refined Mesh
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The final set of wall pressure traces are along the plane of excitation at 6=180°. Unfiltered and filtered
pressure traces are shown in Figure C-53 and Figure C-54, respectively. Unfiltered and filtered maximum
and minimum pressure plots are shown in Figure C-55 and Figure C-56, respectively.

In theory, the peak pressures should be the same at 6=0° and 6=180°. However, comparison of
Figure C-55 to Figure C-43 or Figure C-55 to Figure C-44 shows that peak wall pressures along the
majority of the tank height are greater at 8=180° than they are at 6=0°. However, the peak dynamic
pressures near the liquid-free surface are higher at 6=0°.

Waste Pressures for the Flexible Wall Tank at the 460 in. Waste Level for Horizontal
Excitation at theta=180
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Figure C-33. Liquid Pressure Time Histories for the Flexible Wall Tank with 460 Inches of Liquid
Under Horizontal Excitation at 6=180° with Refined Mesh
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Waste Pressures for the Flexible Wall Tank at the 460 in. Waste Level for Horizontal
Excitation at theta=0 (66 Hz Lowpass Filter)
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Figure C-54. Waste Pressure Time Histories for the Flexible Wall Tank with 460 Inches of Liquid
Under Horizontal Excitation at 8=180° with Refined Mesh Using a 66-Hz Lowpass Filter

Maximum and Minimum Waste Pressures vs. Normalized Wall Height from Tank Bottom for
460 in. Initial Waste Height (theta=180)
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Figure C-55. Maximum and Minimum Liquid Pressures vs. Normalized Height from Tank Bottom for
Horizontal Excitation at 6=180°, Initial Liquid Height of 460 Inches, and Refined Mesh
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Maximum and Minimum Waste Pressures Using 66 Hz Lowpass Filter vs. Normalized Height
from Tank Bottom for 460 in. Initial Waste Height (theta=180)
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Figure C-36. Maximum and Minimum Liquid Pressures for the Flexible Wall Tank Using a 66-Hz
Lowpass Filter vs. Normalized Height from Tank Bottom for Horizontal Excitation at
0=180°, Initial Liquid Height of 460 Inches, and Refined Mesh

C.7.4 Maximum Slosh Height

The maximum slosh height trace for the flexible wall tank is shown in Figure C-57 along with the
maximum slosh height trace for a rigid open tank at the same liquid level. The details of the two traces
are slightly different, but each shows a maximum slosh height of 26.9 inches. The maximum theoretical
value for an open tank is 25.2 inches per the methodology in BNL (1995) and 29.7 inches using the
procedure in Malhotra (2005).
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Maximum Slosh Height Comparison for Rigid and Flexible Wall Tanks at the 460 in. Initial
Liquid Level
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Figure C-57. Maximum Slosh Height Comparison for Rigid and Flexible Wall Domed Tanks at the 460-
Inch Initial Liquid Level

C.7.5 Element Stresses

Time histories of mid-plane hoop stresses for primary tank elements at 0=0°, 45°, 90°, and 180° from the
plane of seismic excitation are presented in this section (see Figure C-15 and Figure C-16 for numbering
of tank shell elements). Hoop stress time histories for tank elements at 6=0° with the data extracted at
10-millisecond intervals are shown in Figure C-58. The same data are presented in Figure C-59, except
that in that figure, the data were extracted at 1-millisecond intervals. There is little apparent difference in
the two sets of data indicating that little, if any, additional information is gained by sampling the stresses
more frequently. This is expected since the flexible tank wall should act to mechanically filter high-
frequency content in the liquid pressures. This behavior is also evident in Figure C-60, which shows a
comparison of liquid pressure trace and a mid-plane hoop stress trace at mid-height in the tank wall and at
0=0°. The natural filtering provided by the primary tank is most evident in the lack of high-frequency
content in the stress trace relative to the pressure trace during the 20 seconds of free oscillation following
the termination of the seismic excitation.

Hoop stress traces for tank elements at 6=45°, 6=90°, and 0=180° are shown in Figure C-61, Figure C-62,
and Figure C-63. The data at 0=45° and 0=90° were extracted at 10-millisecond intervals. The data at
0=180° were extracted at 50-millisecond intervals. The stresses in Figure C-63 at 8=180° are very similar
to the stresses shown in Figure C-58 at 6=0°, suggesting that the essence of the stress signal is captured
even when sampled at 50-millisecond intervals.
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Mid-Plane Hoop Stress for Flexible Wall Tank at 460 in. Liquid Level and theta=0
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Figure C-38. Mid-Plane Hoop Stress for Flexible Wall Tank at 460-Inch Liquid Level and 6=0°

Extracted at 10-millisecond Intervals

Hoop Stress (psi)

Mid-Plane Hoop Stress for Flexible Wall Tank at 460 in. Liquid Level and theta=0 Extracted at
1 millisecond Intervals

45000

40000

—TVY-MIC-517
—TYY-MID-518
TVY-MID-527
TvY-MID-898
—TYY-MID-897
—TYY-MID-896
—TYY-MID-895
—TYY-MID-894
—TYY-MIC-853
TvY-MID-852
TVY-MID-851
TVY-MID-563
TVY-MID-562
TV Y- D- 561
TvY-MID-560
TYY-MID-572

35000 A

30000 - —

e

o004 ——————— -

15000 4

Time (s)

Figure C-39. Mid-Plane Hoop Stress for Flexible Wall Tank at 460-Inch Liquid Level and 8=0°

Extracted at 1-millisecond Intervals
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Comparison of Liquid Pressure and Mid-Plane Hoop Stress in Flexible Wall Tank at 460 in.
Liquid Level at Mid-Height in the Wall and theta=0
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Figure C-60. Comparison of Liquid Pressure and Mid-Plane Hoop Stress in Flexible Wall Tank at
460-Inch Liquid Level at Mid-Height in the Wall and 8=0° with Data Extracted Every
10 milliseconds
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Figure C-61. Mid-Plane Hoop Stress for Flexible Wall Tank at 460-Inch Liquid Level and 6=45°
Extracted at 10-millisecond Intervals
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Mid-Plane Hoop Stress for Flexible Wall Tank at 460 in. Liquid Level and theta=90
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Figure C-62. Mid-Plane Hoop Stress for Flexible Wall Tank at 460-Inch Liquid Level and 6=90°
Extracted at 10-millisecond Intervals

Mid-Plane Hoop Stress for Flexible Wall Tank at 460 in. Liquid Level and theta=180
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Figure C-63. Mid-Plane Hoop Stress for Flexible Wall Tank at 460-Inch Liquid Level and 8=90°
Extracted at 50-millisecond Intervals
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This worksheet contains calculations for a rigid open top tank with an initial liquid level of 460 in.
The calculations are performed using the methodology in Chapter 4 of BNL {1995). The location
of the fluid elements corresponds to the Dytran model of the rigid domed tank.

H:=460.0in Baseline liquid level

in
A= 386.4--—2
SEc
Ri=450-in Tank radius
H
El -1.02 Ratio of waste height to tank radius
i=0.2
1.841)
A:=[5.331 | Bessel function roots - Eqn. 4.5 BNL (1995)
8.536 )
O-Geg \
8:= | 45.deg | Circumferential location of waste elements for which pressures are reported
90 deg )

Convective Frequencies

A g H)
feon, := E-[jxili-tmh[li-[i—iﬂ Eqn. 4.14 BNL (1995)

0.196 )
feon =| 0.341 Ié First three convective frequencies
0.431 )
-4 1bf‘-sec2 . : .
pp:=1.71-10 = waste density - specific gravity = 1.83

in
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Determine Convective Pressures on the Tank Wall:

12:in \
37.5.in
62.5.in
87.5in
112.5:in
137.5in
162.5.in
187.5:n
212.5.in
237.5:in
262.5in
287.5:n
311.8in
336.0-in
358.5.in
377.7-in
394.8.in
410.0-in
423.6:in
435.0:in
445.0.in
455.0.in }

Vertical location of Euler element centroids at which pressures
are reported.

ny=— Ratio of tank wall vertical location to waste height for waste

=

1 element centroids.

0| 0.02
i| 0.082
2| 0136
3 0.19
4| 0.245
5( 0.299
6f 0353
71 0.408
8| o0.462
9] 0516
10| 0571
11| 0.625
12| 0.678
13 0.73
14| 0.779
15| 0.821
16| 0.858
17| 0.891
18| 0.921
19| 0.946
20| 0.967
21| 0.989
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Determine convective coefficients as a function of dimensionless height
per Eqn. 4.4 BNL (1995).

2 .“S"[Lo'[gl}“l}
(ol 1 sz

2 ”“”[*1'@}“1]

i (AI\‘ZUI' msh[kl.(:ﬂ]

cong(ny) =

A 0 0
ol o0.25 0| 6.33104 0| 927106
1] 0.25 1 6.9°104 1 1.14:10°5
2| o0.26 2| 8.07104 2 1.62°10°5
3| 0.27 3| 9.95104 3| 246105
4| 0.28 4 1.27-10-3 4| 3.87°10°5
5| 0.29 5| 166103 5| 6.17:105
6| 0.31 6 2.2:103 6| 9.88105
7| 0.33 7| 292-103 7 1.58'104
8|l 0.35 8| 3.91-103 8| 2.55104
9! 038 9| 5.25103 9| 4.09104
congm) =[10] o0.41 coni(n))={10] 7.04-103 cony(ny) =[10]  6.57-10%
11| 044 11| 9.46-103 11| 1.06'103
12| 048 12| 1.26-1072 12| 1.67-103
13{ 0.52 13| 1.68°10%2 13| 2.65°103
14| 057 14| 2.19-102 14| 4.06°103
15{ 0.61 15| 2.75'1072 15 5.84'103
16| 0.65 16| 3.37°102 16| 8.08'1073
17| 0.69 17| 4.03-102 17| 1.08'102
18{ 0.73 18| 4.74'102 i8 1.410-2
19| 0.76 19| 542102 19 1.73-102
20| 0.79 20| 6.11°102 20( 2.09-1072
21| 0.8 21| 6.87°102 21| 2.53-1072
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Theoretical Fluid Response
Calculations for Rigid Open Tank at
460 in. Waste Level - Biased Mesh

Impulsive pressure coefficient as a function of dimensionless wall height

{n) = 1 = cong(ny) - cony(m)) - cony(ny)

ol
ol o0.75
1] 075
21 074
3| 073
4| 072
5] 071
6| 069
7| 067
8| 065
9| o0.62
o(m)=[10] o0.59
11| 0.55
12 0.5
13| 046
14| 041
15[ 0.36
16| 0.31
17| 0.6
18| 0.21
19| 0.17
20f 0.13
21 0.09

Calculate maximum values of dynamic wall pressures from spectral acceleration of dome input

TH.

Consider the first three convective mode spectral accelerations for the 0.1% damped spectrum

SAy = 0.066.

sA, =011g

SAg = 0.17.¢

in

SA=25.5

secC

SA,, =42.5 "”2
sec

SA ., = 65.69- "
c2 2

sec

Eqn. 4.7 BNL (1995)

ANSYS dome RS from Spectr
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Associate the impulsive mode with the peak ground acceleration (PGA), since the tank is rigid.

PGA:=0.276¢ PGA = 106.65 i“z ANSYS dome RS from Spectr

3eC

pemscans118) = (ongl Shg)? + (ong{ngh St + (g S o oo )

} 2
Pmaximpulsive("l’e) F[ [ci(“l]'(PGA)] ]~(pl-Rocos(9'deg))

pea1:0) = T PO  (cme() Sco) 2+ (comy g Sy -+ (songl) Shcg) o o)

Previous expression is Eqn. 4.24 of BNL (1995).

T

0 6.15

1 6.13

2 6.09

3| 6.02

4 5.93

5| 5.82
6 5.67
7 5.5

8. 5.3
‘9 5.07
Prmaximpulsiv e(nl,o) -l10 2.8 .]Pé Maximum impulsive dynamic pressures at

11 4.49] in theta = 0.
12 4.14

13 3.75

14] 3.33

15 292

16| 2.52

17 2.12

18 1.74
-19. 1.39

20| 1.05

21 0.7
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0

‘0| 049
1| 049
2| o051
3| o052
4 054
5| 0.57
6 0.6
7| o064
8| 069
9| 074
p111::1.:«:(':11\'(’11'0) =110 0.8
11| 087
12| 0.94
13| 1.03
14| 112
15 1.2
16 1.28
17| 1.36
18| 1.44
19 1.5
20| 1.57
21|  1.63
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Theoretical Fluid Response
Calculations for Rigid Open Tank at
460 in. Waste Level - Biased Mesh

Ibf

ol

Maximum convective dynamic
pressures at theta = 0.

‘ 0
0| 6.17
1| 6.15
2| 6.11
3| 6.04
4| 595
5| 5.84
6| 571
7| 554
8| 535
9| 512
Pmad:0)=[10]  4.87 %
11| 457| =
12| 4.25
13| 3.88
14| 351
15| 3.16
16| 2.83
17| 252
18| 2.25
19| 2.04
20| 1.89
21| 177
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0

o| 437
1| 435
2| 432
3| 427
4{ 421
5| 413
6| 4.03
7| 392
g| 3.78
9| 362
Prarn45) =[10] 3.44
11| 3.23
12 3
13] 275
14| 2.48
15| 2.23
16. 2
17| 1.78
18] 1.59
19| 1.45
20] 1.33
21| 125
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Theoretical Fluid Response
Calculations for Rigid Open Tank at
460 in. Waste Level - Biased Mesh

i Maximum total dynamic pressure
i at theta = 45 degrees.

Maximum total dynamic pressure at theta = 90 degrees is zero by
inspection of Eqn. 4.24 of BNL (1995)

Calculate Maximum Slosh Height:

0.837)
conmax := | 0,073 |
0.028 |

Maximum value of convective coefficients at n=1

. SAco}z
hmaxslosh'= R cunmaxo-—g—) + conma.xl-

b axslosh = 25.21in

SA,, \2 + [conma.x Ef
) e )

2

Maximum theoretical slosh height

D.7

Checked by:Milon Meyer

Eqn. 4.60 BNL (1995)
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Calculate Maximum Total Hydrodynamic Force:

The maximum hydrodynamic force induced on the tank wall is given by Eqn. 4.31 of BNL 1995
with the instantaneous accelerations replaced by the maximum spectral accelerations. First
determine the effective impulsive and convective masses.

. syl 04 —— Total waste mass based on circular cylinder
Mlapprox = ™5 Pl Mapprox = in approximation.

2
my = 4.92-104.% Actual waste mass reported by Dytran model.

i B .,an,{l .(ﬂ}]_ml Eqn. 4.32 BNL (1995)
H ) 0

’“0'[(‘072 - l}[n ) '

2
20891.92@ First mode convective mass
mn

I

Meo

mgg = 2 -mnnI:l ~[ﬂ]}-m
il A [(1 \2_ l]{“ﬁ) TR J™ Eqn. 4.32 BNL (1995)
1t R

Second mode convective mass

m 4= 2 -tanh|:i\. [E}]m
“ "z'[(*z\z‘l]'@} 2= J™ Eqn. 4.32 BNL (1995)
R

1

2
2 Ibf-sec
mg = 1.57x 10 — Third mode convective mass
mj = my — (mgp + mey + me) Impulsive mass - Eqn. 4.33 BNL (1995)

2z
4 14t
iy DTS 1 DE
1 in

D.8
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Finax = My PGA + mq-SA g + m-SA | + mg-8A.

Fpoax = 3-5% 106|bf Conservative estimate of maximum hydrodynamic force

The above expression is a conservative estimate because it assumes that the peak impulsive
and convective forces oceur simultaneously. A less conservative estimate can be made via a
square-root-sum-of-the-squares (SRSS) combination.

2 2 2 2
Forss = J(mi'PGA) ¥ (mCO'SACO) * (mcl'SAc]) + (ch'SAc2)

Fyres = 2.98 x 1061bf SRSS estimate of peak hydrodynamic force

2 2 2
Feonmax = \/(mCO'SACO) + (mcl'SAcl) + (ch'SAcz)

Foommayx = 3-34 % 1051bf Peak hydrodynamic force due to convective response - shows up in free
oscillations.
Reference:

BNL 1995, Seismic Design and Evaluation Guidelines for the Department of Energy High-Level
Waste Storage Tanks and Appurtenances, BNL 52361, Rev. 10/95, Brookhaven National
Laboratory, Upton, New York.
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This worksheet contains calculations for a rigid equivalent flat-top tank with an initial liquid level
of 460 in. The calculations are performed using the methodology in Chapter 4 and Appendix D
of BNL (1995) and in Malthotra (2005). The freeboard distance is such that minor interaction
occurs between the liquid and the flat roof. The location of the fluid elements corresponds to
the Dytran model of the domed rigid tank in Appendix C. Revision 1 incorporates corrections
and clarifications regarding the intepretation of sclutions in BNL (1995) per reviewer comments
from a June 7-8, 2007 review meeting. The complete set of review comments from that meeting
appear as Appendix A of Delbler et al. (2008).

H :=460.0.in Baseline liquid level

H,:= 484.0-in Height of equivalent flat top tank per Kennedy (2003)

hy=H, - H| hy = 24in Freeboard distance
H
a‘ =095 Ratio of waste height to tank height
in
438645
5€C
Ri=450-in Tank radius
H
El =1.02 Ratio of waste height to tank radius
i=0.2
1.841)
A:=|5331 | Bessel function roots - Eqn. 4.5 BNL (1995)
8.536 )
0-deg \
8:=| 45.deg | Circumferential location of waste elements for which
90.deg | pressures are reported.
-4 l!:f-sec2 s 3 5 :
pp=171.10 Liquid mass density - specific gravity of 1.83

in

Convective Frequencies

H
feon, := i.[ 1) & tanh|2 | — Egn. 4.14 BNL (1995)
it 9 iR il R

19

D.11
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02 )
feon = | 0.34 |§ First three convective frequencies
0.43 J

Recalculate the Fundamental Convective Frequency Using the Methodology of Malhotra (2005)

j=0.1
HR := 10) Core ™= 152 Table 1 of Malhotra (2005)
15) 1.48 |

lint [HRC E\—152
<P . cref'RJ" 4

Hﬂ sec
cref’?)‘ﬁ

o = linterp [HR, C

TeonMalhotra = CC,\'[E TeonMalhotra = 9-13

1

f ey 1
conMalhotra _
TeonMalhotra feonMalhotra = 0.19 5

Fundamental convective frequency per
Eqn. (2) of Malhotra {2005).

The fundamental convective frequencies calculated using the methodologies of BNL (1995) and
Malhotra (2005) are nearly the same. Consequently, the spectral accelerations associated with
the fundamental convective modes are essentially the same using either methodology.

Consider the first three convective mode spectral accelerations for the 0.1% damped spectrum

$Agg = 0.066.¢ SAg =255 inz
sec
in
SAg=0.11g B — ANSYS dome RS from Spectr
S€C
SAg=0.17¢ SAgy = 65.69i—“2

sec

Associate the impulsive mode with the peak ground acceleration, since the tank is rigid.

PGA:= 0.276¢ PGA = 106.6512

sec

ANSYS dome RS from Spectr
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Calculate Maximum Slosh Height per BNL (1995):

0.837)
conmax:=| 0.073 | Maximum value of convective coefficients at n=1

0.028 |

j Shg Y} saq; sap ¥ Eqn. 4.60 BNL (1995)
hg:=R- || conmax -——— |+ | conmax_- + | conmax, .-
0 g ) 1 ¢ ) 2 g )

hg=25.2in Maximum theoretical slosh height for roofless tank

Recalculate the Maximum Slosh Height per Malhotra (2005):

SA

Boptathotia =R . Eqn. (9) of Malhotra (2005)

BoMalhotra = 29-7in Maximum slosh height for roofless tank per Malhotra (2005)

Calculate the Central Half-Angle for Wetted Portion of Tank Roof:

8y:= acos[g{—ﬂ Central half-angle of maximum impacted roof area per Eqn. D.2 BNL (1995)
s

0p=17.8deg Central half-angle per Appendix D BNL (1995)

hSM:;m =0.81 Used to calculate x; from Figure 3 of Malhotra (2005)

xp=0.2R x¢= 90in Woetted width of tank roof per Figures 2 and 3 of Malhotra (2005)

ygi= acos(%f - 1} wy=2.5

OoMaltotra™= % — Vo Bomathorra = 36-9deg  Central haif-angle per Malhotra (2005)

Maximum Roof Pressure:

r=424.875..n Typical centroidal radius of Dytran elements for which results are monitored

p{r,9) = p;TPGA-cos(9) for |6] <[8,] Peak roof pressure per Eqn. D.4 BNL (1995)
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p(r.0) =821
in2
pl_(r,()) =T .75% Predicted peak roof pressure for Dytran element per BNL (1995)

mn

PrmaxroofMalhotra == P1%¢ SAcg Peak roof pressure per Egn. (10) and (12) of Malhotra (2005)

- 0.391¢
2

in

PmaxroofMalhotra

Calculate the Maximum Wall Pressure per Appendix D BNL (1995) :

p;c(0) := p;R-PGA-cos(8) Impuisive component of pressure due to the constrained
portion of the liquid per Egn. D.5 of BNL (1995). This term
represents the total hydrodynamic pressure within the

8.21) central half-angle 6.
pie®) =| 5.8 w%

0 ) 124

37.5-in
62.5-in
87.5-in
112.5in
137.5in
162.5in
187.5in
212.5in
237.5in

Zi= 26258 Vertical location of Euler element centroids at which

287.5in | pressures are reported.
311.8in

336.0-in
358.5.in
377.7in
394.8in
410.0-in
423.6:in
435.0-in
445.0-in
455.0:in J
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Ratio of tank wall vertical location to waste height for waste element
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Rev. 1
ny:= Hi
1 centroids.
0.

0 0.03

1 0.08

2 0.14

3 0.19

4 0.24

5 0.3

6 0.35

7 0.41

8 0.46

9 0.52

M=[10] 0.57

i1 0.63

12| 0.68

131 0.73

141 0.78

15| 0.82

16| 0.86

i7] o0.89

18] 0.92

19| 0.95

201 0.97

21| 0.99

Determine convective coefficients as a function of dimensionless height

per Eqn. 4.4 BNL (1995).

conf;) =

COﬂl(ﬂl) =

cong(n) =

- 2 .cosh[xo-[%}m]-
ot tof]
8]
RS

]

_(7‘2\,2 = ‘“’5“[%'[%)] |
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Impulsive pressure coefficient as a function of normalized wall height

°i("1) =1- °°ﬂ0(“|)

P, (n},8) = o;(ny)-pyR-PGA-cos(8)

Peu(my-6) = cong(n )RS g cos(0)

Egn. 4.7 BNL (1995) - 1st term

Impulsive component of maximum wall pressure induced by
unconstrained portion of liquid beneath the non-impacted portion
of the roof - same as for roofless tank ( Eqn. D.6 BNL [1995]).
This is the impulsive component of the hydrodynamic pressure
outside the central half-angle 6,

Convective component of maximum wall pressure induced by
unconstrained pertion of liquid beneath the non-impacted portion
of the roof outside the central half-angle 6, - same as for roofless

tank ( Eqn. D.7 BNL [1995]).

2
ptota]outside(“l’e) = \/Piu(“l’a) * I’cu(‘"l’e

I“to'saalinside('"-1 ’ B) = 0;(0)

Ibf
ptotalinside(“l'{)) =821 —2

mn

)2 Total dynamic wall pressure outside central half-angle 6, -
same as open tank solution.

Total dynamic wall pressure inside central half-angle 6, - same
as completely full tank solution.

T
0| 3.25
1| 323
20 321
3| 3.8
4| 3.13
5| 3.08
6| 3.01
7| 292
8| 283
9| 2.72

ptolaloutside{”l’45)= 10 2.59 |psi
11| 245
2] 229
13| 212
14| 195
15| 1.79
16| 1.65
17| 151
18 1.4
19 1.3
20| 1.22
21| 115
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°°"o(ﬂl) =

10
0| 0.25
1| 025
2| 026
3| 027
4| 028
5 029
6| 031
7| 033
8| 0.35
9| 0.8
10| 041
11| 044
12| 048
13| 052
14| 057
15| 0.61
16| 0.65
17| 0.69
18| 0.73
19| 0.76
20 079
21| 0.82
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=
o| 075
1| o075
2| 074
3| o073
4 o072
5| o071
6] 069
7] o067
8| 065
9| 062
¢(m)=[10] o0.59
11 0.56
12] 052
13| 048
14| 043
15[ 0.39
16| 035
17| 031
18| 027
19] 0.24
20| 021
21| o018

Checked by: Milon Meyer
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0 0
0 3.24 0 0.26
1 3.22 1 0.26
2 3.2 "2 0.27
3 3.17 3 0.27
4 3.12 4 0.28
5 3.06 5 0.3
6 2.99 6 0.32
7 2.9 7 0.34
8 2.8 8 0.36
9 2.69 9 0.39
Pu(n:45) =[10] 2.56] = palm1-45) =[10]_0.42| 5
11| 24| ™ 11| 046 ™
12| 2.24 12 0.5
13| 2.05 13| 0.54
14| 1.86 14] 0.59
15| 1.68 15| 0.63
16 1.5 16| 0.67
17| 1.34 17| 071
18| 1.18 18] 0.75
19| 1.04 19| 0.78
207 0.91 20| 0.81
21| 0.77 21| 0.85 0
0 3.25
1 3.23
2 3.21
3 3.18
Total dynamic wall pressue at 6=45 degrees (outside the 41 313
central half-angle 6,) . 5 3.08
6 3.01
7 2.92
8 2.83
9 2.72
ProtatousiaelM:45) <[ 10| 2.59 %
11| 245| i
121 2.29
13] 2.12
14| 1.95
15| 1.79
16| 1.65
17| 151
18 1.4
19 1.3
200 1.22
21| 1.15
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Calculate Maximum Total Hydrodynamic Force:

The maximum hydrodynamic force induced on the tank wall is given by the sum of the terms in
Equations D.12, D.13, and D.14 of BNL 1995.

2
= 497.10"2E: Actual waste mass reported by Dytran model.
mn
2 H
meg = e .m[x 0—[;')]—11:1 Eqn. 4.32 BNL (1995)
A [(1 V2 1]_(_1\
o[l"0, R )

4 bf.sec” ; :

me=2.11x 10 —— First mode convective mass for roofless tank
4 lbf-sec> .
m; = m) - mg m;=2.86x 10 —— Impulsive mass for roofless tank - Eqn. 4.33
' i BNL (1995)
2 0ds = Y
= L
2.0, + sin[2-8

epsilon = —m Dimensionless factor for wall force calculation Eqn. D.9 of

2= BNL (1995).
Fei= epsilonvi«ml-PGA Impulsive component of force due to constrained portion of liquid

H Eqgn. D.12 of BNL (1995) with force notation changed to "F".

6
Fo= 1.07x 10 1of
F, = (1 - epsilon)-m;-PGA Impulsive component of force due to unconstrained portion of liquid

Eqgn. D.13 of BNL (1995) with force notation changed to "F".

6
F,=2.46x 10 ibf
F,, = (1 - epsilon)-m4-SA Convective component of force due to unconstrained portion of liquid

Eqn. D.14 of BNL (1995) with force notation changed to "F".
Foy=4.35% lOslbf

D.19
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Froma1 = o (Fic * p,-u)z + Fcu2 Total peak hydrodynamic force per BNL (1995)

6
Fyota = 3-56 % 10 1of

Recalculate Maximum Hydrodynamic Force Using Methodolodgy of Malhotra (2005):

The hydrodynamic force can be calculated by excluding the structural masses from Egn. (3) of
Malhotra (2005). First calculate the impulsive and convective masses.

P 0.1
1.0 54
MRi= \ [mpMassRatio := G5 8\ Table 1 of Malhotra (2005)
L5) 0.686
; )
linterp H.R.ImpMassRatlo,E)= 0.55
H 4 1bf.sec>
My rothotra = linterp(HR,lmpMassRatio,T{!}ml MMathotra = 2.75x 10 -lkf-l?-—
2
4 1bf.
McMalhotra = ™| ~ MiMalhotra ™ oMalhotra = 2-22% 10 :c
By R Eqn. (3) Malhotra (2005)

R, = Mopaihotrs SAch Eqn. (4) Malhotra (2005)

Modify the impulsive and convective masses to account for interaction with the tank roof per Eqns.
(15) and (16) of Mathotra (2005).

B L
Mibar = MiMalhotra * mcMalhotra'[l T otten) " 3.18x10 ——=
4]
by ) 4 1bfisec”
Mebar = MeMalhotra| 7 Mebar = 1.79x 10 -
hsMalhotra J
Rjpar = Mipar PGA Rjpqr = 3.39 % 1061bf Impulsive component of peak reaction force

5 : ;
Rpar = Mepar SAgg Repar=4-57x 10"t Convective component of peak reaction force

D.20
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2
Rpar = o Ribar  * Rebar

Ry = 3.42x 1061bf
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Total peak reaction force per Malhotra (2005)
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This worksheet contains calculations for a flexible wall open top tank with an initial liquid level of
460 in. The calculations are performed using the methodology in Chapter 4 of BNL (1995) and in
Malthotra (2005). The benchmark solutions are based on an impulsive frequency of 6.5 Hz and
impulsive damping of 3.5% critical. The location of the fluid elements corresponds to the flexible
wall Dytran model with the refined mesh as described in Appendix C. Revision 1 modifies the total
reaction force using the method of Malhotra to be the SRSS combination of the impulsive and
convective components rather than the direct sum.

Hy:= 460-in Baseline waste level
in
A= 386.4-—2
sec
Ri=450:in Tank radius
H
E] a 1.02 Ratio of waste height to tank radius
H, == 460-in Assumed tank height used for calculation
i =1 Ratio of liquid height to tank height - only used for calculation of C,; from
H‘ Table 4.4 of BNL (1995)
i=0.2
1.841)
r=15.331 | Bessel function roots - Eqn. 4.5 BNL (1995)
8.536 )
0-deg \
8:=| 45.deg | Circumferential location of waste elements for which pressures are reported
90-deg)

Convective Frequencies per BNL (1995)

H
v L.[ Y L P Eqn. 4.14 BNL (1995)
7 B iR il R
0.196)
won=|0.341 |2 First three convective frequencies
s
0.431
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-4 Ibfsec” : : .
pp=1.71.10 — waste density - specific gravity = 1.83

Recalculate Maximum Slosh Height per Malhotra (2005):

j=0.1
1.0 1.52
H = \ Copafii= \ Table 1 of Malhotra (2005)
15) 1.48 |
Hl\ sec sec
C.= liuterp(l{r,ccmf, — — C.=152—
R Jym 05
Teon=CcVR Tog=35-13s
f-Malhotra ™= TL foMalhotra = 0193 % Fundamental convective frequency per
con Malhotra (2005)

Calculation of Impulsive Frequency per BNL (1995):

2
oy 135107 4.ﬁji Steel density

in

=063 Tank wall thickness used in Dytran model.

E:= 29»106.-"’—; Elastic modulus for steel

n

Cyep=0.1062  Table 4.4 of BNL (1995) - H=R=H,, hinged top boundary condition.

L

tw

Cpi= Cjer |127-—— Eqn. 4.18 BNL (1995)
1

Pt

c;=0.09 Impulsive coefficient for frequency calculation
¢ [E
el [ =648 1 Eqn. 4.16 BNL (1995)
2. H | pg x s
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Recalculate the Fundamental Impulsive Frequency Using the Methodology of Malhotra (2005):

A 0.1
1.0) 6.36)
HE = 1.5} CireMalhotra = 6.06}

H
. !
l'merp[HR’CircMalholra'E |y 6.35

i)

CiMalihotra = Ii“m(}m'ciremalhum' %)

- ek 0.19
TimpMalhotra = CiMallhotra’ : TimpMalhotra = V-17 s
tw
Jx
£ vgMabotra ™ " 5361 Fundamental impulsive frequency per
TimpMalhotra  fimpMalhotra = 2+ 5 Malhotra (2005)
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Determine Convective Pressures on the Tank Wall per BNL (1995):

4.0in )
24.1-in
44 2.in
64.2.in
84 3.in
104.4-in
124.4in
144.5in
164.6-in
184.6-in
204.7-in
224.8.in
244.8.in
264.9.in
285-in
305.in
325.n
345.in
365-in
385.in
405-in
425-in
435-in
445.in

L 455.in )

Vertical location of Euler element centroids at which pressures

are reported.

z

M= El
: 0.
0 8.7:10-3
1 0.05
2 0.1
3 0.14
4 0.18
5 0.23
6 0.27
7 0.31
8 0.36
9 0.4
10 0.45

= 11 0.49
12 0.53
13 0.58
14 0.62
15 0.66
16 0.71
17 0.75
18 0.79
19 0.84
20 0.88
21 0.92
22 0.95
23 0.97
24 0.99

Ratio of tank wall vertical location to waste height
for waste element centroids.
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Determine convective coefficients as a function of dimensionless height
per Eqn. 4.4 BNL (1995).

cong(m) =

cony(ny) =

cong(m) =

i)

mﬂo(’f I) =

_("0\,2 -1 cosh[lo-[—?}] |
2 cosh|:}. I[T}ﬂ‘]

DG
2 coshI}\. 2(%}11]]

a1 b3

0

0] 0.25

1 0.25

2| 0.25

3| 0.26

4| 0.26

5| 0.27

6| 0.28

7| 0.29

8| 031

9| 0.32

10| 0.34

g -

13| 041

14| 0.44

15| 0.47

16 0.5

17| 0.54

18| 0.58

19| 0.63

20| 0.68

21| 0.73

22| 0.76

23| 0.79

24| 0.82

0.

0 6.28'104
1 6.53'104
2 7.15'104
3 8.17-104
4 9.67'104
5 1.17'103
6 1.44-10-3
7 1.79:103
8 2.25-103
9 2.83-1073
10 3.57-103
11 4.52°10-3
12 5.72-103
13 7.24°10°3
14 9.1910-3
15 0.01
16 0.01
17 0.02
18 0.02
19 0.03
20 0.04
21 0.05
22 0.05
23 0.06
24 0.07
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=)

0 9.06-106
1 10°106
2 1.24-10-5
3 1.66-105
4 2.33:10°5
5 3.34:10-5
6. 4.83-10-5
7 7.03-105
8 1.03-104
9 1.5-104
10 2.2:104
11 3.21-104
12 4.7-104
13 6.88'10-4
14 1.01-10-3
15 1.47-10-3
16 2.15°1073
17 3.14-10-3
18 4.59°10-3
19 6.71°103
20 9.8-103
21 0.01
22 0.02
23 0.02
24 0.03
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Impulsive pressure coefficient as a function of dimensionless wall height

&) = 1 = congfny) - com(n) - congfn) Eqn. 4.7 BNL (1995)
| o
ol o075
1] 075
21 075
3{ 074
41 073
5| 073
6| o072
7 0.7
8| 0.69
9| o067
10| 0.65
11| 063

stn) 2| o061
13| o0.58
14| 0.55
15| 0.52
16| 0.48
17| 044
18| 0.39
19| 0.34
20| 0.28
21 0.21
22| 0.7
23| 0.13
24| 0.09

Calculate maximum values of dynamic wall pressures from spectral acceleration of dome input
TH.

Consider the first three convective modes with accelerations from the 0.1% damped spectrum

Say = 0.066¢ SAg =255 12
sec
SAgy = 0.11.g Sh =A05 -2 ANSYS Dome RS from Spectr
5602
SAp=0.17¢ SA = 65.69%
SeC
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Determine the spectral acceleration for the impulsive mode.

sA;=1.0¢ sA; = 38642 3.5% Dome RS from Spectr based on damping during
scc2 initial gravity loading in Dytran model taken at 6.5 Hz.

poaon1:0)= (g S50 s St) -« (om e 2 o R oo i)

pmaximpulsive(“ I’ 9) = |: I:‘"'i("I l)'(Sﬁinz]'(pI'R'c"s(e‘d‘g))

PmaxM1-6) = [J [(“i(“l))‘(SAi)]z + (cong(n 1)'5*‘.:0)2 + (o () 5%1)2 i (“nz(“ll's"‘cz)z]‘(Pr““"*‘("'deg))

Eqn. 4.24 BNL (1995)
Determine the spectral acceleration for the impulsive frequency calculated per Malhotra (2005).

107 413,450 3.5% Dome RS from Spectr based on damping during
SAiMathotra = 1-V78  SAimalnorra = #1293 jnitial gravity loading in Dytran model taken at 5.4 Hz.

Sec
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L
0 22.3
1| 2227
2| 2218
3| 2204
4| 21.85
5. 21.6
6 21.3
7| 20094
8| 2051
9| 2002
10| 19.46
pma"ilﬂpulsiv 711.0)= i; 1$88i
13| 17.29
14| 16.39
15| 15.38
16| 14.25
17| 1299
18| 11.57
15 9.98
20 8.8
21|  6.14
22 5.02
23 3.82
24|  2.53

RPP-RPT-28963, Rev. 1

Theoretical Fluid Response for
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M&D-2008-005-RPT-01, Rev. 1
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Maximum impulsive dynamic pressures at

theta = 0.
Ibf
2
n
|-0

0| 049

1| o049

=1 0.5

3| o051

4| o052

5] 053

6| 0.55

7| o.58

8- 0.6

9| o0.64

10| o0.67

11| o071

pmaxconv(ﬁl , 0) 1 0.76

13| 0.81

14| 0.86

15| 0.92

16| 0.99

17| 1.06

18] 1.15

19| 1.24

20| 1.34

21| 1.44

22 1.5

23| 157

24| 1.63

D.30
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Prepared by: F. G. Abatt
M&D Professional Services
1/11/08

Rev. 1
0

0| 2231

1| 2227

2| 2219

3| 22.05

4| 2186

5| 2161

6| 2131

7| 2094

8| 2052

9{ 20.03

10| 19.47
0)-|11] 1883
P 1) 12| 1812
13] 1731

14| 1641

5] 15.41

16| 14.28

17] 13.03

18| 11.63

19| 10.05

201 829

21 6.31

22 5.24

23] 413

24 3.01

RPP-RPT-28963, Rev. 1
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Flexible Wall Open Top Tank at 460
in. Waste Level

Maximum total dynamic pressure at

theta =0Q.
E
in
. 0.
0ol 158
1| 157
21 157
31 156
4| 155
5| 153
6| 151
7| 148
8| 145
9| 142
10| 138
_[11] 133
pmax(“l’45) o 128
13| 122
14| 116
15| 109
16| 10.1
17| 9.2
18 8.2
19 7.1
20 5.9
21 45
22| 3.7
23 2.9
24 2.1

D.31

Ibf

o

Maximum total dynamic pressure at
theta = 45 degrees.
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Calculate Maximum Slosh Height per BNL (1995):

0.837
) Maximum value of convective coefficients at n=1
conmax := | 0.073 |
0.028 )
2 2 2
- ) iy e Eqn. 4.60 BNL (1995
bmaxslosh = R'j["“mo' . J + (Conmﬂ-xl- e J + conmaxz-TJ qn. 4. ( )

haxsiosh = 25.21in

Recalculate the Maximum Slosh Height per Malhotra (2005):

Since the fundamental convective frequency calculated per Malhotra agrees with the frequency
calculated via BNL (1995), the convective acceleration is the same in both cases.

SA
heMalhotra ™ R-TCO Eqn. (9) of Malhotra (2005)

hepsathotra = 29-7in Maximum slosh height for roofless tank per Malhotra (2005)

Calculate Maximum Total Hydrodynamic Force per BNL (1995):

The maximum hydrodynamic force induced on the tank wall is given by Eqn. 4.31 of BNL (1995)
with the instantaneous accelerations replaced by the maximum spectral accelerations. First
determine the effective impulsive and convective masses.

2
2 4 1bf-sec ; ;
Miapprox = #RHypy Mapprox = 5% 10 = Total Waste_ mass based on circular cylinder
approximation.
4 1of.sec
m=4.97x10 . ——— Actual waste mass reported by Dytran model.

mn
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mgg = 2 = \ ‘tanh[?-o'[%ﬂ'mn First mode convective mass - Egn. 4.32 BNL (1995)
1 N2 ] e
"o[(lo, 1 R )
2
my - 2.11x 10 B

n

Second mode convective mass

lbf-:m:2

n

m,, = 665.21

2

2
SO

Third mode convective mass

Mep =

1][‘;' } "*‘““["2‘[%]""‘

2
mep = 158,527

Impulsive mass - Eqn. 4.33 BNL (1995)

m; = ml - (]Tlco + mc] ¥ mcz)

4 |bf-
m;=2.78x 10 2F
Fogx = mi'SAi e ch'SAcO + mcl's'\cl ) ch'SAcz Eqn. 4.31 BNL (1995)

7
B LI 1 1R Conservative estimate of maximum hydrodynamic force

The above expression is a conservative estimate because it assumes that the peak impulsive and
convective forces occur simultaneously. A less conservative estimate can be made via a
square-root-sum-of-the-squares (SRSS) combination.

2 2 2 2
Pt ﬁmi-SAi) +{megSag)” + (mgy-SAg ) + (mep5a,) Eqgn. 4.31 BNL (1995) - SRSS

Foeo= 1.07x 107lbf SRSS estimate of peak hydrodynamic force
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2 2 2
Foon= { (Mo SAcq)? + (mey S8a)% + (meg S42)

Foon = 539x 105 Ibf Peak hydrodynamic force due to convective effects only

Recalculate Maximum Hydrodynamic Force Using Methodolodgy of Malhotra (2005):

The hydrodynamic force can be calculated by excluding the structural masses from Eqn. (3) of
Malhotra (2005). First calculate the impulsive and convective masses.

4= 0.1
B .54
e L0} mpaassiaior=| 28} Table 1 of Malhotra (2005)
1.5 ) 0.686 }
linte: ( i E\-
rp| HR, ImpMassRatio, =055
R )
2
H 4 1bf.
MM athotra = Iiute:rp(l’-’{ll.Im]JMassRatio,El )-ml M Malhotra = 279 % 10 M%
2
4 bt
McMalhotra ™ ™1 ~ ™iMalhotra McMathotra = 2-22 % 10 :c

7
R; = MiMathotra SAiMalhotra  Rj = 114 10 1bf Impulsive reaction - Eqn. (3) Malhotra (2005)

Ry = 1 ppathotra SAD R.=5.65x 105 Ibf Convective reaction - Egn. (4) Malhotra (2005)
Ry = JR 2+ R Rygy-1.14x10 b Total reaction force per Malhotra (2005)

Consider Vertical Excitation:

Calculate the axisymmetric breathing mode frequency for the tank as a benchmark for the
Dytran simulation.

Cyep=0.089  Table 4.17 BNL (1995)

Cyt= g 127.-“T

Py

c,=0079  Eqn.4.16 BNL (1995)

o 2 B 15 £,=543 1 Eqn. 4.53 BNL (1995)
2. Hl Pt s

>
3]
B
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This worksheet contains calculations for a flexible wall open top tank with an initial liquid level of
460 in. The calculations are performed using the methodology in Chapter 4 of BNL (1995) and in
Malthotra (2005). The impulsive response per BNL (1995) is calculated using the Dytran
calculated impulsive frequency of 6.25 Hz and damping of 5.5%. Total reaction forces using the
methodology of Malhtora (2005) are calculated at the Malhotra impulsive frequency of 5.4 Hz at
damping values of 3.5% and 5.5%. The location of the fluid elements corresponds to the flexible
wall Dytran model with the refined mesh as described in Appendix C. Revision 1 modifies the total
reaction force using the method of Malhotra to be the SRSS combination of the impulsive and
convective components rather than the direct sum.

H, := 460-in Baseline waste level
in
&= 386.4.’—2
sSeC
Ri=450:in Tank radius
H
;1 -1.02 Ratio of waste height to tank radius
H, := 460-in Assumed tank height used for calculation
H
- Ratio of liquid height to tank height - only used for calculation of C,, from
H‘ Table 4.4 of BNL (1995)
i=0.2
1.841)
Ai=|5.331 | Bessel function roots - Eqn. 4.5 BNL (1995)
8.536 )
( 0-deg \
8:=|45.deg | Circumferential location of waste elements for which pressures are reported
904deg)

Convective Frequencies per BNL (1995)

H
o L.Lp. £ ant|n 2 Eqn. 4.14 BNL (1995)
1" 2. il R il R
0.196)
feon = | 0.341 |l First three convective frequencies
s
0431
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-4 1bf-sec2 : : :
pp:=1.71.10 R waste density - specific gravity = 1.83

in

Recalculate Convective Frequency per Malhotra (2005):

j=0.1
] 203 om0 Table 1 of Malhotra (2005)
1.5) 1.48 |
H,
Coi= linterp(ﬂr. cmf,i'}% C.= 1.525%5
m
Tooa= CiVR Teon=35.13s
1 1 .
Bsinatiis = fMathotrs = 0-195 s Fundamental convective frequency per
con Malhotra (2005)

Calculation of Impulsive Frequency per BNL (1995):
-4 ll:f-sec2 .
pyi=7.35.10 S Steel density
in

ty = 0.65-in Tank wall thickness used in Dytran model.

Ey:= 29-106-% Elastic modulus for steel

in

Cires = 0.1062 Table 4.4 of BNL (1995) - H=R=H,, hinged top boundary condition.

Cl = Cire.f' ]27‘i

Eqn. 4.18 BNL (1995)
Py

Pt
c;=0.09 Impulsive coefficient for frequency calculation
c [E
TR £ 6481 Eqn. 4.16 BNL (1995)
2. H | py s
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Recalculate the Fundamental Impulsive Frequency Using the Methodology of Malhotra (2005):

A;\;:O..l

1.0 6.36)
HR = 1.5} CirefMalhotra = G.OGJ

Ii“‘em[ﬂa'cireﬂ\#lalhotm’ ; ) =6.35

B )

CiMatlhotra = Ii“lﬂp(l'm'ciremalhuun' I)

Jorth a=0.195
'tw
.

TimpMalhotra *= CiMallhotra — TimpMalhof
e

1 Fundamental impulsive frequency per

A =— 1
mghsaliotm TimpMalhotra  fmpMalhotra = 5+30 s Malhotra (2005)
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Determine Convective Pressures on the Tank Wall per BNL (1995):

4.0:in )
24 1.in
44.2.in
64.2-in
84.3-in
104.4.in
124.4-in
144.5.n
164.6-in
184.6.in
204.7-in
224.8in
244 8in
264.%9-in
285:in
305-in
325.n
345.in
365-in
385:in
405-in
425.in
435.in

445:in
455-in )

are reported.

ny=—

m=

H
0
0] 87103
1 0.05
2 0.1
3 0.14
4 0.18
5 0.23
6 0.27
7 0.31
8 0.36
9 0.4
10 0.45
11 0.49
12 0.53
13 0.58
14 0.62
15 0.66
16 0.71
17 0.75
18 0.79
19 0.84
20 0.88
21 0.92
22 0.95
23 0.97
24 0.99

- Vertical location of Euler element centroids at which pressures

Ratio of tank wall vertical location to waste height
for waste element centroids.
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Determine convective coefficients as a function of dimensionless height
per Eqgn. 4.4 BNL (1995).

confny) =

cony(ny) =

cong(ny) =

(07t (5]
i 5 coshl:?»]{%}ﬂ]]_

BEes0)

]

]

cong(ny) =

““1(“1] &

(2, !
;

0| 025
1 0.25
2| 025
3] 026
4] 0.26
5 0.27
6 0.28
7 029
8| 031
9| 032
10 034
11| 0.36
12| 0.38
13] 041
14] 044
151 0.47
16 0.5
17| 0.54
18| 0.58
19| 0.63
20 0.68
21| 073
22| 0.76
23| 0.79
24| 0.82

0
0 6.28:104
1 6.53"104
2 7.15-104
3 8.17-104
4 9.67-10-4
5 1.17-103
6 1.44'10-3
7 1.79-10-3
8 2.25-10-3
9 2.83:103
10| 3.57-103
11| 4.52-10-3
12| 5.72-103
13| 7.24-103
14| 9.19-103
15 0.01
16 0.01
17 0.02
18 0.02
19 0.03
20 0.04
21 0.05
22 0.05
23 0.06
24 0.07

D.41
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0
0 9.06°10°6
1 10-106
2 1.24-10°5
3 1.66°10°5
4 2.33°10°5
5. 3.34'10°5
6 4,83-10°5
7 7.03-105
8 1.03-104
9 1.5:104
10 2.2:104
11 3.21:104
12 4.7:10%
13 6.88:10-4
14 1.01-10-3
15 1.47-10-3
16 2.15°10°3
17 3.14:103
18 4.59-103
19 6.71-1073
20 9.8:103
21 0.01
22 0.02
23 0.02
24 0.03
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Impulsive pressure coefficient as a function of dimensionless wall height

ci(‘n]) =1- 00“0(711) - 00111(7!1) - cong_(n[)— Eqgn. 4.7 BNL (1995)
0

0 0.75
1 0.75
2 0.75
3 0.74
4 0.73
5( 0.73
6. 0.72
7 0.7
8| 0.9
9| 067
10 0.65
11 0.63
() 12| 061
13| 0.58
14] 0.55
15| 0.52
16| 048
17| 044
18| 0.39
19] 0.34
20 0.28
21| 0.21
22| 017
23] 0.13
24| 0.09

Calculate maximum values of dynamic wall pressures from spectral acceleration of dome input
TH.

Consider the first three convective modes with accelerations from the 0.1% damped spectrum

SAgo = 0.066¢ SAg=25.5 12
sec

SAg =0.11¢ SAg = 42,5 ANSYS Dome RS from Spectr
sec2

SAgy:=0.17¢ SAg = 65.t59i—“2

s€C
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Determine the spectral acceleration for the impulsive mode.

sa;=094¢ SA;= 36322 5.5% Dome RS from Spectr based on damping during
- initial gravity loading in Dytran model taken at 6.25 Hz.

pIm;uu:onw("]] : 9) - U(“’“o("l l)'SACO)Z * (""0“1(“I)'S“°‘cl)2 = [conz(nl)-SAcz)z]-(pl-Rwos(e-deg))
ot 19) = [ (AP oy oo )

Pmax(1.9) = [J[(ei(n.»-(smn%(mo(n.)‘s»\co)%(conl(n.)-swz+(mz(n,)-s»acz)z]-(pl-n-me-aeg»

Eqn. 4.24 BNL (1995)

Determine the spectral acceleration for the impulsive frequency calculated per Malhotra (2005).

=1.07 413,450 3.5% Dome RS from Spectr based on damping
Shimalhorra 35°= 1078 SAivalnotr 35 = 413- "5 during initial gravity loading in Dytran model taken
¢ at5.4 Hz

in 5.5% Dome RS from Spectr based on damping
5 during initial gravity loading in Dytran model taken
¢ at5.4 Hz.

SAiMalhotra_55°= 0928 SAiMalnorra_s5 = 35549
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pmaximpulsive(" 1 '0) =

0
0| 20097
1| 20093
27| 20.85
3 2072
4| 2054

5| 2031
6| 20.02
7| 19.68
8.| 19.28
9| 18.82
10| 18.29
11| 17.69
12| 17.02
13| 16.26
14 15.4
15| 14.46
16| 13.39
17] 12.21
18| 10.88
19 9.38
20 7.69
21| s5.78
22 4.72
23 359
24| 238
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Maximum imputsive dynamic pressures at

Ibf

ol

theta = 0.

| o .
o| o049
1| o049
2| o5
3] o051
4| 0
5| 053

6| 055
7| o058

8| 06

9 0.64
10| 067
1r] o7t
Pmaccom {10 12| 076
13| o081
14| 086
15| 092
16| 0.99
17| 106
18] 115
19] 124
20] 1.34
21| 144
2] 15
23| 157
24| 163

D.44

Maximum convective
dynamic pressures at
theta = 0.

Ibf

ol
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| o
0| 2097
1] 20094
2| 2086
3| 2073
4.| 2055
5| 2031
6| 20.03
7| 19.69
8| 19.29
9| 18.83
10 18.3
11 17.7

P ) 12| 17.03
13| 16.28
14| 15.43
15| 14.48
16| 1343
17| 12.25
18] 10.94
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Calculate Maximum Slosh Height per BNL (1995):

0.837
) Maximum value of convective coefficients at =1
conmax := | 0.073 |
0.028 )
2 2 2
SA SAg; SA.y
Byaxalosh = R.j[coumaxch) + [conmaxI-Tc] + [conmaxz ; } Eqgn. 4.60 BNL (1995)

thaXSlOSh = 25.2 ] in

Recalculate the Maximum Slosh Height per Malhotra (2005):

Since the fundamental convective frequency calculated per Malhotra agrees with the frequency
calculated via BNL (1995), the convective acceleration is the same in both cases.

SAc0 Eqn. (9) of Malhotra (2005)

hsMalhotra = R

hsMalhotra = 29-7in Maximum slosh height for roofless tank per Malhotra (2005)

Calculate Maximum Total Hydrodynamic Force per BNL (1995):

The maximum hydrodynamic force induced on the tank wall is given by Eqn. 4.31 of BNL (1985)
with the instantaneous accelerations replaced by the maximum spectral accelerations. First
determine the effective impulsive and convective masses.

4 1bf. sec2

Myprrox = E-Rz_!{i-pl Migpprox = 5 ¥ 10— Total wfaste. mass based on circular cylinder
approximation.
4 lbf-sec?'
my=4.97x 10 . ——— Actual waste mass reported by Dytran model.

n
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First mode convective mass - Eqn. 4.32 BNL (1995)

Second mode convective mass

)
m,, = 665.21 2
H
my, = 3 Y -lanh[kz-(il}]-ml Third mode convective mass
2 I
I I .
15

Ibf su;2

m

m, = 158.52

mi = IJ]I = (mco C mr_.l =+ mcz)

Ibf- s«t:r:2

4
m; = 2.78x 10

Fax = My SA; + m-SAq + mcl'SAcl +My-SA,

7
Foax = 1.07x 10 1bf

Impulsive mass - Eqn. 4.33 BNL (1995)

Eqn. 4.31 BNL (1995)

Conservative estimate of maximum hydrodynamic force

The above expression is a conservative estimate because it assumes that the peak impulsive and
convective forces occur simultaneously. A less conservative estimate can be made via a
square-root-sum-of-the-squares (SRSS) combination.

2 2 2 2
Fsrss::j (mi:SA;)” + (meg SAcg)” + (meySAct)” + (mep SAco)

7
Fooe= 1.01x 10 1bf

SRSS estimate of peak hydrodynamic force
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2 2 2
Feon = j(ch'SAcO) & (mcl'SAcl) # ('“cZ'SAcz)

Fogq = 5.39x 1051bf Peak hydrodynamic force due to convective effects only

Recalculate Maximum Hydrodynamic Force Using Methodolodgy of Malhotra (2005):

The hydrodynamic force can be calculated by excluding the structural masses from Eqn. (3) of
Malhotra (2005). First calculate the impulsive and convective masses.

0.1
1.0 0.54
MB= ) ImpMassRatio == £} Table 1 of Malhotra (2005)
15) 0.686 )
. )
linterp }{R,ImpMassRatlo,E ): 0.55
2
H 4 bt
MiMalhotra = "'ﬂterp(HR.lmpMassRatio,?l}ml D Malhotra = 279 % 10 l“lz%c—
2
4 bt
MeMathotra*= ™| ~ MiMalhotra MeMalhotra = 2-22 % 10 .::c

Total reaction force at 5.4 Hz and 3.5% damping per Malhotra (2005)

"
Ri 357 MiMalhotra SAiMalhotra 35 Ri_35= 1-14x 10 If oy 1ive reaction - Eqn. (3) Malhotra (2005)

R¢= Mepalhotra SAco R.=5.65x 101t Convective reaction - Eqn. (4) Malhotra (2005)

/ 7 .
Riotal_35 = Ri_352 + Rc2 Ryota) 35 = 114 10 mr  Total reaction force per Malhotra (2005)

Total reaction force at 5.4 Hz and 5.5% damping per Malhotra (2005)

6
Ri_55 MiMalhota SAiMathotra 55 Ri_ss=9-79% 10 BF 100 16ive reaction - Eqn. (3) Malhotra (2005)

Riotal 55°= HRi 552+Rc2 Ryotal 55=9-81x 1061!3{ Total reaction force per Malhotra (2005)
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Consider Vertical Excitation:

Calculate the axisymmetric breathing mode frequency for the tank as a benchmark for the
Dytran simulation.

Cyoep=0.089  Table 4.17 BNL (1995)

c,=0.079 Eqgn. 4.16 BNL (1995)

2 g =5431 Eqn. 4.53 BNL (1995)
s

References:

BNL (1995), Seismic Design and Evaluation Guidelines for the Department of Energy High-Level
Waste Storage Tanks and Appurtenances, BNL 52361, Rev. 10/95, Brookhaven National
Laboratory, Upton, New York.

Malhotra, Praveen K, 2005, Sloshing Loads in Liquid Storage Tanks With Insufficient Freeboard,
Earthquake Spectra, Volume 21, No. 4, pp. 1185-1192, November 2005.
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This worksheet contains calculations for a flexible wall equivalent flat-top tank with an initial
liquid level of 460 in. The calculations are performed using the methodology in Chapter 4 and
Appendix D of BNL (1995) and in Malthotra (2005). The impulsive response per BNL (1995) is
calculated using is based on an impulsive frequency of 6.5 Hz and damping of 3.5%. Total
reaction forces using the methodology of Malhtora (2005) are calculated at the Malhotra
impulsive frequency of 5.4 Hz at a damping value of 3.5%. The freeboard distance is such that
minor interaction occurs between the liquid and the flat roof. The location of the fluid elements
corresponds to the Dytran model of the domed flexible wall tank in Appendix C. Revision 2 of
this file incorporates corrections and clarifications regarding the intepretation of solutions in BNL
(1995) per reviewer comments from a June 7-8, 2007 review meeting. The complete set of
review comments from that meeting appear as Appendix A of Deibler et al. (2008).

Hy = 460.0.in Baseline liquid level
H,:=484.0-in Height of equivalent flat top tank per Kennedy (2003)
hg:=H, - H| h = 24in Freeboard distance
H
E‘ =095 Ratio of waste height to tank height
in
A= 386.4-—2
sec
R;=450in Tank radius
H
?I =1.02 Ratio of waste height to tank radius
i=0.2
1.841)
Ai=|5.331 | Bessel function roots - Eqn. 4.5 BNL (1995)
8.536 )
0-deg \
0:=| 45.deg | Circumferential location of waste elements for which
90.deg | pressures are reported.
-4 ]bf-se(:2 T i y i
py=1.71.10 = Liquid mass density - specific gravity of 1.83
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Convective Frequencies

H
g L.[ 2 E.tanfn | =1 Eqn. 4.14 BNL (1995)
£ o R il®
0.196
1
foon=1 0.341 IE First three convective frequencies

0.431

Recalculate the Fundamental Convective Frequency Using the Methodology of Malhotra (2005)

§=0.1
s 20 co=["2) Table 1 of Malhotra (2005)
1.5 ) 1.48 )
. By
linterp HR’Ccref’Ijz 1.52
H,
Coi= nnmp[uk.cmf,;}%
TeonMathotra = Cc'\/—R TeonMalhotra = 9-13 3
S— % foonMalbotra = 0-19 i Fundamental convective frequency per
conMalhotra Eqgn. (2) of Malhotra (2005)

The fundamental convective frequencies calculated using the methodologies of BNL (1995) and
Malhotra (2005) are nearly the same. Consequently, the spectral accelerations associated with
the fundamental convective modes are essentially the same using either methodology.

Consider the first three convective mode spectral accelerations for the 0.1% damped spectrum

SAg:=0.066¢ SAgy = 25.5—‘52_

SEC
SA, =011 sA, =425

sec? ANSYS dome RS from Spectr
sag=0.17¢ Shgp = 6:3.69—“‘—2

sec

D.52



Prepared by: F. G. Abatt

M&D Professional Services

1/14/08
Rev. 2

RPP-RPT-28963, Rev. 1
M&D-2008-005-RPT-01, Rev. 1

Theoretical Fluid Response
Calculations for Equivalent Flexible
Wall Flat-Top Tank at 460 in. Waste
Level

Calculation of Impulsive Frequency per BNL (1995):

2
-
o= 7.35.10 “’f%

in

b = 0.65:in

B = 29.106.1’%

—2
C,=9.43x 10
1 G R
i 2.x H )Py

Steel density

Tank wall thickness used in Dytran model.

Elastic modulus for steel

Table 4.4 of BNL (1995)

Eqgn. 4.18 BNL (1995)

Impulsive coefficient for frequency calculation

f = 6.48 5 Eqn. 4.16 BNL (1995)

Checked by: Milon Meyer

Recalculate the Fundamental Impulsive Frequency Using the Methodology of Malhotra (2005):

Ajﬂ:=0..1

HR:{].O\

S 1.5}

“mﬂl’-‘[HR- CirefMalhotra’

CiMallhotra = “"tem(HR’ CirefMalhotra’ R )

bl
R

6.36)

CirefMaihorrz = [6 06 )

1
J-63s

H
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JPrHy

Tiranalhoira = CiMallhotra’ : TimpMthotra =0.19s
w
= B
1 ; .
3 OTROREERE . S Fundamental ive frequency per
fimpMalhotra * p— AT 5361 u ental impuls €q yp
e e e s Egn. (1) of Malhotra (2005)

Spectral acceleration for the impulsive mode at 3.5% damping using impulsive frequency
6.5 Hz from BNL methodology.

sa;=1.0¢ SA;=3.86x 102 B ANSYS dome RS from Spectr at 3.5% damping and

sec? impulsive frequency of 6.5 Hz.

Calculate Maximum Slosh Height per BNL {(1995):

0.837)
conmax = | 0.073 | Maximum value of convective coefficients at n=1
0.028 )
2 2 2
j SAgo | SAq; ) SAcz)  Egn. 4.60 BNL (1995)
bg:=R- [| conmax -—— |+ | conmax_- + | conmax_-——
0 ¢ J 1 j 2 g J
by =25.2in Maximum theoretical slosh height for roofless tank per BNL (1995)

Recalculate the Maximum Slosh Height per Malhotra (2005):

SA
b~ R~ QN (9) of Malhotra (2005)

NoMalhotra = 29-7in Maximum slosh height for roofless tank per Malhotra (2005)

Calculate the Central Half-Angle for Wetted Portion of Tank Roof:

S

b
8= acoy(—l;qj Central half-angle of maximum impacted roof area per Eqn. D.2 BNL (1995)

0y =17.8deg Central half-angte per Appendix D BNL (1995)
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% -0.81 Used to calculate x; from Figure 3 of Malhotra (2005)

bsMalhotra

xp=0.2.R xg=90in Wetted width of tank roof per Figures 2 and 3 of Malhotra (2005)

Vo= acus(xif - l} yo=2.5

BoMalhotra™ * = ¥0 © OgpMalhora = 36.9deg  Central half-angle per Malhotra (2005)

Maximum Roof Pressure:

r:=424.875.in Typical centroidal radius of Dytran elements for which results are monitored

pi{r,0) = py-r-8A;-cos(8) for [8] < |6, Peak roof pressure per Eqn. D.4 BNL (1995)
p(R,0)=29.73 2 Peak roof pressure per BNL (1995)
in2
p(r.0) = 28.07% Predicted peak roof pressure for Dytran element per BNL (1995)
in
PrnaxroofMalhotra = P1Xf SAcp Peak roof pressure per Egns. (10) and (12) of Malhotra (2005)

Ibf

-
in

PmaxroofMalhotra = 0-39

Calculate the Maximum Wall Pressure per Appendix D BNL (1995) :

Pi() = p-R-SA; cos(0) Impulsive component of pressure due to constrained portion of the liquid
per Eqn. D.5 BNL (1995). This term represents the total hydrodynamic

wall pressure inside the central half-angle 9,
29.73)

pic(®) = 21.02 I%

0 )in
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( 4.0:in \
24.1.in
44.2.in
64.2.in
84.3.in
104 .4-in
124 4-in Vertical location of Euler element centroids at which pressures
T are reported.
164.6.in
184.6-in
204.7-in
224.8.in
z:=| 244.8.in
264.9in o
285.in Ty
305-in
325:in 0
345.in '0 0.01
365:in 1 0.05
385.in 2 0.1
405.in i- g-i‘;
425.in 5 023
435.in 6 0.27
445-in 7| 031
i ] g 0032 Ratio of tank wall vertical location to waste height
for waste element centroids.
10| 045
= 11 0.49
12 0.53
13| 0.58
14| 0.62
15| 0.66
16| 0.71
17| 0.75
18 0.79
19 0.84
20 0.88
21 0.92
22| 0,95
23| 0.97
24| 0.99
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Determine convective coefficients as a function of dimensionless height
per Eqn. 4.4 BNL (1995).

co) =

cony(ny) := -(11\)2_1' msh[l]-[%}] |
i |—= .msn[lf(%}“‘]—
]

Impulsive pressure coefficient as a function of normalized wall height

¢i(my) = 1 = congln,)

Piu(n]-e) = q(nl)-pl-RSAl--cos(a)

pcu("lve) = cono(ﬂl)'Dl'R'SAco-cos(e)

BNL (1995) Eqn. 4.7 - 1st term

Checked by: Milon Meyer

Impulsive component of maximum wall pressure induced by

unconstrained portion of liquid beneath the non-impacted portion
of the roof - same as for roofless tank (Eqn. D.6 BNL [1995]).
This is the impulsive companent of the hydrodynamic pressure

outside the central half-angle 6.

Convective component of maximum wall pressure induced by

unconstrained portion of liquid beneath the non-impacted portion
of the roof outside the central half-angle 6, - same as for roofless

tank (Eqn. D.7 BNL [1995]).

2 2
ptota]outside(“l'e) i inu(nl'e) L Pcu(r'l'e)

ProtalinsidelM1+8) = Pic(®)

Ibf
pIolalinsich:("‘]'0) = 29.73—2

n

Total dynamic wall pressure outside central

half-angle 8, - same as open tank solution.

Total dynamic wall pressure inside central half-angle 8, - same

as completely full tank solution.

Dynamic wall pressure at 6=0.
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| 0 0
0 0.25 0 0.75
1 0.25 1 0.75
2 0.25 2 0.75
31 0.26 3 0.74
4| 0.26 4| 074
5 0.27 5 0.73
6| 0.8 6| 072
7 0.29 7 0.71
8| o031 8| 0.69
9 0.32 9 0.68
10f 0.34 10] 0.66
11| 0.36 11| 0.64
o) - 12| 0.38 sm) - 12| o062
13| 041 13| 0.59
14 0.44 14 0.56
15 0.47 15 0.53
16 0.5 16 0.5
171 0.54 17| 046
18| 0.58 18| 0.42
19| 063 19| 0.37
20| 0.68 20| 0.32
21| 073 21| 0.27
22| 076 22| 0.24
23 0.79 23 0.21
24| 0.82 24} 0.18
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0 -0
0 11.73 0 0.26
1 11,71 1 0.26
2 11.66 2 0.26
3 11.59 3 0.27
4 11.49 4 0.27
5 11.37 5 0.28
6 11.21 6 0.29
7 11.03 7 0.3
8 10.81 8 0.32
9 10.56 9 0.33
10 10.28 10| 0.35
11 9.96] Ibf 11| 0.37( Ibf
P:u(“l'45) 12 961 in2 pc:u("‘l ’45) 12 04 1.12
13 9.21 13| 042
14 8.77 14| 045
15| 828 15 048
16 7.75 16| 0.52
17| 7.16 17| 056 o
18 6.52 18 0.6 ol 11.73
19 5.81 19 0.65 1 11.71
20]  5.04 200 0.7 > 1167
21 4.2 21 0.75 3 11.6
22 3.76 22 0.78 4 11.5
23 3.29 23 0.81 5 11.37
24 2.8 24| 0.85 &1 1122
7 11.03
8. 10.82
-9 10.57
10 10.29
Total dynamic wall pressue at =45 degrees (outside the — de(11],45) -| i1 9.97| bf
central half-angle 6,) . 12 9.61| .2
13 9.22
14 8.78
15 8.3
16 7.77
17 7.18
18 6.55
19 5.85
20 5.09
21 4.27
22 3.84
23 3.39
24 2.92
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Calculate Maximum Total Hydrodynamic Force:

The maximum hydrodynamic force induced on the tank wall is given by the sum of the terms in
Equations D.12, D.13, and D.14 of BNL (1995).

m; = 4.97-104-L Actual waste mass reported by Dytran model.

mn

H;
Mg = 2 \ "“““["o‘[ IJ].m] Eqn. 4.32 BNL (1995)

oG

Ibf- se{:2

n

mgy=2.11x 104 First mode convective mass for roofless tank

2
my = my - mgg m = 2.86x 107 BEsee” Impulsive mass for roofless tank - Eqn. 4.33
' - BNL (1995).

m;
=042 — =0.58
my

2.0+ sin(2-6,)

epsilon;= ——— Dimensionless factor for wall force calculation Eqgn. D.9 of
2z BNL (1995).
Fio:= epsilon.%-m]-sp\i Impulsive component of force due to constrained portion of liquid

Eqn. D.12 of BNL (1995).

Fio=3.88x 10" s

Fyy = (1 - epsilon)-m; SA; Impulsive component of force due to unconstrained portion of liquid
: Eqn. D.13 of BNL (1995).

= 8.93x 10 1bf

Fou = (1 - epsilon)-m 4 SA o Convective component of force due to unconstrained portion of liquid
Egn. D.14 of BNL (1995).

F,=4.35x 105Ibf

D.60



RPP-RPT-28963, Rev. 1
M&D-2008-005-RPT-01, Rev. 1

Prepared by: F. G. Abatt Theoretical Fluid Response Checked by: Milon Meyer
M&D Professional Services Calculations for Equivalent Flexible

1/14/08 Wall Flat-Top Tank at 460 in. Waste

Rev. 2 Level

Fiotal = f(p vB P er 2 Total peak hydrodynamic force per BNL (1995)

7
Fiora = 1.28x 10 1of

Recalculate Maximum Hydrodynamic Force Using Methodolodgy of Malhotra (2005):

The hydrodynamic force can be calculated by excluding the structural masses from Eqn. (3) of
Malhotra (2005). First calculate the impulsive and convective masses.

1.0 0.54
= \ ImpMassRatio := 8) Table 1 of Malhotra (2005)
1.5 ) 0.686 )
H
limcrp(HR,[mpMassRatio : E]) =0.55
2
4 1bt.
M Malhotra = lintmp(HR,ImpMassRa‘io. % jml My falhotra = 2.75x10 ibf.sec
2
4 1bf-sec
McMalhotra ™= ™) ~ MiMalhotra ™Malhotra = 2-22 % 10 —— in

SApathotra = 1078 SAngamotra = 4-13 % 1021 ANSYS dome RS from Spectr at 3.5%
«c>  damping using impulsive frequency of 5.4 Hz.

R, = Mopgathotra SAco Eqgn. (4) Malhotra (2005)

Maodify the impulsive and convective masses to account for interaction with the tank roof per
Egns. (15) and (16) of Malhotra (2005).

2
By \ 4 Ibf-sec
Mibar = DiMalhotra mcMalhotm'[l g ) =3.18x10 =%
h \ 4 1bf.sec?
Mebar = McMalhotra| M = 1.79% 10 =
sMalhotra J in
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7 . |
Ribar = Mipar SAiMalhora ~ Ribar = 1-31x 10 1bf  Impulsive component of peak reaction force

R obar = Mcbar SAco R par = 4-57 100 Convective component of peak reaction force

2 2
Rpar =y Ribar * Rebar

Ryge= 1.32 10 1ot

Total peak reaction force per Malhotra (2005)

References:

BNL (1995), Seismic Design and Evaluation Guidelines for the Department of Energy High-Level
Waste Storage Tanks and Appurtenances, BNL 52361, Rev. 10/95, Brookhaven National
Laboratory, Upton, New York.

Deibler, J.E., K.I. Johnson, S.P. Pilli, M.W. Rinker, F.G. Abatt, and N.K. Karri, 2008, Hanford
Double-Shell Tank Thermal and Seismic Project Increased Liquid Level Analysis for 241AP Tank
Farm, RPP-RPT-32237, Rev. 1, Pacific Northwest National Laboratory, Richland, Washington.

Malhotra, Praveen K, 2005, Sloshing Loads in Liquid Storage Tanks With Insufficient Freeboard,
Earthquake Spectra, Volume 21, No. 4, pp. 1185-1192, November 2005.

Kennedy, R.P., 2003, Review Comments Concerning Evaluation of Proposed Increase to

Doubie-Shell Tank Liquid Level, May 2003, RPK Structural Mechanics Consulting, Escondido,
California.
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This worksheet contains calculations for a flexible wall equivalent flat-top tank with an initial
liquid level of 460 in. The calculations are performed using the methodology in Chapter 4 and
Appendix D of BNL (1995) and in Malthotra (2005). The impulsive response per BNL (1995) is
calculated using is based on the Dytran calculated impulsive frequency of 6.25 Hz and damping
of 5.5%. Total reaction forces using the methodology of Malhtora (2005) are calculated at the
Malhotra impulsive frequency of 5.4 Hz at a damping value of 5.5%. The freeboard distance is
such that minor interaction occurs between the liquid and the flat roof. The location of the fluid
elements corresponds to the Dytran model of the domed flexible wall tank in Appendix C.
Revision 2 of this file incorporates corrections and clarifications regarding the intepretation of
solutions in BNL (1995) per reviewer comments from a June 7-8, 2007 review meeting. The

complete set of review comments from that meeting appear as Appendix A of Deibler et al.
(2008).

H:=460.0in Baseline liquid level
H, = 484.0:in Height of equivalent flat top tank per Kennedy (2003)

hy = H, - Hy hy = 24in Freeboard distance

H
EI -0.95 Ratio of waste height to tank height

n
&= 3864
SEC
Ri=450-in Tank radius
H
El =1.02 Ratio of waste height to tank radius
i=0.2
1.841)
r=[5331| Bessel function roots - Eqn. 4.5 BNL (1995)
8.536 )
O-deg \
8= 45.deg | Circumferential location of waste elements for which pressures are reported
90-dcg}
-4 [bf.sacz o ; ; 5
pi=L7110 4 Liquid mass density - specific gravity of 1.83

in
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Convective Frequencies

H
e i.{ o A P | Eqn. 4.14 BNL (1995)
Rl iR ilr
0.196)
1
feon=| 0.341 | First three convective frequencies

0.431)

Recalculate the Fundamental Convective Frequency Using the Methodology of Malhotra (2005)

j=0.1
HR := 10) Cepef = 152) Table 1 of Malhotra (2005)
15) 1.48 |
Jint (HR C ﬂ\—1 52
Crp| »Corefr R )— &
H
TeonMathotra = Cc'\/_R TeonMalhotra = 5+13 3

R ™ 7 ——— 1 foonMalhotra = 0-19 é Fundamental convective frequency per
conMalhotra Egn. (2) of Malhotra (2005)

The fundamental convective frequencies calculated using the methodologies of BNL (1995) and
Malhotra (2005) are nearly the same. Consequently, the spectral accelerations associated with
the fundamental convective modes are essentially the same using either methodology.

Consider the first three convective mode spectral accelerations for the 0.1% damped spectrum

SA = 0.066 ¢ SA =255

SCCZ
say =0.11¢ Sk =425 2

cec? ANSYS dome RS from Spectr
SAg=0.17¢ SAg = 65.69-i"—2

sec
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Calculation of Impulsive Frequency per BNL (1995):

2
o= 73510 BEC Steel density

in

Gy~ 063 4n Tank wall thickness used in Dytran model.
Eyi= 29100 Elastic modulus for steel

inz
Cirep= 0.1062 Table 4.4 of BNL (1995)

Egn. 4.18 BNL (1995)

C;=9.43x 10 ) Impulsive coefficient for frequency calculation
c; [E
g R £-648 ! Eqn. 4.16 BNL (1995)
2.z H Jp s

Checked by : Milon Meyer

Recalculate the Fundamental Impulsive Frequency Using the Methodology of Malhotra (2005):

,“= 0.1
1.0) . 636
AR = I.SJ CirefMalhotra = 6.06}

H
: 1
hnlerp[HR.CimMalhom, x ) =6.35

H,
. )
CiMalthotra = lmlerp(l-[R +CirefMalhotra® Y )
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JPrth

TimpMalhotra = CiMallhotra’ TimpMalhotra = 0.19s

tw
RE

1 y .
fimpMalhotra™ ————— ~ 1 Fundamental impulsive frequency per
O T pMalbotra  GmpMathotra = 3-36 < Eqn. (1) of Malhotra (2005)

Spectral acceleration for the impulsive mode at 5.5% damping using imputsive frequency
6.25 Hz from Dytran simulation.

SA;:=0.94.¢ SA; = 3.63x 102l ANSYS dome RS from Spectr at 5.5% damping and
w2  impulsive frequency of 6.25 Hz.

Calculate Maximum Slosh Height per BNL (1995}

0.837)
conmax := | 0.073 |

Maximum value of convective coefficients at n=1
0.028

2

j S“crﬂ2 SAc) SAcz\z Eqn. 4.60 BNL (1995)
b.:=R- conmax _-——— + | conmax _ - =+ | conmax .-
s 0 e ) 1 ¢ ) 27 )

b =25.2in Maximum theoretical slosh height for roofless tank per BNL (1985)

Recalculate the Maximum Slosh Height per Malhotra (2005):

SA
hvtaora= R EQN. (9) of Malhotra (2005)

hopathotra = 29-7in  Maximum slosh height for roofless tank per Malhotra (2005)

Calculate the Central Half-Angle for Wetted Portion of Tank Roof:

6= aco{-g] Central half-angle of maximum impacted roof area per Eqn. D.2 BNL (1985)

8= 17.8deg Central half-angle per Appendix D BNL (1995)
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o -0.81 Used to calculate x, from Figure 3 of Malhotra (2005)
bsMalhotra
xp=0.2R xp= 90in Wetted width of tank roof per Figures 2 and 3 of Malhotra (2005)
X
Vo= acos[{ = 1} yo=2.5
OgMalhotrn ™= © — Vo 8 oMalhotra = 36-9deg Central half-angle per Malhotra (2005)

Maximum Roof Pressure:

r=424.875.in Typical centroidal radius of Dytran elements for which results are monitored

p(r,0) = pyT-SA,-cos(8) for [] < |6 Peak roof pressure per Eqn. D.4 BNL (1995)
p(R,0) = 27.952F Peak roof pressure per BNL (1995)
in2

p{r,0) = 26.39% Predicted peak roof pressure for Dytran element per BNL (1995)
PmaxroofMalhotra == P1*£SA Peak roof pressure per Eqns. (10) and (12) of Malhotra (2005)

Ibf
PmaxroofMalhotra = 0-39 D)

in

Calculate the Maximum Wall Pressure per Appendix D BNL (1995) :

Pj(8) = p-R-SA;-cos(8) Impulsive component of pressure due to constrained portion of the liquid
per Eqn. D.5 BNL (1995). This term represents the total hydrodynamic

pressure withing the central half-angle ;.
27.95)

pic(®) =| 19.76 f%
0 } in
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24.1-in
44.2-in
64.2-in
84.3.in
104.4-in
124.4in
144.5.in
164.6in
184.6.in
204.7-in
224.8:in
z:=|244.8in
264.9-in
285.in
305:in
325-in
345:in
365-in
385-in
405-in
425.n
435.in
445.in
\ 455.in

4.0in )
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Theoretical Fluid Response
Calculations for Equivalent Flexible
Wall Flat-Top Tank at 460 in. Waste
Level

Checked by : Milon Meyer

Vertical location of Euler element centroids at which pressures
are reported.

Ratio of tank wall vertical location to waste height
for waste element centroids.

P
1 H,
0

0] o001
1| 005
2 o1
3] 014
4| o018
5] 023
6 027
7] 031
8| 036
9| 04
10] 045

o= 1L] 049
12| 053
13[ 0.8
14| 062
15| 0.66
16] 071
17[ 075
18] 0.79
19| 084
20| o088
21 092
22 095
23] 0.7
24| 0.9
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Determine convective coefficients as a function of dimensionless height

per Eqgn. 4.4 BNL (1995).

wno(ﬂJ:- 2 WSh[xo.H ﬂ:}

cony(ny) =

o] 2=l
_("2\,2'1 °°“‘{"z'(%}]

Impulsive pressure coefficient as a function of normalized wall height

g(my) = 1 congfn))

Piu(“l'e) o= °i("||)‘P|'R~SA.i-cos(9)

Peul1:8) = cong(ny) P R-SAy-cos(6)

BNL (1995) Eqn. 4.7 - 1st term

Impulsive component of maximum wall pressure induced by
unconstrained portion of liquid beneath the non-impacted portion
of the roof - same as for roofless tank (Eqn. D.6 BNL [1995]).
This is the impulsive component of the hydrodynamic pressure
outside the central half-angle 6.

Convective component of maximum wall pressure induced by
unconstrained portion of liquid beneath the non-impacted portion
of the roof outside the central half-angle 8, - same as for roofless

tank (Eqn. D.7 BNL [1995]).

2 2
pto!aloutside(nl'e) i \/Piu(ﬂl’e) & pcu(“l'e]

ana]insidc(“l -9) =p;(6)

Ibf
Plolalinside(“ 1 -0) = 27.95_2

mn

Total dynamic pressure outside central half-angle 6 -
same as open tank solution.

Total dynamic wall pressure inside central half-angle 6, - same as
completely full tank solution.
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’ 0 0
0 0.25 0 0.75
11 0.25 1 0.75
2] 025 2 0.75
3| 026 3| 074
4 0.26 4 0.74
5 0.27 ‘5 0.73
6 0.28 6 0.72
7] 0.29 7| o7
8 0.31 8 0.69
9| 032 9| o0.68
10 0.34 10| 0.66
11| 0.36 11| 0.64
congln) - 12| 0238 s - 12| oe2
13| 041 13| 0.59
14| 044 14| 0.56
15| 047 ‘15| 0.53
16 0.5 16 0.5
17{ 0.54 17| 046
18| 0.58 18| 0.42
19| 0.63 19| 0.37
20| 0.68 201 0.32
211 0.73 21 0.27
22| 0.76 21 0.24
23| 0.79 23] 0.21
24| 0.82 24} 0.18
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0 0
0 11.02 0 0.3
1 11.01 1 0.3
2 10.96 2 0.3
3 10.9 3 0.3
4| 108 4| 03
5| 10.68 51 0.3
6| 10.54 6 03
7 10.37 7 0.3
8 10.16 8 0.3
9 9.93 9 0.3
10 9.66 10 04
11 9.36] Ibf 111 04| 1f
Falnr4) 12| 903| ;. Fel45) 12| 04| .
13 8.66 13 0.4
14 8.24 14| 05
15 7.79 15 0.5
‘16 7.28 16| 0.5
17 6.73 17 0.6
18]  6.13 18| 0.6 ST
19 5.47 19 0.6 0 11.03
20 4.74 201 0.7 1 11.01
21 3.95 21| o8 2| 1097
22 3.53 22| 0.8 3. 10.9
23 3.09 23| 0.8 4.1 10.81
24 2.63 24| 0.8 5] 10.69
6 10.54
7 10.37
8 10.17
9 9.94
10 9.67
ptotaloutsidc('ql’45)= :; ggz ::;;
Total dynamic wall pressue at 8=45 degrees (outside the 13 8.67
central half-angle ) . 14 8.25
15 7.8
16 7.3
17 6.76
18 6.16
19 5.5
20 4.79
21 4.02
22 3.62
23 3.19
24 2.76
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Calculate Maximum Total Hydrodynamic Force:

The maximum hydrodynamic force induced on the tank wall is given by the sum of the terms in
Equations D.12, D.13, and D.14 of BNL (1995).

2
_497.10" s’ Actual waste mass reported by Dytran model.

in

- W ,,h[ (Z]]'"‘l Eqn. 4.32 BNL (1995)

2
aiggee Bl 10 HEREE First mode convective mass for roofless tank
in
4 lbf-sec2 :
m;=m - m m;=2.86x 10 —— Impulsive mass for roofless tank - Eqn. 4.33
' ° ' in BNL (1995).
20 g4z %058
2.8 +sin{2-6
epsilon = _ﬂu Dimensionless factor for wall force calculation Eqn. D.9 of
i BNL (1995).
Fo= epsilon-% ‘mySA; Impulsive component of force due to constrained portion of liquid

Eqgn. D.12 of BNL (1995).

Fi.=3.64x 106|bf

Fyy = (1 - epsilon)-mj-SA; Impulsive component of force due to unconstrained portion of liquid
Eqgn. D.13 of BNL (1995).

F,=8.39x lOﬁlbf

Fop= (1- epsilon)-ch-SAco Convective component of force due to unconstrained portion of liquid
Eqn. D.14 of BNL (1995).

5
Fopy =4.35% 10 1bf
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2

Fiotal = + (Fic + Fiu)2 +Fgy Total peak hydrodynamic force per BNL (1995)

Foma = 1.2 1071bf

Recalculate Maximum Hydrodynamic Force Using Methodolodgy of Malhotra (2005):

The hydrodynamié force can be calculated by excluding the structural masses from Eqgn. (3) of
Malhotra (2005). First calculate the impulsive and convective masses.

A 0-1

B Eg} ImpMassRatio = [g:zzz} Table 1 of Malhotra (2005)
H““'P[HR-ImPMassRalio . %} =0.55

MiMalhotra == H““"P[HR,ImpMassRaﬁo,%}ml Doy fathons = 2-75% 1 04 1bf:c2
MoMalhotra™= ™ ~ MiMalhotra Mepfalhotra = 2-22 X 104@3

n

SAiMathotra™= 0922 SAjMathotra = 3-55 107" ANSYS dome RS from Spectr at 5.5%
w2  damping using impulsive frequency of 5.4 Hz.

R; = Mipaihotra SAiMalhotra Egn. (3) Malhotra (2005)

R = Mpathotra SAco Eqn. (4) Malhotra (2005)

Mcodify the impulsive and convective masses to account for interaction with the tank roof per
Egns. (15) and (16) of Malhotra (2005).

h, 4 2

0 \ Ibf-sec

Mibar = MiMalhotra mcMalhotra'[] - ) Wiy = 3.18x 10 ———
sivialnol

b )

- ——— 4 1bf -sec2
cbar ™ "cMalhotra’ s
BsMathotra )

mpar= 1.79% 10

m
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7 i :
Ripar™= Mipar SAiMalhotra ~ Ripar = 1-13% 10 1bf  Impulsive component of peak reaction force

Rebar = Mabar SAco Rypar= 457 10°n  Convective component of peak reaction force
2 2
Riar = | Ribar + Repar

7
Rpyar = 1.13x 10 1bf

Total peak reaction force per Malhotra (2005)

References:
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