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a b s t r a c t

Sodium has unusual fire hazards, including autoignition when heated in air or exposed to liquid water.

Owing to limitations of existing suppression agents for sodium pool fires, suppression using liquid

nitrogen (LN2) is examined here. Sodium pools of 5–80 g were heated in stainless steel beakers.

At about 290 1C, pool surface autoignition occurred and caused a rapid pool temperature increase.

Vapor phase combustion occurred when the pools reached 320–450 1C, ultimately leading to pool

temperatures up to 700 1C. For suppression tests, LN2 delivery (at 2.7 g/s) began when the fires became

fully-developed, near a pool temperature of 600 1C. Liquid nitrogen was found to be an effective

suppression agent. The minimum amount of LN2 required to suppress a fully-developed sodium pool

fire was found to be about three times the initial sodium pool mass.

& 2013 Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved.
1. Introduction

Elemental sodium is highly reducing. This contributes both to
its extensive use as a reducing agent and to its unusual fire
hazards. Nearly all fast nuclear reactors use liquid sodium for
cooling, owing to its high thermal conductivity, radiation stability,
and large margin between melting (98 1C) and boiling (883 1C)
points [1]. Elemental sodium is also used as a reagent in chemical
industries, in alloying and refining metals, in vapor lamps, and in
sodium sulfur batteries. Sodium’s high electrical conductivity
makes it attractive for hydro-magnetic experiments [2].

Sodium has several unusual fire hazards [3–8]. Its autoignition
temperature in air (i.e., the temperature of the onset of self-
sustaining reactions on the surface) varies between 120 and
470 1C [1,3–5,8–10], leaving little safety margin above its melting
point. Sodium is frequently used in molten form (which can
introduce leaks associated with thermal expansion), whereby any
leak is likely to autoignite. Like other alkali metals (e.g., lithium
and potassium), sodium reacts vigorously with water at room
temperature. The resulting release of hydrogen and heat can lead
to explosions [1,3,8] and the violent ejection of burning sodium
droplets. The adiabatic flame temperature for sodium combustion
in air is 1920–2044 K [5,11,12]. The heats of combustion for
Naþ0.25O2-0.5Na2O and Naþ0.5O2-0.5Na2O2 are 9.48 and
11.3 kJ/g [13], respectively, these being similar to that of wood.
Sodium’s main combustion products in dry air are sodium oxide
(Na2O), which largely remains on the pool surface, and sodium
ll rights reserved.

: þ1 301 405 9383.
peroxide (Na2O2), which largely escapes as caustic smoke [5,14].
These fire hazards have contributed to an extensive history of
serious sodium fires in sodium-cooled nuclear reactors [13,15].

Sodium fires cannot be suppressed with water. Dry powder
agents (e.g., NaCl, Na2CO3, CaCO3, graphite, soda ash, and sand)
are effective, but can be difficult to apply and clean up [5,16,17].
Total flooding by inert gases, such as Ar or N2, is effective but
requires prior evacuation of personnel [3,18]. Catch pans that
smother burning sodium are in wide use and are effective when
leak size and location can be anticipated.

Liquid nitrogen (LN2) holds promise as a sodium fire suppres-
sant. Its low boiling point (77 K) makes it effective in both cooling
exposed sodium below its autoignition temperature and in cool-
ing leaking sodium such that it solidifies and plugs the leak. Upon
gasification, the nitrogen displaces oxygen, water vapor, and hot
gases. Nitrogen is an effective inerting agent for metal fires [3,18]
and does not react with sodium [19]. LN2 is a clean agent and can
be applied very rapidly. LN2 has been used to suppress building
and pool fires [20–22]. It was proposed for sodium fire suppres-
sion as early as 1972 [23]. Two past studies delivered LN2 to
burning sodium pools [19,24], but neither measured the amount
of LN2 required for suppression. Owing to limited past work in
this area, the objective of this work is to quantify the effectiveness
of LN2 for sodium fire suppression.
2. Experimental

The experimental schematic is shown in Fig. 1. Tests were
performed indoors surrounded by quiescent air at 25 1C, 1.0 bar,
and 50% relative humidity. Sodium discs, stored in kerosene, were
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cut to the desired mass, placed in stainless steel beakers (grade
304, i.e., 18/8), and covered with kerosene. The beaker capacities
were 125 ml (diameter 50 mm, height 67 mm, and mass 70 g) and
250 ml (diameter 60 mm, height 89 mm, and mass 100 g), with
the smaller beaker generally used for the smaller pools. The
sodium was flattened into the beaker bottom using a steel
hammer. Two K-type thermocouples, with 304 stainless steel
sheaths and diameters of 3 mm, were placed 5 mm below the
pool surface and were averaged in the results that follow. The
kerosene was then poured from the beakers.

Between 600 and 700 g of LN2 was maintained in an insulated
polypropylene Dewar (diameter 120 mm and height 190 mm)
with an open top. A polypropylene tube (inside diameter 2 mm
and length 15 mm) with a cap that allowed manual activation
released LN2 from the bottom of the supply Dewar. Tests using a
receptacle Dewar on a load cell found the LN2 delivery rate to be
2.770.3 g/s depending on the fill level. Owing to LN2 boiling, this
is slightly lower than the rate of mass loss from the supply Dewar.
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Fig. 1. Experimental setup showing the sodium beaker in both of its positions and

the LN2 Dewar.
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Fig. 2. Color images of a 40 g sodium burn test in the 250 ml beaker without LN2 delive

17.2 min, (d) 346 1C, 17.8 min, (e) 385 1C, 17.8 min and (f) 443 1C, 29 min
During suppression tests, the LN2 stream was directed into the
center of the pool. The amount of LN2 delivered to the pool
was determined from the delivery duration and the previously
measured delivery rate.

An electric hot plate operating at 620 W heated a beaker
containing sodium until vapor phase ignition. This arrangement
yielded quick ignition and a slow increase in pool temperature
following beaker removal from the hot plate. Upon vapor phase
ignition, which was recognized from the onset of luminous
emissions [4], the beaker was moved onto a ceramic bed. Images
were recorded by still and video cameras to allow post-test
observations of the fire and suppression dynamics and, when
used, the amount of LN2 delivered.

Test personnel were protected by nomex gowns, fire-resistant
gloves, and full face shields. Smoke from the tests was treated in
an exhaust system with a scrubber. After each test, the beaker
was heated above 98 1C and unburned sodium was poured out.
Any remaining solids were then removed at room temperature
using a chisel followed by a methanol wash.

Experimental uncertainties are estimated at 71 g for the
initial sodium mass, 710% for the mass of added LN2, and
720 1C for the mean pool temperature.
3. Results

Sodium oxidation in air was apparent even at room tempera-
ture, where the surface changed from shiny to dull within about
10 s of kerosene removal from the pool surface. When the sodium
was heated to about 70 1C, it began to generate smoke without
any luminous emissions. Upon sodium melting, an oxide layer
appeared on the surface (Fig. 2a). This layer consisted of Na2O,
Na2O2, and sodium hydroxide, NaOH (produced by reactions with
water vapor in the air). This layer was a barrier to sodium
oxidation [3–5,10], thus delaying pool surface autoignition [10,11].
Autoignition occurred when the pool reached about 290 1C (Fig. 2b),
and was associated with an increased pool heating rate, the
approach to the 318 1C melting point of NaOH, and the brief
appearance of unreacted sodium at the surface [3,4]. Wrinkles
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Fig. 4. Pool temperature versus time for representative sodium burn tests for

which the minimum amount LN2 required for suppression was delivered (namely

30, 48, 78, 159, and 245 g of LN2 for initial sodium masses of 5, 10, 20, 40, and 80 g,

respectively). Beaker size was 125 ml for initial masses of 5 and 10 g, and 250 ml

otherwise.

Fig. 5. Mass of LN2 delivered versus initial mass of sodium, with suppression

result and beaker volume indicated by symbol type.
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appeared when the oxide layer covered the entire surface (Fig. 2c).
The oxide layer near the beaker wall then began to turn yellow
(Fig. 2d), indicating the presence of Na2O2. For this test, vapor phase
reactions – as revealed from luminous emissions [4] – began at a
pool temperature of 385 1C (Fig. 2e). Fig. 2(f) shows the entire pool
surface burning. Also evident are white and yellow oxide pillars,
with diameters and heights of about 5 and 30 mm. These consist
mainly of Na2O and Na2O2 and they modify the fire behavior by
serving as sodium wicks [3–5,11].

Fig. 3 shows the pool temperature versus time for representa-
tive burn tests without LN2 delivery. The temperature profiles
exhibit two notable features in the approach to the peak tem-
perature. Near its melting point of 98 1C, sodium’s latent heat of
fusion results in a brief temperature plateau. Later, at about 290 1C,
pool surface autoignition is evident from the rapidly increasing
temperature. The onset of luminous emissions, which coincides with
vapor phase combustion [4], was observed to occur for pool
temperatures of 320–450 1C. Fully-developed fire conditions are
defined here to commence when the pool temperature reaches
either 600 1C or a plateau above 500 1C. The peak temperature
generally decreased and occurred later for increasing pool depths, in
agreement with past observations [11], which is attributed to
increased heating rates for shallow pools. The measured tempera-
tures of Newman [4] for a 10 g sodium pool are included in Fig. 3.
These reveal a shorter burning time, a higher autoignition tempera-
ture, and a higher peak temperature. These effects are attributed to
Newman’s use of shallower pools, a nickel beaker, and insulation
around the heater and beaker.

Tests were also performed with LN2 delivery. Delivery started
when pool temperature reached either 600 1C or a plateau above
500 1C. This was slightly after the onset of full-blown vapor phase
combustion over the entire pool surface. During these tests the
LN2 boiled in the beakers but did not spill over the beaker walls.
A color image a test with LN2 is available in Ref. [25], but as is
typical of such tests the pool surface is obscured by smoke and
condensed water droplets.

Fig. 4 shows the pool temperatures for representative tests in
which the minimum amount of LN2 delivery successfully sup-
pressed all reactions in a fully-developed pool fire. In other words,
performing these tests with slightly less LN2 resulted in the
resumption of self-sustaining heat release. Fig. 4 shows that
sodium melting and autoignition occurred, respectively, near 98
and 290 1C, and that deeper pools heated more slowly. The pools
cooled quickly upon LN2 delivery and did not subsequently approach
Fig. 3. Pool temperature versus time for representative sodium burn tests without

LN2 delivery. The initial masses of sodium are shown. Beaker size was 125 ml for

initial masses of 5 and 20 g, and 250 ml otherwise.
autoignition temperatures. It is estimated that approximately 10% of
the initial sodium mass burned in these tests, based on post-test
inspections of the pool and the 20 g/m2 s burning rate reported by
Ref. [4]. Fig. 4 indicates that LN2 suppresses these fires by cooling the
entire pool below its autoignition temperature.

Additional tests were performed with LN2 delivery amounts
that were both above and below those of Fig. 4. The results are
summarized in Fig. 5, which shows the initial mass of the sodium
pool, MNa, versus the mass of added LN2, MLN2. This figure
includes tests for which the fire was suppressed (crosses and
circles) and tests for which self-sustained heating resumed
(plusses). Circles denote the minimum mass of LN2 that sup-
pressed a pool fire of the indicated mass in the 250 ml beaker.
A linear fit to the circles yields:

MLN2 ¼ 2:9MNAþ22 g: ð1Þ

The high regression coefficient of this fit, 0.98, indicates that
reasonable repeatability was obtained despite the inherently
stochastic nature of sodium pool ignition and combustion. The
mass of LN2 required for suppression is approximately 3 times the
initial mass of the sodium.
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It is hypothesized that when the minimum amount of LN2

required for suppression is delivered, the enthalpy removed by
LN2 vaporization equals the enthalpy change in cooling the pool
and beaker from their initial temperature to just below the
autoignition temperature. This can be approximated as

MLN2LLN2 ¼ ðMNAcp, NaþMbeakercp, beakerÞðTNa2T igÞ, ð2Þ

where cp is the specific heat (1.23 J/g K for Na and 0.5 J/g K for the
beaker); L is the latent heat of vaporization (200 J/g for LN2 at
77 K); Mbeaker is the mass of the beaker (100 g); TNa is the
temperature at the onset of LN2 delivery (600 1C); and Tig is the
sodium autoignition temperature (290 1C). Inserting these values
into Eq. (2) yields

MLN2 ¼ 1:9MNAþ78 g: ð3Þ

Considering the assumptions made, Eq. (3) is in reasonable
agreement with the empirical finding of Eq. (1). This supports the
hypothesis that LN2 vaporization suppresses these fires primarily
by cooling the pool and beaker below the sodium autoignition
temperature. LN2 can be expected to be similarly effective in
suppressing pool fires of other metals.
4. Conclusions

Sodium pool fires and their suppression by LN2 were observed
for pools between 5 and 80 g. The sodium was contained in
stainless steel beakers and heated to autoignition with a hot plate.
Pool temperatures were measured with thermocouples. The pools
were found to autoignite upon heating to 290 1C and to com-
mence vapor phase combustion at 320–450 1C. For some tests a
stream of LN2 was applied at 2.7 g/s when the fires became fully-
developed. Still and video cameras recorded the tests.

LN2 was found to suppress fully-developed sodium pool fires
when delivered in sufficient quantity. For a burning pool at
600 1C, the mass of LN2 required for suppression is about three
times the initial mass of the sodium. Less LN2 would be required if
applied before the fire became fully-developed. A simple analy-
tical model indicates that the suppression mechanism is the
cooling (via LN2 vaporization) of the pool and its surroundings
below the sodium autoignition temperature.
Acknowledgments

We acknowledge assistance from Donald Martin and Nolan
Ballew and support from the National Science Foundation (Earth
Sciences Awards 0116129, 0809849, and 1114303).
References

[1] R.D. Kale, M. Rajan, Developments in sodium technology, Curr. Sci. 86 (2004)

668–675.
[2] D.H. Kelley, T. Santiago, D.S. Zimmerman, D.P. Lathrop, Selection of inertial

modes in spherical Couette flow, Phys. Rev. E 81 (2010).
[3] J.D. Gracie, J.J. Droher, A study of sodium fires, Report NAA-SR-4383, Atomics

International, Canoga Park, CA, USA (1960).
[4] R.N. Newman, The combustion of liquid sodium in air, Report RD/B/N2412,

Berkeley Nuclear Laboratories, Berkeley, CA, USA (1972).
[5] R.N. Newman, The ignition and burning behaviour of sodium metal in air,

Prog. Nucl. Energy 12 (1983) 119–147.
[6] X.L. Zhang, J.P. Vantelon, J. Charpenel, J.C. Malet, Study of the radiative

exchanges during a sodium jet fire developed in a large-scale cylindrical

enclosure, Fire Safe. J. 15 (1989) 451–469.
[7] A. Yamaguchi, Y. Tajima, Sodium pool combustion phenomena under natural

convection airflow, Nucl. Eng. Des. 239 (2009) 1331–1337.
[8] D.A. Robinet, B. Shelton, K.S. Dyer, Special considerations in hazardous

materials burns, J. Emergency Med. 39 (2010) 544–553.
[9] V.A. Polykhalov, V.F. Prisnyakov, Experimental determination of the ignition

temperature of sodium and potassium, At. Energ. 35 (1973) 51–52.
[10] S. Yuasa, Spontaneous ignition of sodium in dry and moist air streams, Proc.

Combust. Inst. 20 (1984) 1869–1876.
[11] A. Subramani, S. Jayanti, Experimental studies on burning behaviour of liquid

sodium in a shallow pool, Nucl. Eng. Des. 240 (2010) 3462–3466.
[12] A. Subramani, S. Jayanti, On the occurrence of two-stage combustion in alkali

metals, Combust. Flame 158 (2011) 1000–1007.
[13] G. Manzini, F. Parozzi, F. Polidoro, Fast reactor nuclear power plant safety: a

review of sodium release fire scenarios, in: Proceedings of the Sixth Interna-
tional Seminar, Fire and Explosion Hazards, Leeds, UK, (2010) 363–373.

[14] S. Karthikeyan, T. Sundararajan, U.S.P. Shet, P. Selvaraj, Effect of turbulent

natural convection on sodium pool combustion in the steam generator
building of a fast breeder reactor, Nucl. Eng. Des. 239 (2009) 2992–3002.

[15] A. Makino, H. Fukada, Ignition and combustion of a falling, single sodium
droplet, Proc. Combust. Inst. 30 (2005) 2047–2054.

[16] M. Roberts, W.J. Rogers, M.S. Mannan, S.W. Ostrowski, Prevention and
suppression of metal packing fires, J. Hazardous Mater. 104 (2003) 247–253.

[17] R. Zalosh, Metal hydride fires and fire suppression agents, J. Loss Prevent.
Process 21 (2008) 214–221.

[18] G. Li, C.M. Yuan, Y. Fu, Y.P. Zhong, B.Z. Chen, Inerting of magnesium dust
cloud with Ar, N2 and CO2, J. Hazardous Mater. 170 (2009) 180–183.

[19] K. Miyazaki, S. Inoue, I. Horiike, Small-scale experiments of nitrogen injection
effects on sodium fire extinguishment, J. Atom. Energy Soc. Jpn. 41 (1999)
1084–1091.

[20] J.H. McGuire, Fighting building fires with liquid-nitrogen: a literature survey,
Fire Safe. J. 4 (1981) 15–19.

[21] Y. Levendis, A. Ergut, M. Delichatsios, Cryogenic extinguishment of liquid
pool fires, Process Safe. Prog. 29 (2010) 79–86.

[22] Y.A. Levendis, M.A. Delichatsios, Pool fire extinction by remotely controlled
application of liquid nitrogen, Process Safe. Prog. 30 (2011) 164–167.

[23] R.K. Hilliard, IAEA-IWGRF meeting on sodium combustion and its extinguishment,
Nucl. Safe. 15 (1974) 146–150.

[24] V.V. Vylomov, V.N. Ivanenko, B.G. Ivanov, A.V. Karpov, V.N. Kirichenko,
V.I. Kozlov, V.A. Krutov, V.G. Mikhedov, Experiments on extinguishing large

quantities of burning sodium, At. Energ. 43 (1977) 286–288.
[25] D. An, Sodium fire suppression using liquid nitrogen, M.S. Thesis, University

of Maryland, College Park (2011).


	Suppression of sodium fires with liquid nitrogen
	Introduction
	Experimental
	Results
	Conclusions
	Acknowledgments
	References




