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Table 1. Spray-solution ‘evaluation
Solution
1wt. % o,
NaSiOuk | L 30K 300 | Nedi
SU0mMB "o 1M | HO pPM B | +3 000
NaOH NaOH P MB
Ir-removal half-life |
System and spray at 30°C* 30 sec 60 sec + + 40 sec
System at 145°C and spray at 30°CH- 30 sec 50 sec 50 sec + +
CH;l-removal half-life
System and spray at 30°C 3 hr Infinite + + +
System at 145°C and spray at 30°C 55 min 17 hr -+ + 4
Solution stability '
Thermal Good Good Good Good Poor
Radiglytic, volume of 'Hz generated per 1 1 1 1 1
unit volume of solution
Solids production Possible No No No Yes
Materials affected Cu and Al | Cu and Al

* I, released into vessel containing air and sprayed with solution at ambient temperature.

+ Not tested.

+ I, released into vessel containing air-steam mixture at 145°C and sprayed with solution at 30°C.
A solution with 5wt. % Na:S:0s+3, 000 ppM B-+0.15M NaOH gave a 27-min half-life.

Table 2. Corrosion of aluminum and copper in spray solutions
Consions— Commlon ot mibjyec | congions  —Comtsen ate miljsear
Exposure to 0.15M NaOH-+3, 000 ppM B Exposureto 0.15 M NaOH-3, 000 ppM B+-1wt. %
NazS:0;
At 131°F in spray At 131°F for 518 hr
44 hr 270 1.8 In spray 87
309 hr 180 0.80 In solution 4.5
518 hr 170 0.74
At 131°F in solution At 212°F in spray
44 hr 290 1.0 24 hr 3,100 31
309 hr 100 0.20 72hr * 280
518 hr 100 0.26 168 hr 210
At 212°F in spray At 212°F in solution
24 hr 3, 900 2.7 24 hr 2,100 1.6
72 hr 2,900 1.9 72hr * 18
168 hr * 1.7 168 hr 11
At 212°F in solution At 284°F for 24 hr
24 hr 3,500 2.4 In spray 1, 200
72 hr 3,100 0.59 In solution 19
168 hr * 0.50
At 284°F for 24 hr
In spray 7.0
In soluion 1.8

* Removed from test
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