
 
 
 

May 24, 2013 
 
 
NOTE TO FILE: Project File PROJ0734 
 
FROM:  Harry Felsher, Sr. Project Manager   /RA/ 

Low-Level Waste Branch 
Division of Waste Management 
  and Environmental Protection 
Office of Federal and State Materials 
  and Environmental Management Programs 
 

SUBJECT: SUMMARY OF MAY 1, 2013, CLARIFYING TELECONFERENCE 
CALL BETWEEN THE U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 
AND THE U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY REGARDING TANK 18 
GROUTING OPERATION VIDEOS FROM F-AREA TANK FARM AT 
THE SAVANNAH RIVER SITE (DOCKET NO. PROJ0734) 

 
 
As a follow-up action item from the March 27-28, 2013, Onsite Observation Visit, on  
May 1, 2013, the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) participated in a working-level 
clarifying teleconference call with the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) to discuss NRC 
observations and questions about Tank 18 grouting operation videos from the F-Area Tank 
Farm (FTF) at the Savannah River Site (SRS).  DOE requested the follow-up action.  NRC 
observations and questions were provided to DOE before the clarifying teleconference call.  
NRC monitors FTF in accordance with its monitoring responsibilities under Section 3116(b) of 
the Ronald W. Reagan National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2005. 
 
Enclosure 1 provides a listing of the teleconference call participants.  Enclosure 2 contains a 
summary of the teleconference call discussion. 
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Enclosure 1 

Participants List for May 1, 2013, Clarifying Teleconference Call between 

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission and U.S. Department of Energy 
Regarding Tank 18 Grouting Operation Videos from F-Area Tank Farm 

 
 

PARTICIPANT AFFILIATION 

Cynthia Barr U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 

Harry Felsher U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 

Chris Grossman U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 

Jim Shaffner U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 

Cynthia Dinwiddie Southwest Research Institute 

Gary Walker Southwest Research Institute 

Dan Ferguson U.S. Department of Energy – Savannah River 

Sherri R. Ross U.S. Department of Energy – Savannah River 

Mark Layton Savannah River Remediation 

Larry Romanowski Savannah River Remediation 

Kent Rosenberger Savannah River Remediation 

Steve Thomas Savannah River Remediation 

Andrew Tisler Savannah River Remediation 

Leigh Beatty South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental Control 

Martha Berry U.S. Environmental Protection Agency – Region 4 

 



 

Enclosure 2 
 

Summary of Clarifying Teleconference Call between 

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission and U.S. Department of Energy 
Regarding Tank 18 Grouting Operation Videos from F-Area Tank Farm 

May 1, 2013 

3:00 p.m. – 5:00 p.m. 
 

This clarifying teleconference call was requested by the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) 
as a follow-up action item from the March 27-28, 2013, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission (NRC) Onsite Observation Visit at the F-Area Tank Farm (FTF) at the 
Savannah River Site (SRS).  The purpose of the clarifying teleconference call was to 
discuss the NRC observations and questions about the Tank 18 grouting operations videos, 
which the NRC provided to DOE before the clarifying teleconference call. 

 
As the clarifying teleconference call started, it became apparent that there was confusion 
among the participants about the specific items of discussion.  Therefore, both NRC and 
DOE agreed to continue the clarifying teleconference call with the previously provided NRC 
questions.  The participants then understood that the previously provided NRC observations 
were examples of what NRC considered to be water segregation (i.e., bleedwater). 
 

Cynthia Dinwiddie (Southwest Research Institute), working for the NRC contractor (Center 
for Nuclear Waste Regulatory Analysis), opened the technical discussion with the following 
main points (from the NRC perspective) about water segregation during FTF Tank 18 grout 
filling operations: 

 

• Material tested to be zero-bleed may later be handled in such a way that excessive 
water segregation occurs and this excessive water segregation is believed to have 
been observed in grouting videos. 

 

• Vibration during transport and dropping concrete from height during placing is known 
to exacerbate the production of segregated water. 

 

• Excess water that segregates from grout is more flowable than grout and was 
observed to preferentially flow to the tank perimeter. 

 

• Excess water was recognized in grouting video by its low albedo (i.e., dark color) 
and flowability. 

 

• Segregated water was not tremie flushwater (i.e., clear, uncolored). 
 

• Grout matrix porosity and permeability may increase radially due to the shedding of 
segregated water to zones near tank perimeter. 

 

• Shrinkage gaps at the tank perimeter may be significant. 
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• Grout mounded high in the tank center will hydrate in a relatively dry microclimate, 
whereas grout submerged under standing water at tank perimeter will hydrate in a 
much wetter microclimate; because of this, grout properties are not likely to be the 
uniform along the tank radius. 

 
As a follow-on action, NRC will provide DOE with the NRC main points about water 
segregation.  As another follow-on action, DOE will respond later to NRC, perhaps in 
writing or in another clarifying teleconference call, to both the NRC main points 
about water segregation and the previously provided NRC observations, which NRC 
considered to be examples of water segregation in the FTF Tank 18 grouting videos. 

 
Next, NRC and DOE went through the previously provided NRC questions from Cynthia 
Dinwiddie.  Due to the confusion among the participants about the specific items of 
discussion during the clarifying teleconference call, the NRC observations, which were not 
discussed, are not included below.  See below for the NRC questions by date/time of video 
footage and the DOE responses to those NRC questions: 
 
Wednesday, April 4, 2012 

• 13:51: There appears to be grout spurting out of the proximal end of the line (up at the  
top of the tank).  Was there is a rip or tear in the line? 

o DOE responded that, yes, there was a rip or tear in the line. 
 

• 13:51: Given that the tremie became damaged and had to be replaced, what  
happened to it? 

o DOE responded that the tremie was removed from the tank. 
 

• 15:11: Was the white chunk or paperlike material that fluttered into the grout from  
above related to the tremie failure? 

o DOE responded that it was a piece of white paper likely from previous riser 
preparations around the riser opening. 

 
• 15:23: The distal end of tremie looks like it is buried in the grout surface.  Was this  

tremie pulled out? 
o DOE responded that, yes, the tremie was taken out. 

 
Thursday, April 19, 2012 

• 16:05: Given that 16 days had elapsed since grout pouring began, why was there still  
uncovered tank flooring? 

o DOE responded that April 18th was 3rd day and April 19th was 4th day of pouring, 
so there had been significant delay since pouring began..  As a follow-on action, 
DOE will provide NRC with a schedule of pourings. 
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Tuesday, May 29, 2012 
• 11:45: Prior to grouting, the tremie is flushed with water, then when grout begins to  

flow it appears to preferentially flow along the wet, lubricated grout surface 
where the flushwater had just made contact with the previously placed grout.  
Is this correct? 

o DOE responded that the flushwater flowed along a path to a low point in elevation 
and the initial grout material would follow along this same path until it leveled with 
the surrounding areas and then the path would change.  DOE stated they believe 
the flushwater and grout followed the same path due to the surface contour of the 
grout, not because the surface was wet/lubricated by the flushwater. 

 
• 12:17: There appears to be some clumps of unmixed materials that are flowing  

coagulated through the grout.  Those clumps, seen many times on this date, 
may be from previously hardened grout below the tremie that was occasionally 
eroded during placement of fresh grout.  Is this correct? 

o DOE responded that this was probably aggregate material not unmixed materials. 
 
Friday, June 1, 2012 

• 12:04: Is there a distinctive mound located below the position of the tremie opening?  
This camera angle shows this very well.  The topography is striking.  It looks 
like a low-shield mud volcano. 

o DOE responded, yes, if there was a gap in the receipt of grout trucks it would allow 
for the grout to locally begin to set prior to arrival of the next truck. 

 
• 15:44 – 15:45: It looks like hardened grout is being eroded out of the edge of the  

caldera (levee breech).  Is this the same process that caused what was earlier 
interpreted as “unmixed clods” of grout materials? 

o DOE responded that yes, again, due to the slight delay in pouring as trucks were 
emptied and then another truck started to pour, localized grout would begin to set 
and then on occasions break away as fresh grout was added.  

 
Monday, June 11, 2012 

• 12:27 – 12:28:  Camera zoomed into a wet spot on the tank liner; lots of dripping  
water.  Why?  Is it water dripping from elliptical hole in the liner? 

o DOE responded that this is the location of the condensate drain from the tank 
ventilation system.  The ventilation system operated during grouting operations 
and, therefore, what is being seen is condensate from the system being returned 
to the waste tank. 

 
Tuesday, June 12, 2012 

• 07:27: Again, is the grout preferred to flow down the prewetted surface? 
o DOE responded the same as before.  The flushwater flowed along a path to a low 

point in elevation and the initial grout material would follow along this same path 
until it leveled with the surrounding areas and then the path would change.  DOE 
stated they believe the flushwater and grout followed the same path due to the 
surface contour of the grout, not because the surface was wet/lubricated by the 
flushwater. 

 
 



- 4 - 
 

 

Tuesday, June 12, 2012 – End of Day Inspection 
• 15:40: Are those cracks; not just lobe boundaries?; again at 15:49. 

o DOE responded that those were not cracks; rather, they were shadows from the 
lighting. 

 
Friday, June 22, 2012 

• 13:49: What is the very white substance pooled/ponded over by the tank liner?  Seen  
again briefly at 13:51:29-35. 

o DOE responded that lighter color substance is grout that is drier from the previous 
day’s pouring which has not yet been covered by fresh grout. 

 
Next, there were additional questions asked by Cynthia Dinwiddie and responded to by DOE: 
 
• Grouting occurred episodically in what appeared to be seven minute intervals.  Why? 

o DOE responded that seven minutes was the time it took to empty the grout from 
one truck into the tank. 

 
• Did DOE keep track of the number of trucks used per day and the total number used?  

This is important to the initial primary level of in-tank heterogeneity. 
o DOE responded that they did have those records. 

 
• What were the “pigs” made of? 

o DOE responded that they were standard industry “pigs” (e.g., Nerf, compressible 
foam rubber).  As a follow-on action, DOE will provide NRC with 
specifications of “pigs.” 

 
• In the videos, it appears that “pigs” were released into the tank at a rate of more than one 

per day.  Did DOE keep track of the number of “pigs” used per day? 
o DOE responded that they did have those records. 

 
• In the videos, it appears that different types of tremies were used during the grout 

process.  What types of tremies were used and why were they used? 
o DOE responded that they did use different types of tremies.  The initial type of 

tremie was segmented and discarded length-by-length as the tank was filled.  The 
second type of tremie was a single line that was eventually completely removed 
from the tank.  The third type of tremie was a tremie with a directional nozzle that 
could be controlled to move grout into the tank recesses when the grout level was 
high, near the curved roof of the Type IV tank.  That last tremie type was also 
removed from the tank.  DOE indicated they would probably continue using these 
three tremie types to grout the remaining FTF tanks. 

 
To close the clarifying teleconference call, NRC and DOE reviewed and confirmed 
agreement to these follow-on action items: 
 

• NRC will provide DOE with the NRC main points about water segregation. 
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• DOE will respond later to NRC, perhaps in writing or in another clarifying  
teleconference, to both the NRC main points and the previously provided NRC 
observations. 

 
• DOE will provide NRC with a schedule of pourings.  (Note:  Combining with one of the  

additional questions, it would be helpful to NRC if this also included the schedule of 
tank activities, number of trucks per day, and the total number of trucks.) 

 
• DOE will provide NRC with specifications of “pigs.”  (Note:  Combining with one of the  

additional questions, it would be helpful to NRC if this also included the schedule of 
“pigs” and total number released into the tanks.) 

 


