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Summary 

Glass discharged from the low-level waste (LLW) melter may be processed into a variety of 
different forms for storage and disposal. The purpose of the study reported here is to identify and 
evaluate processing options for forming the glass. The glass forms selected included: 

Cullet - glass is water quenched 

Fl& - glass is cooled over dry rollers 

Cullet in sulfur - water-quenched cullet is dried and encapsulated in sulfur polymer cement 
(SPC) 

Marbles - glass is processed into 2.5cmdia. (1-in.dia.) marbles 

Pressed shapes - glass "gobs" are pressed into a rectangular block 

Plute - glass is floated over a molten metal and cooling is controlled to prevent cracking 

Monolith - molten glass is poured into a large container where it cools. 

Each form was then qualitatively evaluated and given relative rankings in the areas of 

Performance - waste form environmental performance 

Capacity - ability to achieve required production capacity 

Retrievubility - ability to retrieve following disposal 

Operability/mintenance - ability to operate and maintain the equipment in a radioactive 
process 

Volume cost - efficiency of disposal volume use 

Equipment cost - cost of equipment and plant space 

Quulity ussurunce - ability to control the process to produce quality glass and recycle poor 
quality glass, if required. 

Generally, larger forms received better qualitative scores than smaller forms. Cullet and flake have 
very high surface areas, which results in low environmental performance scores. Adding sulfur cement 
to the cullet improves the performance but complicates the operation and maintenance of the process. 
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Marbles have less surface area than cullet or flake, but their production process is more difficult to 
operate and maintain, Because marbles are spherical, their packing efficiency in the storage/disposal 
container is reduced. Larger forms such as pressed shapes and plate glass have greatly reduced surface 
area, but require equipment that is difficult to operate and maintain in a radioactive environment. In 
addition, the cost for the initial equipment and plant space is higher. 

The preferred form for the LLW glass is the large casting or "monolith." Casting monoliths is a 
simple process that produces high marks in nearly all of the evaluation criteria. The surface area is 
relatively small (even after cracking during cooling), the relative cost for equipment and plant space is 
low, a high production capacity is possible, and the equipment is relatively easy to maintain. In addi- 
tion, selection of the monolith form minimizes constraints on the melter operation and glass formula- 
tion. The weakest point for the monolith form was the difficulty involved in recycling any out-of- 
specification glass back to the melter for reprocessing. However, large castings are the standard form 
for high-level glass production. Process control methods have been used at high-level waste (HLW) 
vitrification plants in Britain and France to mitigate the difficulties of recycling out-of-specification 
glass. Thus, this apparent wealcness has been addressed successfully. 

The selection of monoliths as the preferred form for the glass raises several issues and data require- 
ments that need investigation. Glass within a monolith may tend to devitrify because of the slow 
cooling rates associated with the large mass. Data concerning the extent of nucleation and growth of 
nonvitreous phases as a function of cooling rate, combined with data on the effects of devitrification on 
product quality, may have important impacts on the monolith size. Data on the extent of cracking for 
given cooling conditions and the availability of the surface area within small cracks to corrosion may 
have important impacts on the estimate of long-term environmental release for monoliths. Other useful 
data include the glass thermal conductivity and viscosity as a function of temperature and knowledge of 
the deformation of the container during glass pouring, all of which would allow the monolith container 
to be properly designed. 
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1 .O Introduction 

Input collected from stakeholders through the renegotiated Tri-Party Agreement (TPA) has iden- 
tified glass as the preferred medium for stabilizing low-level waste (LLW) at the Hanford Site 
(Ecology et al. 1994). There are many different types of glass. The particular glass composition and 
its form must be defined to ensure that the final waste disposal system complies with exposure limits 
and other applicable regulations governing disposal. As part of the process to define the glass compo- 
sition and form,. this task reviewed methods used by the glass industry to form and shape glass and 
identified advantages and disadvantages of particular processes for producing the final waste glass 
form. The task focused on identifying an approach to forming and shaping LLW glass, not on select- 
ing specific equipment. 

. The glass industry offers an immense variety of products, from tableware to fiber optic cable to 
solar reflective construction panels. Methods for manufacturing these products have been developed 
based on the production needs for the product. Blowing, drawing, pressing, casting, and extrusion are 
very general methods that have been used to form molten glass'into products. However, not all of the 
manufactured glass forms would be practical for forming and storing LLW glass. In this study, the 
approach used to evaluate potential glass forms was to 1) develop minimum functional requirements for 
the forming system, and then 2) evaluate a few candidate processes representing the forming methods 
used in commercial industry and the shapes those methods would form. The candidate processes were 
established by searching the glass-manufacturing literature and contacting glass equipment vendors. As 
specific glass-fonning processes were evaluated, each process was compared to the minimum func- 
tional requirements and the previously identified processes. If a process could not meet the minimum 
functional requirements, it was eliminated from further consideration. For example, extrusion was not 
considered a candidate process because it is used to make only low volume products. It didn't appear 
to meet the necessary capacity requirements. If a process was similar to another process already con- 
sidered a candidate, the one appearing to best meet the functional requirements was selected for further 
evaluation. For example, the process used to form billets (logs of glass) is similar to that used to form 
plate glass (Le., drawing). Forming billets wasn't considered in detail. If drawing glass into plate is 
selected as a preferred process, further investigation would consider billets as a specific option of that 
general forming method. 

The rest of this report reviews a few candidate systems that are typical of the basic processes and 
product forms available from the commercial sector and that could contribute to the LLW glass dis- 
posal mission. Because the glass-manufacturing industry is very competitive and individual companies 
consider their processing information proprietary, specific data on glass processing and formation could 
not be obtained. Ancillary equipment such as annealing ovens, presses, and conveying equipment is 
available from vendors. The core process equipment for individual companies, however, is not avail- 
able on the opeh market. The major glass manufacturers develop that equipment internally and build 
their own plants, or have one of a few glass design engineering companies work with them under a 
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confidentiality agreement. Major glass producers that could have contributed greatly to this task (e.g., 
Coming, PPG, Libby-Owens-Ford) would not, and the task did not have sufficient funding to enlist the 
expertise of design engineering companies. 

The main source of information was from the open literature and vendors of ancillary equipment. 
For the purpose of surveying the industry as a whole, the published literature is probably sufficient. 
For the extra detail necessary to consider actual design and operating experience, contracting with one 
of the glass engineering firms or a glass maker as a consultant would be very beneficial. 
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2.0 Functional Requirements 

The first step in evaluating the commercial glass processes was to establish the requirements for a 
forming system to process Hanford Site LLW. These requirements would then provide the criteria for 
evaluating candidate processes. The approach was to select several processes that could probably be 
adapted, then judge each process to determine which one best meets the requirements. The following 
sections list basic functional requirements established by the task team for the forming process. 

2.1 Performance Assessment 

The glass-fonning process can affect the performance assessment (PA) through the surface area-to- 
volume ratio of the waste, inclusion of matrix material (i.e., sulfur polymer cement [SPC]), or applica- 
tion of additional coatings or protection. Estimates of how the forming process would affect the final 
PA model were made based simply on the surface area-to-volume (mass) ratio of the product form and 
extrapolated from a model of spheres with and without a sulfur matrix (Piepho et al. 1994). Detailed 
PA modeling for each system was beyond the scope of this task and would require data not yet availa- 
ble (Le., glass leach rates for the proposed composition and devitrification data). 

When all the data are available, a detailed performance model for the whole system (glass, matrix 
[if used], secondary containment, barriers, etc.) will be developed. The whole system must meet 
requirements to protect the general public for at least 1,0oO years after disposal (U.S. DOE/= 1994), 
plus groundwater protection requirements (U.S. DOE/RL 1988). 

2.2 Production 

The system must be capable of producing 100 MT/d of glass to process 100,OOO MT of waste 
oxides. The total waste oxides represent about 20% to 25% of the total glass to be processed in a 
+20-year operating time (U.S. DOE/RL 1988). The system may include more than one line-in fact, 
parallel lines would be desirable to permit maintenance on a line-but too many parallel lines to proc- 
ess 100 MT/d is impractical. For screening purposes, only systems with line capacities greater than 
20 MT/d will be considered. 

2.3 Retrievability 

The final product form must be retrievable so that, if deemed necessary, it may be collected and 
transported to a permanent waste storage/disposal facility. It could be argued that any waste form 
could be retrieved, even if mining were necessary for the retrieval. For this task, the team concluded 
that retrievability would not have been included in the DOE requirements unless the requirements 
intended relatively easy retrieval. In general, the team has assumed that the fnal form needs to be in 
discrete units that can be packed in containers. The container size doesn’t affect the analysis, but the 
container is expected to be manageable by forklift, conveyor, or small crane. 
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2.4 Operability Maintenance Exposure 

The design standard for exposure to operating personnel is 500 mredyr  (U.S. DOE, Radiological 
Control Manual, Section 128). For purposes of this evaluation, it was assumed that automatic controls 
are needed to make the process operable-not a standard system feature in all areas of commercial 
glass making. Although automatic controls are commonly used in many areas of commercial opera- 
tion, nearly all process lines still rely heavily on operators to adjust machines, lubricate machine com- 
ponents, "dope" molds, and oversee other areas of process operations. Processes that would require 
major redesign to eliminate routine operator intervention have been considered negative. 

It was assumed for purposes of this study that the process will be contact maintainable (Brown 
1994). Commercial equipment from the glass industry, especially new equipment, has evolved and 
been designed to make precision products. Consequently, the equipment has become increasingly com- 
plex and intricate. The glass industry is also very sensitive to equipment down time. Therefore, even 
though the equipment is quite intricate, it is also robust and can operate with little maintenance. The 
necessary maintenance, however, is performed through direct contact or (Le., "hands on"). If it is 
found that capability for contact maintenance cannot be universally applied, then some of the commer- 
cial forming equipment would have to be so completely redesigned it would be impractical for further 
consideration. 

In keeping with the assumption that maintenance will be conducted through direct contact, intricate 
equipment has been allowed in this evaluation. Generally, "complexity" has been considered a nega- 
tive because of the greater potential for failure and because any maintenance would lead to increased 
personnel exposure. Allowances have been made, however, for equipment that appears to be based on 
a modular design, which would allow the components to be changed remotely. 

2.5 Minimize Waste Volume 

Previous studies comparing costs of alternative glass forms determined that the cost for waste stor- 
age dominated all the other processing costs (building facilities were not estimated) (Whittington and 
Peters 1992). A study conducted for Fernald LLW in 1992 cited the cost of storage volume at $740/m3 
($21/ft3) (Whittington and Peters 1992). Assuming the same cost for storage volume, which is 
probably too low now, a form that effectively doubles the volume incurs a storage cost penalty of at 
least $180 million. 

For purposes of this task, greater waste volumes were considered a negative. 

2.6 Equipment and Building Cost 

No attempt has been made to estimate actual equipment or installation costs. For the purposes of 
this task, relative costs are based on the equipment's complexity and size. Size will impact costs 
because of the costs to build operating areas that contain the equipment; e.g., large equipment will 
increase costs mainly because of the costs to build and maintain enclosure cells. 
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2.7 Quality Assurance 

The quality assurance (QA) criteria examines how each process must be controlled to assure quality 
of the product and smooth operation of the process. Forming processes that require special controls to 
maintain a specific production rate, glass viscosity-temperature relationship, or process temperature to 
properly form the product are graded lower. Forming processes that produce a product difficult to 
recycle to the melter are rated lower. Processes that must be carefully controlled to avoid operability 
or maintenance problems are also scored lower. 

The ease of sampling the final product was not considered an evaluation criteria because it was 
assumed that process sampling and control will be sufficient to assure overall product quality. 
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3.0 Selecting Processes for Evaluation 

As discussed in the Introduction (Section l.O), glass-manufacturing processes were briefly reviewed 
for this task. Processes appearing to have the greatest potential for manufacturing 100 MT/d of glass in a 
continuous, automatic process were selected for further evaluation. Processes that used the same basic 
forming method (casting, pressing, etc.) were considered to have similar operating limitations and 
advantages. 

Quenching glass to make irregular broken shapes (cullet) was included as a forming method, with 
cullet considered to be a potential final form. While many may not consider quenching to be a glass- 
forming method, a water-quenching (cullet) tank is used in nearly every glass plant. It is used as part of 
the recycle process when the forming system is down, and serves to rework glass from the furnace. 
Including cullet in an SPC matrix to increase durability is also included as a fom option 
(U.S. DOE& 1994). 

Processes representing the fonning methods of pressing, casting, and drawing were also selected 
because they will produce shapes covering the range of potential waste f o m  sizes. Each specific process 
is better suited to a glass product of a particular size range. The processes selected for comparison are 
listed in Table 3.1, grouped according to the size of the product they will make. The general forming 
method is also indicated. Blowing, which is used to make hollow shapes such as containers and light 
bulbs, wasn’t considered to be a practical fonning method for LLW glass. Because LLW glass is not 
going to be used as a product and hollow shapes inherently increase the required storage volume, blowing 
was not considered for further evaluation. 

Table 3.1. Selected Forms‘”’ 

Small shapes (<1 inch) 

Cullet--wet process (quenching) 

Cullet (flake)-dry process (drawing) 

Cullet with sulfur 

Marbles (casting, rolling) 
~ 

Medium shapes (1 inch to 2 feet) 

Pressed shapes--bricks, spheres, etc. 

Plate and float glass 

Large shapes 

Monolith--square, cylinder, hex, etc. (casting) 

:a) Shape and size are optimizing variables, not separate processes. 



3.1 Quenched Cullet Process 

Manufacturing cullet by quenching molten glass in water is a common practice throughout the corn- 
mercial glass industry (Figure 3.1). Almost every glass plant uses water quenching to quench molten 
glass when the main forming line is down and the molten glass has to be diverted. At any plant, the glass 
furnace is large and it can be difficult to establish the target composition of glass. Rather than upset a 
stable furnace operation, nearly every glass plant will "bypass" a disabled forming line and quench the 
glass so it can be remelted later. 
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Figure 3.1. Wet Cullet 
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This section discusses quenching and drying cullet for storage in containers. Later, in Section 3.3. a 
process that uses sulfur cement to encapsulate cullet within a retrievable container is considered. For 
comparison, the TWRS-proposed process described by Onne (1994) is shown in Figures 3.2a through 
3.2f. The approach of casting sulfur cementkullet in large vaults as shown in Figure 3.2e was not con- 
sidered in this report because the form is not considered retrievable. 

3.1.1 Process Description 

The optimum quenched product will have a namw size distribution and large particles to minimize 
surface area. Process variables affecting these are the temperature of the glass, the temperature of the 
water, and the nature of the contact where the quench occurs. The first process step will be to control the 
glass temperature. Temperature is controlled using a forehearth, a slow-moving trough of molten glass 
with controlled heating provided on the sides and overhead. Depending on the melter, the forehearth can 
also be used to separate gases from the molten glass and to provide extra residence time for the glass, 
thereby assuring there are no inhomogeneities in the glass. 

Molten glass from the forehearth is dropped into a trough of flowing water where it fractures. At this 
step, the size distribution is very broad and lots of fines (c22 micron) a~ generated. The fines are not a 
significant fraction of the mass, but contribute greatly to the surface area of the distribution. Also present 
are significant masses of highly fractured glass that still hold together in large pieces; these pieces may 
cause some plugging problems in the subsequent slurry piping. They could easily be broken into smaller 
pieces by passing the slurry through rollers. 

The off-gas from the quenching trough contains mainly steam, but also entrains fumes from the glass. 
In a waste processing application, the fumes would have to be captured and scrubbed. Scrubbing the 
fumes is not necessary at a commercial glass plant. 

The slurry of broken glass and water collects in a holding tank. The heat from the glass is removed 
from the water either by evaporation, or by cooling the water through a heat exchanger. 

The next step is to separate the bulk of the water from the glass. The TWRS-proposed process would 
do this by keeping the tank sufficiently mixed to completely suspend all the particles, then pumping the 
slurry through a screen. The water retums to the tank and the glass moves forward. Another approach is 
to adapt the bottom of the quench water tank to act as a hopper. The tank is not aggressively mixed, so 
the glass falls to the bottom of the tank where it is picked up by a chain or screw-type conveyor 
(Whittington and Peters 1992) (Figure 3.3). The water flows back down the incline and into the tank. 

Both slurry-separating systems accumulate fines in the quench water tank. The fines can be removed 
by filtering the tank wash water. The TWRS-proposed process would accomplish this by using two wash 
water tanks. The fines accumulate in one of the tanks and are returned to the melter feed preparation 
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Figure 33. Quench Tank and Cullet Conveyor (Whittington and Peters 1992) 

step. The filtered water is returned to the quench water tank. The fines that are returned contribute 
relatively little to the melter throughput. The greater impact is from the water heat load. 

After the water is drained from the glass, the glass must be dried for storage. Any water remaining on 
the glass will increase the comsion rate of the glass and greatly increase corrosion of a metal container. 
The glass is dried by blowing heated air over it using various types of equipment. 

Experiments on samples of cullet indicated that the cullet retained water at 23.9% of its dry weight 
(see Appendix A). The water was not from hydration, but was surface water held amund each particle. 
Drying the cullet requires significant energy. Even more energy would be required to cool the air and 
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remove moisture before discharging the air through high-efficiency particulate air (HEPA) filters. Air 
flows around 10,OOO SCFM would be needed. The water condensed from the moist air could be returned 
to the quench tank. 

A recirculation system would be much more practical than filtering and discharging all that air for a 
one-pass system. For a 1O.OOO-SCFM recirculation system, the air would have to be heated to nearly 
400°F to provide enough enthalpy to dry the cullet. More moderate temperatures would require recircula- 
tion of even more air. Optimization was not attempted for this task. The significance of this step is that 
drying quenched cullet incurs a high energy cost. 

After the cullet is drie4, it can be packaged in the final storage/disposal canisters. To facilitate proc- 
essing, the packaging step is separated from the quenching and drying processes by storing the dried cul- 
let in a storage bin of adequate volume. The final packages could be loaded from the storage bin. To 
achieve maximum storage density, the final filling step would also have to densify the mix. Dust control 
would be necessary when handling the dried cullet. 

After the packages are filled, they can be sealed and decontaminated for transport to the storage facil- 
ity. The final step before transport would probably be to load the package into a secondary container to 
protect personnel from radiation during transport and final placement in the storage facility. The charac- 
teristics of the containers themselves were outside the realm of this study. Although this task did not 
address the containers to be used for transport, reusable vansportation containers may be practical for th is  
purpose. 

3.1.2 Equipment 

As described in the previous section, forehearths are used to control the glass temperature. Fore- 
hearths are commonly used in the glass industry. They are reliable and trouble-free. They are usually gas 
heated, although electrically heated units are probably available. The durability of the electrical heaters 
depends on the temperatures desired in the forehearth. Other than heater replacements, the only mainten- 
ance requirements are infrequent major rebuilds of the refractory. Rebuilds normally are required after 
several years of operation (i.e., 6 to 7 years).") 

Equipment used with the quenched cullet includes several types of rotating equipment (e.g., pumps, 
agitators, rollers, and conveyors) that periodically require lubrication and maintenance. Seals are also 
used to contain water around flooded pieces of equipment. While leaks in the water system are common 
and expected in commercial glass-making operations, they cannot be allowed to occur in a radioactive 
waste-processing application. When used in a waste-processing application, it can be expected that 
equipment wear, especially on seals and rotating equipment, will be greater than it is in normal industrial 
uses. Therefore, the equipment components will require more frequent maintenance because of the 
abrasive nature of the glass. 

~ 

(a) Personal communication, Owens-Brockman G l a s ~  Co., Portland, Oregon, April 20, 1994. 
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A 100 MT/d system could easily circulate several hundred gallons of quench water per minute, 
thereby requiring pumps and tanks with a large capacity. For example, a 30 MT/d cullet system at 
RECOMP of Washington circulated about 150 galbin of quench water (Whittington and Peters 1992). 

Separating water from glass is a simple process in terms of filtration. The glass is not hydroscopic 
and it dewaters readily. Nevertheless, a large screen that can separate several hundred gallons per minute 
will be required. The screen will have to include automatic cleaners to clean out glass particles that 
become wedged in the mesh. It will also have to be quite fine to minimize the amount of glass returned 
for rework. A preliminary estimate in the proposed flowsheet indicated 99% retention of glass, which for 
separations would require a screen of about 300 microns, 50 mesh (see Table 4.2--particle size of 
quenched cullet). Screens would be replaced as part of routine maintenance. A screen with a large mesh 
would be more durable, although the tradeoff would be more glass passing through that would have to be 
remelted. 

Bulk drying, storing, and packaging of solids is commonly done in many industries (e.g., foods, fer- 
tilizers, agriculture) besides the glass industry. Numerous approaches exist for drying the solids and 
packaging them in storage bins. Although off-the-shelf equipment could be used to handle glass cullet, 
the radioactivity of LLW glass must be considered when selecting equipment. Bulk solids have the 
potential to cause plugging and bridging problems. Air blasters, rappers, vibratom and many other 
devices are used to correct problems with bulk powder. Nevertheless, commercial equipment design 
relies on manual cleaning as a final option to relieve difficult plugs. Manual clearing would not be an 
acceptable option for U W  bin design. 

Experiments on samples of cullet indicated that the normal poured bulk density of cullet is only about 
one-half that of solid glass. Achieving a higher packaged density would require densification equipment. 
As the simplest approach, strong vibrators attached to the outside of the package might be able to achieve 
the necessary settling. 

In the commercial glass industry, container filling is usually controlled by weight because sales are 
made by weight. Containers are sized to accommodate variations based on the least dense product. This 
necessarily produces free space above the product when the product is of normal or high density. In a 
waste processing application, where volume optimization is more important than container weight, con- 
tainer filling would probably be controlled by some means other than weight. 

The last steps of container packaging for the cullet process, as for all the candidate processes, 
involves complex automated handling. Empty containers are moved, located in position, moved to new 
locations, sealed, and decontaminated. Equipment for the handling steps is used commonly in the glass 
industry, and handling a few hundred or thousands of packages per day, up to pieces weighing multiple 
tons, is not unusual. However, all commercial equipment requires routine maintenance and adjustments. 
The more precise the needs and complex the system, the greater the maintenance requirements. 
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3.13 Quality Assurance 

Control of the quenching process should be fairly simple and the system operation should be very 
tolerant of out-of-specification conditions. Some alternate forming approaches require close control of 
temperature to achieve a specific viscosity range or the forms will plug and stick, potentially closing 
down the line. Comparatively, water quenching is foolproof. Control of the glass temperature, water 
tempemre, and contacting system (water flow and mixing) can affect process optimization, but should 
not jeopardize product performance, nor cause process failures. 

Control of the drying conditions is more complex. Leaving the glass in a wet condition is likely to 
produce out-of-specification glass that requires recycle. However, recycle would be necessary only back 
to the dryer, not back through the melter. Extra capacity would need to be designed into the dryer so the 
dryer could hold out-of-specification moist material for subsequent redrying. 

The densification process is another step that can deviate from optimum conditions and lead to 
greater storage costs. Out-of-specification conditions, however, will not cause the product performance 
to fail. 

Recycling glass cullet would be relatively easy. As the out-of-specification cullet exits the dryer, it 
could be recycled to the melter directly or reduced into frit for inclusion in a liquid feed stream. 

3.1.4 Design Information Needed 

It will be simple to select water flows and equipment to quench glass and make cullet. Designing a 
system to minimize fines production and surface area, however, will require some experience and trials 
with the expected glass compositions. Such testing may or may not significantly improve the surface 
area. 

The achievable slurry density (glass-to-water ratio) will greatly affect the slurry volumes, a quanti- 
fication that is needed to size the tanks, piping, agitators, and screen. Some of this information may be 
available from commercial glass designers, although it is likely that commercial designers simply use lots 
of water because quenching is a secondary, mfrequently used process not worth optimizing. The process 
may not benefit from optimization. It is simple and a conservative approach could be taken just to ensure 
that it works. 

The accumulation rate of hydroxide in the quench solution may be needed to prevent adverse effects 
on product quality. Also, the accumulation rate of radionuclides may be required to assess maintenanm 
and secondary waste issues if this stream leaves the vitrification plant. 

The drying operation includes the potential for process failures. The system must be designed so that, 
during the final drying stages, particles don't fuse and cause plugging. Likewise, the holding bins must 
have the unfailing capability to break up plugging no matter how rarely it occurs. With perhaps several 
tons of radioactive glass inside the bin, this area cannot be "contact maintained." 
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The final den ification pro ess probably cannot be predicted accurately without some testing to deter- 
mine the best equipment and attainable bulk densities. As with slurry density, this is an optimization 
issue, not a step that could cause process failure. However, it should be easy to have potential suppliers 
test their equipment and collect the necessary data. 

3.2 Cullet (Flake)--Dry Process (Drawing) 

Although flake forming produces basically the same product as the quenching cullet system, the pro- 
duction process is simpler. There is no contact with water, and therefore no need for filtering and drying 
systems. 

3.2.1 Process Description 

To make flake, the molten glass is first conditioned in the forehearth to bring it to the proper viscosity 
range. It is then poured between a set of water-cooled rollers, producing a sheet of glass about 1/32 in. 
thick and 8 to 10 ft wide. Because the glass is so thin it is "friable," or easily crushed. The glass sheet is 
broken into pieces using cracking rollers and is then size reduced using a crusher (Figures 3.4 and 3.5). 
The glass particle sizes can be regulated by changing the cracking roller positions, crusher feed rate, rotor 
speed, and clearance between the rotors or hammers and grinding plate. The hammer mill is required ' 

only if a suitable packing density cannot be achieved using the cracking rollers. 

The rest of the processing system is the same as that described in Section 3.1 for the quenching 
method. A conveyor system carries the cullet to a holding bin from which the containers are filled. 

This operating sequence is fairly simple (although not as simple as that for monolith production) and 
is already used in industry (Figure 3.6). It has been designed to run with very little maintenance or 
operator interference. 

3.2.2 Equipment 

For a waste processing operation, the necessary equipment includes a forehearth (see Section 3.1 for 
description). An overilow spout or nozzle will feed the molten glass from the melter to the rollers. 
Hollow water-cooled rollers then form the glass into thin plate. These rollers will be motor driven and 
mounted on bearings. Two more motor-driven rollers, at an angle to the first, will break the plate into 
pieces (see Figure 3.4). The drive systems and bearings will occasionally need lubrication and 
maintenance. 

The pieces will then be fed to a hammer mill or crusher to achieve a uniform size. The crusher will 
consist of hammers or teeth mounted on a motor-driven shaft that crushes the glass against another shaft 
or a plate (see Figure 3.5). These parts will wear and are designed to be easily replaced. A screen or 
grating will allow only properiy sized particles to proceed. Finally, a conveyor will transport the flake to 
the containers. 
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Figure 3.6. Flake (Dry) 

The necessary production rate of 100 tons/d should be easy to achieve with this system. Because only 
one machine is needed, the complexity of the system is not great. Occasionally, maintenance will be 
required on the rollers and the hammer mill; however, any maintenance needs should be easy to schedule 
during planned outage times. 

3.23 Quality Assurance 

A feature of this system is its ability -3 easily accommodate changes in glass composition and feed 
temperature. Almost any glass can be rolled and cracked. Because the glass will be rolled at a fairly low 
tempemre, fuming will be less of a problem. Composition testing should be performed periodically at 
the melter. The final product to be tested can easily be diverted from the conveyor system to the 
containers. 

Any glass that does not meet specifications can easily be recycled by conveying it back to the melter 
after it has been crushed. The recycled glass will be dry and will therefore contribute a much smaller load 
on the melter than the wet cullet. 
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3.2.4 Design Information Needed 

Glass properties will be needed to determine feed temperature and to design plate thickness. Greater 
plate thickness may be possible to reduce surface area. 

It may be possible to eliminate the cnishig operation if the cracking rollers are properly designed. 
The rollers would need to consistently produce the desired glass particle size, thereby reducing system 
complexity. 

3.3 Cullet With Sulfur 

The release of radioactive materials from glass particles may be reduced by adding secondary bamers 
between the radioactive material and the environment. The concept of multiple layered bamers was 
presented very early in the development of radioactive containment options. Many materials have been 
considered over the years, but no one layer has been found to completely stabilize all radioactive 
components. As layerS are added the performance weaknesses of inner layers may be mitigated, leading 
to better performance but vastly more complex processing. 

Glass is a good stabilizing medium for the LLW materials. Its weakness is that it may be slowly 
attacked by water and eventually release its radioactive components. Methods to prevent moisture from 
attacking the glass surfaces are being considered. One method is to mix the glass with molten sulfur and 
polymer modifiers to make SPC. SPC has been considered to be "impermeable" and could therefore limit 
the attack of water on the glass surface. Sulfur may also chemically bind with some of the released 
materials to form insoluble sulfides that further reduce release (Mattus and Mattus 1994). 

SPC may be used to encapsulate cullet or other small pieces such as marbles. The cullet may be 
formed using either the wet-quench process or the dry-flake process. The SPC process is described below 
with the understanding that some glass-forming process must be coupled with it. 

3.3.1 Process Description 

Bulk commercial sulfur is a relatively cheap and available commodity chemical. At normal tempera- 
tures sulfur is a solid. It is shipped in bulk in tank cars as a solid. Handling sulfur always requires melt- 
ing the bulk solid and transfemng it in heated, insulated piping. The recommended temperature range for 
handling is 135 +/- 6°C (Mattus and Mattus 1994). Outside this range the material becomes too viscous 
to practically pump. At temperatures above 150"C, poisonous gases (H,S and/or SOJ are evolved. 
Polymer additives are added to the molten sulfur to enhance the mechanical performance of the concrete. 
Commercially available sulfur "cement," Chement 2000, is formulated with oligomers of cyclopentadiene 
at 2-596 by weight (Mayberry et al. 1993). 

In a waste processing application, the sulfur would be mixed with the glass pieces after the sulfur is 
melted. Compared to typical concrete, the glass pieces would serve as the aggregate and the sulfur as the 
cement. Good mixing at this step is essential to get good dispersion that does not include air. Air in the 
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mixture would lead to a high porosity and possibly the form's failure as an impervious barrier. Mixing 
the material may not be a straightforward process. Mattus reported that "finding the appropriate mixer 
was not as easy as it might appear'' (Mattus and Mattus 1994). The viscosity of molten sulfur cement at 
135°C is around 50 cP. However, when a high solid fraction slurry (i.e., 70%) is mixed, the effective 
mixing viscosity may be very high indeed. Moony's correlation for sluny viscosities predicted a visco- 
sity ranging between 200 P to 600.00 P for the range of possible constants (Perry 1984). Mixing will be a 
major process step. 

Before the mixing step, the glass and the container would need to be preheated. If the glass isn't 
preheated, agglomerates will solidify some sulfur on their surfaces and prevent complete wetting, causing 
voids to form in the matrix. 

Another critical factor for using glass with sulfur is that the glass must be completely dry. Moisture 
below 1% by weight is necessary and 0.0% is preferred. Achieving a moisture content below 1% should 
not be difficult for glass, but doing so will require process control. Mayberry suggests materials to be 
combined with sulfur should be heated to 200°C to ensure dryness (Mayberry et al. 1993). Heating to this 
temperature would add considerably to the heating requirements for a quenched-cullet forming process. 
The flake or marble processes would be much more applicable because they do not require direct contact 
with water. 

After the glass and sulfur are mixed, they would be poured into a preheated container. With a mix- 
ture of high viscosity (still unknown how high), the pour will need to be maintained at temperature for 
a while and possibly vibrated (lite concrete) to settle and displace air. Full-scale tests performed at 
Idaho National Engineering Laboratory (INEL) filled a l-m3 container in 1 to 5 hours (Mattus and 
Mattus 1994). These pour rates would handle 42 to 8 MT/d of glass, respectively. 

More than one production line will probably be required to accommodate full-scale production. 

Another option being considered for containing the SPC is to transfer the molten materials directly to 
the temporary storage facility, or "vault," and allow the matrix to solidify as a monolith. For that process 
the viscosity concern discussed above would be critical. It probably would not be feasible to pump a 
slurry such as SPC and cullet any distance over a few hundred feet. Such a system would need to transfer 
the dried glass to the storage site and then mix it with the SPC. Bulk transfer of solids over long distances 
may, likewise, not be practical. If glass material is put into a container for transport, pouring large 
volumes into a vault to form a monolith would no longer be easier than filling the container at the plant. 

3.3.2 Equipment 

Equipment to handle bulk sulfur is well developed and readily available. Systems to heat rail cars 
filled with solidified sulfur and pump the molten sulfur for processing are common and not very complex. 
They are not, however, foolproof. Transfer lines and pumps must be insulated and heated to keep the sul- 
fur fluid. Steam tracing lines are subject to steam trap failure and electrical tracing lines are subject to 
burning out. In either case a failed heat tracer will cause the line to plug. The failure, however, is not 
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catastrophic because once the heat source is repaired the sulfur will again melt and processing can com- 
mence. Difficulties with this part of the system are not a significant concern because all the equipment 
can be located outside of the radioactive environment. Maintenance is simple. 

Special off-gas equipment will be needed to control gases during melting. Special safety measures 
will also be necessary in case temperatures higher than 160°C lead to the release of SO, and/or H2S (both 
toxic gases). The off-gas treatment for these materials will also have to collect off-gas from the mixing 
step, which may contain radioactive isotopes. Pernaps three systems will be used: radioactive process 
off-gases, sulfur process off-gases, and mixed process off-gases. 

Equipment for the mixing step is rather difficult to find. Simple in-line mixers as used to mix liquids 
will not work. The viscosities will almost certainly be too high. Batch mixers have been used for all the 
work done so far with SPC. This process will need multiple batch mixers or some type of continuous 
mixer, like a continuous ribbon blender. 

If the mixed SPC is immediately poured into containers, the containers will need to be preheated 
before loading. This could be accomplished outside of the radioactive cell in an oven (such as a k h r  
oven, as used for annealing, but at a lower temperature). The containers would then be quickly trans- 
ferred to the fill location in the cell. 

If the process were to pump molten, mixed SPC to a storage site hundreds of yards distant, the pres- 
sures could be very high. High pressures would require positive displacement pumps. The abrasive 
slurry would increase maintenance difficulties. hunps, piping, and pipe heating systems would have to 
be maintained in a radioactive environment. 

3.3.3 Quality Assurance 

Control of the molten sulfur temperature is critical to the handling and safety of that process step. 
Fortunately, sulfur is widely used and systems for handling it safely are well established. The main 
unloading steps and temperature control can be done outside of the radioactive areas. Quality control 
requirements here do not add to the process difficulty. The mixing step, however, must be conducted 
within a containment area Because the equipment for this step may be difficult to find, control of the 
step will also present some difficulties. Not only must temperature and mix proportions be controlled, but 
air entrainment must be minimized in this step and in subsequent filling steps. 

At the filling location, the containers must be filled as completely as possible to minimize storage 
volumes. Batch mix and air entrainment also must be accurately controlled. 

Parameters affecting the final product performance for the matrix system will be glass properties, sul- 
fur properties, mix ratio of glass and sulfur, and air entrainment in the matrix. Like concrete and glass, it 
is assumeh that under certain conditions the matrix may crack. Larger forms would therefore need to cool 
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much more slowly than small forms. The seventy of the cracking is yet to be determined. Of these para- 
meters, glass and sulfur properties will be determined from their individual testing. Their QA is straight- 
forward. Assurance of mix ratio, air entrainment, and cracks will have to rely mainly on statistical 
process control. Testing the final product will be difficult, because testing would involve opening the 
radioactive containers and core sampling the matrix material. It was outside the scope of this task to 
determine just what types of tests would be optimum. However, it is readily evident that the testing could 
not practically be conducted on each container or individual section of a continuous monolith. 

3.3.4 Design Information Needed 

Design of an SFC process system will rely heavily on data from sulfur vendors for the unloading and 
handling system, including temperature controls. Further development in this area will not be necessary. 
The mixing step, however, still needs significant development. The design of the mixing system requires 
data on the size distribution and variability of the glass (i.e., cullet) and the target mix ratio. The mix 
ratio will need to be determined from an optimization of cost for disposal vs. performance assessment. 
Much more needs to be known about the SFC to determine its impact on the performance assessment. It 
was assumed in this task that those studies are conducted successfully to define a practical operating 
envelope of sulfur-to-glass mix. 

The effective viscosity of the mix will need to be determined to design transfer pumps and piping. 
The mixing equipment should be selected through scale testing. In the testing, the power, shear, and time 
requkments will need to be established to ensure intimate contact without excessive air entrainment 

The cooling time requirements to avoid cracking will need to be established. 

A design of a continuous poured monolith will require similar data considering a much larger system. 
Retrievability of a large monolith will also require experiments to determine how to melt a very large sys- 
tem when the working temperature range of the melt is small. Melting large blocks would normally 
require the melt near the heat source to be heated well above its melting temperature so the outer regions 
of the block 'will melt. This may not be practicable with sulfur. 

3.4 Marbles (Casting, Rolling) 

Marbles are an ideal shape in terms of surface area. They are small, making them easy for a conveyor 
to handle. They also have the lowest possible surface area for their size. 

3.4.1 Process Description 

In a waste processing application, the marble-forming process (Figure 3.7) would follow the melter 
step with a temperature and flow control step. The temperature must first be controlled to meet viscosity 
requirements of the forming machine. The glass flow can be configured to recycle out-of- chemical 
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Figure 3.7. Marble - Forming 

specification glass and to permit the forming machine to be shut down without shutting down the melter. 
The flow control equipment will also need to distribute the glass flow to as many forming machines as 
required, and to break the stream as needed by each forming machine. 

The forming machine will then roll or mold the marbles into shape. If QA requirements consider sur- 
face area to be important, then a sorter will separate any broken pieces to be returned to the melter. 
Again, if surface area is important, annealing would also be performed to relieve residual stresses and pre- 
vent major breakage. Finally, the marbles would be placed into the storage container. 

The complexity of the system is significantly greater than the system for monolith production because 
the flow control step must feed multiple machines and "gob the glass for the forming machine. Adding 
to this difficulty is the complexity of the forming machine and the need to convey the finished product to 
the containen. A sulfur system as described in Section 3.3 could also be used, although its use would 
increase complexity still more. 
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Assuming glass properties can be held quite constant, the machinery should be fairly easy to auto- 
mate, with limited contact needed to inspect and adjust the forming machinery. If the glass cannot be 
controlled, frequent adjustments may + necessary to maintain proper operation (Whittington and 
Peters 1992). 

3.4.2 Equipment 

Two marble-forming machines have been investigated. The conventional method used by U.S. 
marble makers and a method patented by Coming Glass Works (U.S. Patent 3254979) are discussed 
below. 

Conventional U.S. Marble Machine 

Conventional marble production in the United States uses a gob feeder device that shears the molten 
glass sueam into globs (Figure 3.8). The globs drop onto a marble former consisting of a pair of counter- 
rotating, threaded cylinders called marble rolls. The globs travel down the cylinders in the threads, rotat- 
ing and forming a sphere. At the end of the marble roll, the marbles are not completely hardened and 
must roll down a cooling tray before they can be stored (Whittington and Peters 1992). Machines cur- 
rently in use can produce l-in. marbles at a rate of around 54 MT/d. Two lines would be required in a 
waste processing application to achieve the 100 MT/d goal. 

Annealing for approximately 1 hour is required to prevent significant cracking. This could easily be 
accomplished with conventional equipment. Section 3.8 discusses the annealing step in detail. 

To produce high-quality marbles, the surface of the cylinders is rubbed with waxed paper or oily rags. 
The right level of "stickiness" must be maintained or the glob of glass will be ejected from the marble 
rolls. Additionally, the shears often fail to completely separate the molten glass globs and require manual 
correction. While the maintenance requirements for this device are not excessive, the device could be dif- 
ficult to maintain in a radioactive process facility. The need. to maintain the "stickiness" of the rolls and 
the problems with the shears could potentially be eliminated by adapting the design for a radioactive 
environment. 

The comparative cost of this system is moderate. 

Vibratory Marble Machine 

Coming Glass Works patented a novel design for a marble machine built by Pacific Northwest 
Laboratory (PNL) and used for waste glass marble production. The marble machine has a continuous 
conveyor arrangement of hemispherically shaped molds that are vibrated (Figure 3.9). The vibrating 
molds pass under the continuous molten stream of glass. The vibration causes the molten glass to sep- 
arate into globs. Continued vibration causes the glob to form a sphere as it progresses down the line. 
At the end of the marble machine, the marbles have cooled sufficiently to retain their shape (Whittington 
and Peters 1992). 
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Figure 3.8. US. Conventional Marble Machine (Whittington and Peters 1992) 
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Figure 3.9. Vibratory Marble Machine (Whittington and Peters 1992) 
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A soxthg machine separates the marbles from the nonspherical waste shapes. PNL used a vibrating 
plate, tilted slightly from horizontal, as a separating device. The marbles and scrap are poured onto the 
plate. Vibration causes the nonspherical shapes to deflect off the sides of the plate while the spherical 
marbles roll unhindered to the low end. The unwanted shapes are recycled directly to the melter 
(Whittington and Peters 1992). A grinding operation would not be needed in this system because the 
pieces are small. 

Annealing for approximately 1 hour is required to prevent most breakage. Annealing is discussed in 
detail in Section 3.8. 

The marbles produced at PNL varied in diameter fmm 3/8 in. to 1/2 in., depending on the discharge 
rate of the molten glass. Controlling the discharge rate of the molten glass produces marbles of a uniform 
size. Production rates of 130 lb/hr (1.4 MT/d) have been attained by cooling the molds With compressed 
air or a water stream. Coming Glass Works has achieved higher production rates by simultaneously 
casting molten glass sveams into parallel marble molds (Wttington and Peten 1992). 

Maintenance should be fairly simple on this system and should be required only for the vibrating con- 
veyor unit. In a waste processing application, major maintenance could be performed most easily by 
removing the unit from the work area, thereby allowing the other machines and the melter to continue 
operating. 

There are several requirements for producing highquality marbles. To reduce breakage, the molds 
are often preheated to reduce thermal shock. The vibration of the equipment must be adequate to break 
hot glass strings that form between molds. The molds should have a steepsided sharpened web, whkh 
also helps break the glass strings (Whittington and Peters 1992). 

The comparative cost of this system is moderate. 

3.43 Quality Assurance 

Not all glasses are suitable for marble production. The molten glass must have a suitable surface ten- 
sion and viscosity so the molten glass stream will separate into globs, as required for the vibratory marble 
machine. These physical properties are controlled by adjusting glass composition and feed temperature. 
The waste glass composition will be selected for durability and melter considerations, and the selected 
composition may not be suitable for marble making. 

There should be a wide temprature interval between the flow point and the softening point of the 
glass. This "working" temperature range allows the globs of glass to be formed into spheres and provides 
time for uniform cooling of the marble surface. Figure 3.10 compares the working temperature range of 
soda-lime glass often used for marble production and a simulated high-level waste (HLW) glass (denoted 
ICM-II for "In-can melter, run a"). The soda-lime glass has a temperature range of 200°C while the 
working temperature range of the waste glass is only 100°C. The ICM-II waste glass was found to be 
unsuitable for marble production (Whittington and Peters 1992). 
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Figure 3.10. Working Temperature Range of Glasses (Whittington and Peters 1992) 

A homogeneous glass composition is another important factor in successful marble making. Undis- 
solved particles and bubbles make the marble susceptible to stress fractures. The difference in the 
coefficient of thermal expansion between the glass and the impurity causes stresses in the marble. Frac- 
tu= of the marbles could lead to a large glass recycle stream. Thermal stresses, if untreated, will also 
cause much fracturing (Whittington and Peters 1992). However, about 1 hour of annealing can easily 
correct this problem. 

Glass composition testing will need to be performed at various stages in the process. Samples can be 
taken from the melter at set intervals to monitor glass properties. The finished product can easily be 
tested by removing a marble as it comes out of the annealing Lek. Out-of-specification glass or products 
can simply be diverted and conveyed back to the melter. 

3.4.4 Design Information Needed 

The unknown of greatest significance for this system is the projected waste glass properties (melt 
viscosity, surface tension, and working temperature range) and the variabilities associated with those 
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properties. Necessary feed temperature, working time, cooling time, and annealing time will need to be 
determined. Methods to permanently maintain the "stickiness" of the rollers will need to be developed. 

Additionally, the corrosion rate properties of the glass will need to be determined for comparison to 
QA requirements. Corrosion rate will determine what surface-area-to-mass ratio must be maintained. If 
the corrosion rate is low enough, operation without annealing and sorting might be possible. However, a 
rate that is high enough could eliminate the marble system altogether in favor of a shape with a low sur- 
face area such as a monolith 

3.5 Pressed Shapes 

Pressing is a process commonly used in the glass industry to form viscous glass into shapes. Flat 
shapes like dinnerware and glass for television screens are manufactured using pressing. Even complex 
shapes that might be considered for this project would be simple to produce by commercial standards. 
Commercial equipment is readily available to make shapes as large as 40 kg. The mass of the shape is 
limited by the ability of the "gabbing" process to deliver a specific amount of material to the mold. The 
mass is also limited by the time required to cool the object sufficiently to support its own weight before it 
is ejected from the mold. 

If the glass is not sufficiently durable to meet performance requirements for radioactive release, then 
another barrier may be added to the individual pieces to enhance their durability. Pressed shapes 
uniquely offer this option. It was outside the scope of this task to select or evaluate all the possible addi- 
tional barriers. Possibilities could include a polymer coating or a second very durable glass coating that 
does not contain radioactive materials. 

3.5.1 Process Description 

The pressing process begins with a conditioning step applied to the molten glass (Figure 3.1 1). The 
temperature of the glass from the melter is controlled to achieve the proper viscosity. The glass must be 
thin enough to be pressed into the mold. The glass temperature must also be low enough so the glass can 
be cooled in the allotted time and ejected from the mold intact. A specific quantity of conditioned glass is 
then delivered to the mold. The glass is pressed to fill the mold and then cooled with compressed air. As 
the glass cools, its normal shrinkage separates the glass from the mold and the form can be ejected as an 
intact piece. As the pressed glass cools further, shrinkage causes stresses to build, which will cause the 
object to shatter. Each piece must be reheated and allowed to cool slowly @e., annealed) to prevent 
breakage. After annealing, the glass pieces will need to be stacked and loaded into containers for 
transport and storage. 

If a process to add a second layer were necessary, the' layer would be added before or after the anneal- 
ing step. Adding such a process would add more materials handling and processing requirements, as with 
the sulfur matrix steps. Processing would be significantly more intensive and difficult. 
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Figure 3.11. Bricks and Pressed Shapes 

Off-gas treatment requirements for a pressing operation will be the least requirement of any forming 
system considered. The glass can be cooled to a lower temperature in the forehearth. Consequently, 
dusting and fuming during forming will be reduced. Air for the "wind" cooling and Lehr oven annealing 
can be recycled within the cell. Only exhaust air from the room will need to be treated for dust. 

3.5.2 Equipment 

h s s i n g  shapes is a very common commercial glass process and equipment is readily available for 
each of the process steps. Inherently, the equipment is robust and has low maintenance requirements 
because the economics of glass production require low-maintenance equipment. Equipment with moving 
parts such as bearings and rollers has already been developed to operate reliably in the dirty, high- tem- 
perature environments common in the industry. Design to accommodate high temperatures will also 
make the equipment "hardened" for radioactive service. 

The glass-conditioning step is accomplished in a forehearth using electric or gas heaters for tempera- 
ture control. Forehearths are necessary for several of the processes considered and would be similar for 
each (Figures 3.12). Pressed shapes may require less conditioning than other forming options because the 
press can accommodate fairly wide changes in viscosity. 
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Figure 3.12. Continuous Melting Tank and Forehearth (Gas Fired With Heat Recovery) 
(Holscher 1972) 

A commercial forehearth is often attached to a gob feeder. The gob feeder comprises a pool of condi- 
tioned glass with an oscillating piston plunger over a hole in the bottom. The "thick" glass is pushed 
through the hole by the plunger and cut off with ceramic shears below the hole (Figures 3.13 and 3.14). 
The length of the piston stroke and size of the hole determine the weight of the glob. To make larger 
objects, gob feeders may make globs through two or three holes simultaneously. These are then delivered 
simultaneously to the molds. 

The piston, die, and cutter of a gob feeder operate at high temperatures and in high shear fields. 
These conditions create very demanding materials requirements. The materials (alumina and zirconia 
alloy ceramics), fortunately, have already been developed for use in the commercial industry. The life of 
these pieces may be 2 to 3 years for the feeder parts and 7 to 10 years for the forehearth.") They have to 
be changed out during the life of the plant. 

The pressing, molding, cooling, and ejecting operations all take place on a single piece of equipment 
employing a rotating table indexing through each process step (Figures 3.15 through 3.17). The pressing 

(a) Personal communication, Owens-Brockman Glass Co., Portland, Oregon, April 20,1994. 
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Figure 3.13. Glob Feed Operation (Holscher 1972) 

Figure 3.14. Glob Cut (Holscher 1972) 
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Figure 3.15. Glob in Mold (Holscher 1972) 

Figure 3.16. Pressed Glass (Holscher 1972) 
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Figure 3.17. Lynch Rotary Table Press 

machine is hydraulically driven and can press the glass into molds with forces up to 100 tons."' This 
makes the process much more tolerant of changes in glass temperature (viscosity) than a marble or plate 
glass process. This type of machine is designed for long-term operation and easy maintenance. Neverthe- 
less, the complexity of the machine would make maintenance in a radioactive environment very difficult. 
It is considered only because the machine is modular and could be completely replaced remotely. The 
malfunctioning machine could then be repaired externally after it is decontaminated. 

Commercial glass plants emphasize throughput. Press machines index through their stages at 
30-55 pieces per minute (Howard 1985). For the example considered in Table 4.1 (see Section 4.0) 
(12 in. x 6 in. x 6 in. [ .3 m x .15 m x .15 m J .building block), each block would weigh approximately 

(a) Machine specifications, Lynch Machinery-Miller Hydro, Inc. 
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17.7 kg and the machine could produce more than 40,000 pieces per day. Production rates of 100 MT/d 
could be achieved with one machine. Nevertheless, two machines operating in parallel would be pre- 
ferred because they would provide spare on-line capacity in case one machine must be shut down. 

The cooling operation involves blowing metered amounts of air onto the objects in the cooling loca- 
tions of the press machine. In a radioactive environment, the cooling air, called "wind," would need to be 
recirculated and cooled to minimize air discharges. This would require an air compressor system in the 
cells. Air requirements wouldn't be very great and the air compressor would be modular. Alternatively, 
the air could be provided from outside the cell and then removed through the cell ventilation. 

After the press machine step, the pieces would be transferred and grouped to go through an annealing 
oven and on to a packing operation. Equipment for these steps is described separately because it is 
generally required for all the fonning process systems. 

3.53 Quality Assurance 

The pressing system will require some control of the glass viscosity, although the control will be less 
stringent than that required for plate glass or marbles. The high pressing forces allow significant devia- 
tion from the ideal target. For the same reasons, the pressing operation will be feasible even if the waste 
glass composition is very "short" (Le., if the waste glass has a very steep vimsity-w.-temperature 
relationship). Control of this parameter will be less critical than for other processes. 

As a system, the press forming equipment must include the process controls for the annealing step. 
The pieces would have to be monitored for breakage. A video camera could be used for monitoring. 

Assurance that the final product meets design specifications would be straightforward for this form- 
ing system. The final surface area available for radioactive release is positively set by the size and integ- 
rity of the blocks. The integrity of the blocks can be verified visually. If a block requires testing, it could 
be removed. Final product testing, if required, would be the easiest of any operation. 

Recycling out-of-specification pieces might require a size-reducing step for the large blocks. A 
grinding or milling machine is typically used in the glass industry to reduce the size of large pieces. 

3.5.4 Design Information Needed 

Design of commercial glass-pressing equipment is already well established. Design of equipment for 
pressing the LLW glass could begin as soon as the viscosity-temperature-time relationship of the glass is 
established. Additional laboratory or pilot trials should not be necessary. 

The pressing machines have evolved to make products with dimensional tolerances much tighter than 
would be required for simple close stacking. They have also evolved to reduce downtime and main- 
tenance needs. However, it is inconceivable that such a complex machine will be as trouble-free as will 
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be needed for use in a radioactive environment. The machine vendor will not be accustomed to the spe- 
cial hardware requirements for operation in a hot cell. The machine designers and Hanford Site personnel 
familiar with hot cell operations will need to consult frequently to develop a low-maintenance machine 
that can accommodate remote operations. 

3.6 Plate and Float Glass 

Flat glass is a shape that, like blocks, can be handled by piece and stacked into containers. In a waste 
processing application, the extent of cracking will be very limited because it will be annealed. 

3.6.1 Process Description 

The flat glass production process (Figure 3.18) begins by flowing the molten glass over a weir or 
through a slot to form a sheet of approximately the desired thickness. The molten glass then passes 
through water-cooled rollers or is allowed to s p ~ a d  out on a pool of molten tin to flatten and smooth it. 
Next, rollers carry the plate through an annealing Lehr and to the cutter. The plate is cut into standard 
lengths, checked for size, and automatically stacked in the container. Incorrectly sized parts are sent to a 
crusher and returned to the melter. 

The glass industry uses automated flat glass systems. Automated cutting, inspection, and handling 
machinery is already being used. In a waste processing application, adjustments to the machinery to set 
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Figure 3.18. Plate Method 
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glass width and thickness, necessary during start-up, probably would not be necessary during normal 
operation. Computers would be used to control the temperature zones in the tin bath, eliminating the 
need for manual setup. 

System complexity is moderate because various machines are needed. However, only one line would 
be required to achieve desired production rates. Production rates of over 360 tons/d have been achieved 
for rolled glass (Tooley 1974). Single-line float glass plants achieve rates as high as 810 tons/d (Tooley 
1974). 

3.6.2 Equipment 

Equipment necessary to produce rolled plate glass and float glass in a waste-processing application is 
discussed below. 

Rolled Plate Glass 

The rolling machine will consist of two large water-cooled rollers that form the glass into a continu- 
ous ribbon up to 11 ft wide and 1 in. thick (Figures 3.19 through Figure 3.21) (Tooley 1974). The rollers 
would be motor driven and bearing mounted, with one movable roller to adjust plate thickness. A roller 
conveyor will then carry the glass ribbon through the Lehr and to the cutter. The Lehr will consist of an 
electrically heated tunnel followed by an air-cooling section (Engineered Materials Handbook 1991). 
Annealing Lehrs are discussed in Section 3.8. 

Figure 3.19. Continuous Casting of Plate Glass (Perry 1984) i 
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Figure 3.20. Ring Roll Rough Casting Machine (Engineered Materials Handbook 1991) 

The glass cutter will be a computer-controlled machine that automatically cuts the glass ribbon to the 
desired length. Optical scanning will be performed next to ensure the glass will fit in the storage con- 
tainer. Depending on the results of the scan, a computer can have the glass robotically stacked in the 
container or sent by conveyor to a crushing machine to be recycled. 

The stacking robot could be a two-axis robot with suction cups to grip the plates. The plates would 
be stacked in a rectangular box with a lid to be welded on after the box is filled. Another idea is to stack 
the plates on the inside of the box lid. As they are set in place, or after they are stacked, their edges 
would be slightly melted to fuse them. Fusing the edges would prevent water from seeping between the 
plates during storage, effectively reducing the surface area to the area just outside of the fused block. A 
computer-controlled burner, or ring of burners, would easily melt the edge of the plates. Finally, the box 
could be placed over the stack and welded. 

Recycled pieces, on the other hand, would be fed to a hammer mill or crusher to reduce their size 
before they are fed back to the melter. The crusher consists of hammers or teeth mounted on a 
motor-driven shaft that crush the glass against another shaft or a plate (see Figure 3.5). These parts will 
wear and are designed to be replaced easily (Perry 1984). A screen or grating allows only properly sized 
particles to proceed to the melter feed. 
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Figure 3.21. Rough Plate Rolling Machine (Engineered Materials Handbook 1991) 

The production rate for all this machinery is sufficient as it is currently being used in industry and 
will easily meet the 100 MT/d requirement. Rates of well over 360 MT/d have been achieved, with 
normal operation at around 225 .&lT/d. 

Routine maintenance will be required on the roll-forming machine and the crusher. The cutting 
machine and stacker will also require maintenance, although on a less regular schedule. Maintainability 
is expected to be moderate. 
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Float Glass 

Production using the float glass process will begin with a rough ribbon coming out of the melter that 
drops onto a molten pool of tin approximately 160 ft long and 12 ft wide (Figures 3.22 and 3.23). A 
slightly reducing atmosphere is maintained with hydrogen gas to keep the tin from oxidizing. The glass 
will spread out flat on the tin and will be held at the proper thickness by edge rollers. As it exits the float 
bath, the ribbon will be picked up by rollers that carry it through the annealing Lehr and to the cutter. 
The glass pieces will proceed in the same way as they would with the roll-forming system. Ribbon dim- 
ensions would be similar to those for roll forming. 

Float glass plants are very large facilities producing huge tonnages of high-quality glas. A single 
float line can produce 810 MT/d (Tooley 1974). A plant could easily be scaled down to meet the produc- 
tion requirements for a waste-processing application 

Necessary support systems for the tin float bath are unknown, so maintenance requirements cannot be 
estimated. However, there are no moving parts. Maintenance on the cutter, crusher, and stacker systems 
could be significant. Overall maintainability is expected to be moderate. 

3.6.3 Quality Assurance 

The plate-forming processes are less sensitive to glass changes than marble making, and more sensi- 
tive than pressing. The glass must spread out on the molten tin or the rollers must flatten it. Glasses such 
as a soda-lime glass would not present any difficulty, but glasses with,a very steep temperature viscosity 
curve could cause problems. Annealing may not perform as well when glass conditions change from 
design. 

Some loss of volatile components may occur in the float bath area. These would need to be collected 
and combined with the melter off-gas. 

The glass can be tested at the melter and after it is cut. Optical inspection can verify plate dimension 
before each plate is stacked. Out-of-specification glass and misshapen glass can be conveyed to the 
crusher after it is cut. Samples for final product testing can be taken following the crushing step. The 
crushed glass will then be fed directly back to the melter. 

3.6.4 Design Information Needed 

Glass properties will determine amenability to roll and float forming. Necessary float bath and 
annealing temperatures and times will also need to be determined. Temperature limitations and the 
reducing atmosphere have so far limited commercial use to soda-lime-silica glass. 

The possibility of fusing the plate edges once they are stacked will depend on the melting properties 
of the glass. The possibility that the fused edges can significantly decrease surface area will need to be 
investigated and tested. 
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Figure 322. Float Glass (Perry 1984) 
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Figure 333. Float Glass Continuous Process (Engineered Materials Handbook 1991) 
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Flat glass cutting and stacking machinery currently in use will need to be investigated further. 

3.7 Monoliths 

3.7.1 Process Description 

To form monoliths, the molten glass discharged from the melter is drained into containers that can be 
of varying configurations and/or sizes (Figure 3.24). This forming technique is a very versatile and flex- 
ible method for forming waste glass. It is one of the simplest, if not the simplest, method of forming 
glass. For high-level radioactive waste vitrification, it is the conventional approach. Container size has 
been limited and defined by the repository for handling a consistently sized package. In the United 
States, the container is limited to 0.61 m (24 in.) in diameter and 3.05 m (10 ft) tall (Figure 3.25). 
Periodic flow rates of about 200 kg/hr allow these containers to be filled completely. This has been 
routinely demonstrated. One melter experiment (Chapman et al. 1979) successfully filled 0.91-m- 
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Figure 3.24. Monolith Process Flow 
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Figure 335. West Valley Canister Design (Whittington and Peters 1992) 

(36-in.-) diameter containers at a nearly constant flow rate of about 125 kghr. The upper size limit for 
poured glass depends upon the discharge rate from the melter, the temperature-viscosity relationship of 
the glass, and the degree of effective insulation around the container during the pouring operation. In 
addition, a requirement to control devitrification during cooling may impose an upper size limit by 
imposing a minimum cooling rate. Such a requirement would be specific to glass composition. For the 
reference LLW vitrification production rate of 1,OOO to 4,000 kg/hr, the container's maximum dimension 
could apparently be 2.5 to 5.0 m (8.2 ft to 16.4 ft) based upon rough scaling from current experience, 
assuming similar glass properties. As nature has shown during volcanic flows, very large containers 
could be used if the flow rate is sufficiently high. Thus, it appears feasible to have readily fabricated 
containers or tanks and conventional materials-handling equipment to allow casting, cooling, and 
transportation of large, filled containers. 

This glass-forming system can be readily automated to ensure complete filling and fulfillment of the 
desired functional requirements. The control system would provide replacement or movement of the fil- 
ling or filled container based upon a fill height measurement, Active or passive flow diverters would be 
employed to span the gap between containers. Some of these concepts are described in the following 
section. 

One of the most attractive features of this forming method is the ability to greatly limit radiation 
exposure to the operators. Because the containers are used only once and the transportation device does 
not contact the glass, contact maintenance is not required and only unplanned, extraordinary process 
upsets would introduce the potential of exposure to operators. 
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3.73 Equipment 

The primary equipment in this forming system is the container. The container can take many differ- 
ent forms ranging from unpainted barrels, standard pipe with end caps, tanks, or even railroad box- sized 
containers. The canister turntable developed for processing HLW at the West Valley Demonstration 
Project, shown in Figure 3.26 and 3.27, illustrates one approach that could be pursued for forming the 
monoliths. This system is connected to the melter and enclosed in a vessel that controls the fumes from 
the draining glass so they can be directed to the off-gas system. The West Valley turntable also has a 
water-cooling jacket so temperatures within the vessel can be controlled to some extent. After the 
canister is full, as determined by the gamma level detector system, an empty canister is indexed under the 
fill position. While the newly positioned canister is filling, a full canister is removed from the turntable 
and replaced with an empty canister. These canisters are 0.61 m in diameter and 3.05 m tall. They each 
contain about 2,000 kg of glass. The West Valley design fill rate average of about 45 kg/hr translated to a 
canister being filled about every 44 hours. For a LLW glass melter with 25% of the entire plant produc- 
tion rate, or -1,OOO kg)hr, this turntable would require canister changes at 2-hour intervals. Using the 
same scheme but larger canister diameters would allow less frequent canister changes. Table 3.2 provides 
some general capacities and changeout rates as a function of canister diameter with a fixed height of 
3.05 m. 

With much larger containers, much slower operations are possible. For example, a package such as a 
"land and sea" container that is 2.1 m wide, 2.4 m tall, and 12.2 m long (7 ft x 8 ft x 40 ft) holds about 
128,000 kg of glass, assuming an 87% fill fraction. Using a package of this size, conventional rail equip- 
ment and technology can be used to transport the packages from the LLW vitrification facility to the dis- 
posal site. At the disposal site, conventional ship unloading equipment can be used to unload the rail cars 
and place the packages into the disposal area. This processing and disposal option can be achieved 
without special design and development. This general arrangement or approach is illustrated in 
Figure 3.28. 

A potentially simpler system may be possible not only for the forming operation, but for reliable pro 
essing and disposal of the LLW glass. This system would consolidate melting, forming, and disposal into 
a single step, as shown in Figure 3.29. This approach would have the minimum impact on operator expo- 
sure and could allow for compositional variations by remelting the mass within the disposal site 
(Figure 3.30). It would not, however, meet the retrieval requirements as they now stand. 

To gauge the relevance of this approach, Table 3.3 lists a range of vessel diameters for a fixed depth 
of 18.3 m. For the largest tank listed in the table, 24.4 m in diameter by 18.3 m deep, the total number of 
tanks needed to vitrify the entire Hanford U W  inventory would be about 20. Because this tank size is 
nearly the same size as the tanks from which the waste would be extracted, using the existing under- 
ground storage tanks as the processing and disposal vessel could be considered. To avoid adversely 
impacting surrounding tanks, cooling wells could be installed around the periphery of the tank to block 
thermal effects. 
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Figure 3.26. Glass Canister Turntable Assembly, View 1 (Whittington and Peters 1992) 
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Figure 3.27. Peters 1992) 

Figure 3.28. Rotary Canister Loading Table 
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Table 32. Capacities and Changeout Rates 

~~ ~ 

0.76 (2.5) 

0.91 (3.0) 

Canister Diameter, Canister Fill 

0.61 (2.0) 

3,199 0.8 

4,607 1.2 

1.22 (4.0) 

1.52 (5.0) 

1.83 (6.0) 

2.13 (7.0) 

8,190 2.0 

12,796 3.2 

1 8,427 4.6 

25,08 1 6.3 

Six-Position Turn 
Outside Diameter, m (h) 

2.75 (9.0) 

3.19 (10.5) 

3.63 ( 1  1.9) 

4.52 (14.8) 

5.41 (17.7) 

6.29 (20.7) 

7.18 (23.6) 
~~ ~ 

2.44 (8.0) 32,759 8.2 8.07 (26.5) 

(a) Canister height, 3.05 m (10 ft); fill height, 2.9 m; Rate of fill, 4,000 k m ,  glass 
density, 2.4 g/cm3. 

The simplicity of very large monoliths is intriguing. However, because large monoliths cannot meet 
the retrieval requirements, this particular monolith option is not evaluated further. Subsequent evalua- 
tions are based on monoliths that can be handled and retrieved. If monoliths are selected as the form 
of choice, the advantages and disadvantages of this extreme case should be addressed more completely. 

3.7.3 Quality Assurance 

This forming technique relies almost entirely upon the melter and its feed composition control system 
to achieve a desired glass composition. Although it is conceivable to recycle the out-of-specification 
solidified glass, it is not very practical. This is not a major disadvantage because this approach is the 

standard throughout all the HLW programs around the world. Compositional control is readily achieved 
and is being applied in operating plants with wastes that have much more stringent compositional control 
requirements and acceptance criteria. 

Cooling rates may need to be controlled to achieve a tradeoff between excessive cracking (caused by 
rapid cooling) and devitrification (caused by slow cooling). The cooling rate may be determined largely 
by the monolith size, especially for larger monoliths. 
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Figure 319. In-Ground Melter and Disposal Unit 
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Figure 330. Monolith Recycle 

3.7.4 Design Information Needed 

Molten glass viscosity as a function of temperature needs to be determined. Experiments that validate 
the flow characteristics or ability to fill a large container are needed to validate the use of large containers 
or packages. This could be readily accomplished by coupling to a large commercial glass production fur- 
nace with different sized containers. The rate of cooling of large castings also needs to be determined. 
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Table 33. Vessel Diameters at the 18.3-m Depth 

Depth: 183 m (60 Ft) 

Diameter, m Days of 
(a) Glass Mass Operation 

15.2 (50) 7,043,469 70 

18.3 (60) 10,142,595 101 

21.3 (70) 13,805,199 138 

24.4 (80) 18,03 1,28 1 180 

Devitrification of the reference glass needs to be measured and its influence on the c,,emical durability of 
the glass determined. Although large castings are known to crack (Figure 2.3 1). the real significance of 
this phenomena on the potential system release rate has not been measured at or near full scale. Some 
speculate that the full surface area is the true measure of the release potential of large castings. Others 
speculate that the castings will behave essentially as a solid monolith, with the outside surface being the 
only relevant surface area. If the latter is m e ,  large monoliths would not only be the simplest forming 
technique but could also represent, by far, the best form for long-term storage. Experimental studies are 
needed to establish the release behavior over time for the cracked monolith. 

3.8 Annealing Lehr 

3.8.1 Process Description 

In glass making, the annealing step eliminates stress in formed glass. This step is not needed in all 
forming situations. First, the temperature of the formed glass is elevated to its annealing temperature for 
a sufficiently long time to allow the stresses to relieve (soak). Second, the temperature is slowly reduced 
to prevent new stresses from forming (Figure 3.32). The goal of this treatment is to prevent cracks from 
forming in the final product, although the treatment may cause some of the interior glass to devitrify. 

Annealing requires a conveyance method to cany the glass and equipment to control the temperature 
around the glass. The conveyor could be a roller, a chain belt, or, for large pieces, an overhead rail. The 
oven is a long, insulated tunnel in which the temperature can be controlled along its length (Figures 3.33 
and 3.34). It would probably be heated electrically, although some designs use hollow rollers in which 
the combustion gases are burned (Tooley 1974). 
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Figure 331. Monolith Canister Cross Section Showing Cracking (Peters and Slate 1981) 

In a waste-processing application, the operating parameters will be determined by the glass proper- 
ties and the final product dimensions. The annealing temperature will be determined by glass properties, 
but the most important factor will be the dimensions. The smallest dimension will determine annealing 
times and cooling times, and will effectively determine the size of the Lehr. Annealing times increase as 
the square of thickness increases. The time needed to anneal 3/4-in.-thick plate is about 45 minutes. 
Annealing a 6-in. plate would require 50 hours. Annealing also requires cooling. A 12-in.-thick piece 
would take over 200 hours to anneal and another 200 hours to cool (Tooley 1974). 
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Figure 333. Tempering Lehr (Engineered MateriaIs Handbook 199 1) 

Monoliths could be effectively annealed simply by insulating them to maintain their heat near the 
desired level. Annealing a monolith would not totally eliminate cracking and could cause significant 
devitrification. It would, however, significantly reduce the surface-area-to-mass ratio. 

Completely automated annealing Lehr systems are currently being used in industry. The only moving 
parts are the belt and rollers in the conveyor system. 
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Figure 334. Continuous Lehr Annealing Curve (Tooley 1974) 

3.8.2 Equipment 

Conveyor 

Annealing Lehr systems could be adapted for use in a radioac€ive environment. The conveyor nor- 
mally consists of a steel chain belt supported by a roller conveyor. For handling plate glass, the belt 
would not be needed and the glass ribbon could be held by the rollers only. The belt would be powered 
by a variable-speed motor. The belt, rollers, and drive unit would require periodic maintenance, although 
s iwicant  problems with equipment breakdowns have been greatly reduced with the use of electronic 
load controls on the drive motors. The controls ensure that if something becomes stuck or jammed, the 
drive motor will stop before the system is damaged. 

Larger pieces, like small monoliths or blocks, could hang from an overhead track, eliminating the 
need for the conveyor mechanism in the Lehr system. The trolleys would be pulled by a motor-driven 
cable or chain. The drive and trolleys would require some maintenance. 

Lehr Oven 

The Lehr oven would be built using high-temperature insulating materials that probably would not 
need any maintenance. Air temperature would be controlled by electric heating elements that wrap 
around the conveyor and by the amount of draft air pulled through by the off-gas system. Sections of 
elements are controlled separately to maintain the desired temperature gradient along the Lehr 
(Figure 3.34). Some of the heating elements will need to be replaced periodically. Replacing the 
elements could easily be delayed until the next planned outage, because some excess heating capacity 
would be built into each section. 
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3.8.3 Quality Assurance 

Glass composition changes may significantly impact the required annealing temperature and cooling 
rates. If QA for the system requires a very good anneal, it may be necessary to incorporate a feedback 
system to control the temperature gradient. Glass composition could be sampled periodically at some 
point before the Lehr system. Equations to predict the optimum anneal conditions could be used to adjust 
the temperature curve and the conveyor speed. 

3.8.4 Design Information Needed 

The glass composition and variance will need to be known to design the optimum Lehr system. The 
effect of compositional changes will need to be determined. The benefits and drawbacks of annealing, 
especially for monoliths, will need to be weighed against the need for reduced surface area and/or easier 
handling. 
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4.0 Evaluation of Forms 

This chapter provides qualitative rankings of the forming alternatives in a variety of areas. The 
glass forms considered include cullet, flake, cullet in sulfur, marbles, pressed shapes, plate, and 
monoliths. Each shape was evaluated on a scale of 1 to 10 (10 being best) in the areas of performance 
assessment, production capacity, retrievability , operability and maintenance, disposal volume, equip- 
ment cost, and quality assurance. No effort has been made to weight the various rankings to arrive at a 
final score. However, a qualitative evaluation of the results is used to arrive at a preferred form for the 
LLW glass. Chapter 5.0 summarizes the results of the qualitative rankings. 

4.1 Performance Assessment 

The form of the LLW glass can significantly affect the rate at which radioactivity is released to the 
environment because the form controls the total surface area available for leaching. Forms having a 
large available surface area per mass will release a proportionally higher amount of radioactivity 
(except in regimes where very little water is available and dissolved products approach saturation). 
Another potential impact on the ability of the final form to retain its radioactive components is through 
addition of a secondary barrier to keep water away from the glass surface and retard the transport of 
dissolved products to the environment; SPC is considered such a "secondary barrier. " 

Piepho et al. 1994 attempted to calculate the dosage an individual would receive by drinking water 
from a well 100 m from a storage site. The model used parameters for transport from the waste form 
to the well that were used in the grout performance assessment. Release from the glass waste form 
itself was modeled using differently sized spheres and assuming a variety of corrosion rates for the 
glass. Calculations were performed with and without an SPC matrix of assumed properties designed to 
reduce release. 

Table 4.1 summarizes data indicating how the choice of glass form might affect the long-term 
environmental release that will be considered in a performance assessment. The left columns of the 
table list the type and size of glass form being considered. Entries are included for different assump 
tions concerning the quality of a sulfur cement matrix for cullet, a fused block for glass plate, and 
different assumptions regarding size and degree of cracking for the monolith. The right columns of the 
table list the estimated specific surface area per kilogram of glass, a surface area-to-volume ratio, and 
an estimate of total surface area for 100 metric tons of glass production. Based on glass corrosion 
occurring on this surface &, the relative release compared to an 8-cm sphere is estimated. Using 
preliminary results of calculations in Piepho et al. (1994), a corrosion rate is estimated that would meet 
a 4-mredyr drinlung-water dose limit, and a "yes/no" determination is made regarding whether the 
system is likely to meet limits for each of two glass formulation corrosion rate estimates. It should be 
noted that the performance assessment calculations used to make these evaluations are preliminary and 
may not accurately reflect the eventual performance assessment calculations. 
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Table 4.1. Performance of Low-Level Waste Glass Alternatives 

Allernnllve PA Modcl(4 

Splieres 
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Crackcd-2 x (area) 
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(a) Piepho et at. (1934). 
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8 cm dia 0.03 75 3,000 I 3.2E-13 N N 
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I504 micron (effective size) I .6 3.990 160.000 4.4 7.20-14 N N 
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I in. dia 0.094 236 9,400 3 1.00-13 N N 
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36 in. x 36 in. x 36 in. 0.003 6.6 261 0.03 3.70-12 N Y 

24 in. dia x10 A" 0.003 7.2 288 0.10 3.3B-12 N Y 

_ _  ~ 
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4.1.1 Cullet - Wet Process (Quenching) 

Quenched cullet breaks into irregular shapes. For modeling purposes, these shapes have been esti- 
mated to be cubes (the actual surface-area-to-mass will be somewhat larger than that for cubes because 
true irregular shapes have points and crevices that add area). The size of most of the cullet mass is 
fractions of an inch. However, there are also many fines particles that add significant surface area 
without adding much weight. The size of the cubes is estimated from sieve analysis tests of two 
samples of quenched cullet. One sample from Oregon Steel in Portland was taken after a classifying 
step in the process where some unknown fraction of fines were removed. The second sample from 
Vortec in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania was taken directly from a quench bath. The sieve analyses of these 
samples is shown in Table 4.2. 

Fines contribute tremendously to the surface area. Fines removal can decrease the surface area per 
mass, but at the expense of reworking these fines through the melting process. For this estimate, we 
assumed the smallest 1 % by mass of the particles was removed, as indicated in a preliminary TWRS 
mass balance for the quench process (Onne 1994). The size of the "theoretical particle" is that size 
that will possess the same surface area/kg as the sample distribution. Although 86% of the cullet 
pieces were larger than .16 cm (1116 in.), the surface area contribution of the fines lowered the 
"theoretical particle" size to about .15 cm. 

One day's worth of production (100 MT) represents more than 150,000 m2 of surface area avail- 
able for radioactive release (leaching). This is nearly two orders of magnitude greater than that for any 
of the other candidates. 

The wet cullet process will also suffer from another performance-reducing mechanism unless addi- 
tional process steps are performed. Without pH adjustment and subsequent washing, the quench water 
will become alkaline. When the cullet is dried, the residual caustic may greatly increase the corrosion 
rate of the glass when environmental moisture reaches it. 

The surface area is so high that to meet requirements, a glass many times more resistant than a 
waste borosilicate glass would be required. If possible, the glass would also require a small acceptable 
quality region. This ranking applies to both cullet (wet process) and flake (dry process). Ranking: 1 

4.1.2 Flake - Dry Process 

Flake is a dry method of manufacturing a type of cullet. For this analysis, it is assumed to give a 
size distribution sufficiently similar to quenched cullet. It is also assumed to behave practically the 
same as quenched cullet. Samples of dry cullet were not examined to confirm or deny this assumption. 
However, considering the orders of magnitude difference between cullet and larger shapes, it wasn't 
considered likely that differences would be significant. Ranking: 1 
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Table 4.2. Particle Size of Quenched Cullet 

Particle Size, Surface Area, Volume, Mass ArealMass, 
~amp~e(') microns m2 m3 Fraction m2&g@) 

Frit Sample (Oregon Steel)(* 3 5.4E-11 2.7E-17 O.ooOo5 0.040 
~ ~ ~- 

22 2.904E-09 l.lE-14 0.00023 0.025 

60 2.16E-08 2.2813 0.00036 0.015 

90 4.86848 7.3513 0.00016 0.0042 

130 1.014E-07 2.2E-12 0.00013 0.0025 
-~ 

290 5.046E-07 2.4E-11 0.0065 0.053 

700 0.00000294 3.4E-10 0.099 0.34 

2500 O.ooOo375 1.6E-08 

4Ooo O.ooOo96 6.4E-08 

Total surface area pi 

Theoretical particle size 1833 
to have same surface arealkg 

Frit Sample (Vottec)(') 3 5.4E-11 2.7E-17 

0.813 0.78 

0.080 0.048 

. kg frit (m2> 1.31 

0 .0002 0.16 

22 2.904E-09 l.lE-14 0.00069 0.08 

60 2.16E-08 2.233-13 0.0017 0.07 

115 7.935E-08 1%-12 0.0059 0.12 

290 5.046E-07 2.4E-11 0.027 0.22 

630 2.3814E-06 2.5E-10 0.064 0.24 

915 5.023358-06 7.7E-10 0.032 0.08 

1680 1.69344E-05 4.78-09 0.557 0.80 

3000 O.oooO54 2.7E-08 0.312 0.25 

2.02 Total surface area per kg frit (mz) 

AdVolume, 
m-1 

Packing 

I ~~ 
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Table 4.2. (contd) 

P 
bl 

Particle Size, 
Sample(') microns 

Theoretical particle size to have 
same surface arealkg 

1186 

Screened Frit Sample (Vortec)(e) 3 

22 

60 

I15 

290 

630 

915 

1680 

3000 

Theoretical particle size to have 
same surface arealkg 

1504 

100 MT 

Surface Area, Volume, Mass Area/Mass, ArealVolume, Packing 
m2 m3 Fraction m2/kg@) m-1 Factor(') Volume Surface 

5057 0.5 80 202,291 

Arealkg of "Screened" Olass 

5.4E- 1 1 2.7E-17 Removed(0 

2.904849 l.lE-14 Removed 

2.16E-08 2.2E-13 Removed 

7.935E-08 1 5E-12 Removed 

5.046E-07 2.4E-11 0.025 0.21 

2.3814E-06 2.5E-10 0.064 0.25 

5.023358-06 7.7E-10 0.032 0.08 

1.693448-05 4.7E-09 0.557 0.80 

O.ooOo54 2.7E-08 0.312 0.25 

1 .a Total surface area per kg frit (m2) 

3990 0.5 80 159,591 

(a) Each frit sample had many large pieces that were highly fractured and barely holding together. To simulate further brenkage caused by handling, exposure to pumps, etc., 

(b) Assumed glass density of 2.5 g/cm3. 
(c) Packing factor is the measured bulk density (material poured into a graduate cylinder and tapped down) divided by an assumed glass density of 2.5 glcm3. The result is 

(d) An unknown amount of tines removal occurred in the Oregon Steel samples during processing before the sample collection point. 
(e) Quench system operators indicated that particle size can be affected by water temperature, turbulence, etc. However, no information regarding the achievable sizes i s  

(f) Assume smallest 1 46 of fines removed. Removing smallest 1 % of mass reduces area almost 20%. 

each sample was shaken in a vibrator for 5 minutes. The resulting distribution appeared to be more single pieces with only the large agglomerations broken. 

approximately 1 void space. 

available. 



4.1.3 Cullet in Sulfur Polymer Cement 

The effect of a sulfur polymer matrix is to retard the flow of water (liquid or vapor) to the glass 
and retard the transport of released products from the glass surface to the surface of the matrix (then 
they pass to the environment like the non-matrix model). The transport depends greatly on diffusion 
and on hydraulic conductivity through the block. Qualitatively, the SPC matrix is described as "imper- 
meable" (Mattus and Mattus 1994). Although this description may be qualitatively correct, the 
diffusion coefficient and hydraulic permeability are not quantitatively zero. 

Leaching tests performed on SPC showed that when SPC was loaded directly with 25% wt of a 
radioactive ash (not glass), a 200-g sample of the SPC released between 0.003 and 0.5 of its original 
charge in 6 months (Mattus and Mattus 1994). Data for diffusion properties of SPC are difficult to 
determine. In one proposed model, Piepho et al. (1994) assumed that after some degradation the effec- 
tive permeability may be like new concrete. When using this permeability, addition of an SPC matrix 
reduced the release by about a factor of twelve for a given surface area and glass corrosion rate holding 
all other variables constant. In Table 4.1, this is indicated as "high permeability sulfur. " 

It is possible that SPC may not degrade to be as permeable as concrete. The actual permeability 
drastically influences any estimates based on the Piepho model. To estimate an upper limit for quanti- 
fying the effect of SPC in reducing the release, the following model was conceived. Sulfur is assumed 
to completely fill the voids surrounding glass cullet in a container to form a uniform block containing 
30 vol% sulfur and 70 vol% glass. A planar section taken through this block would expose an area 
consisting of 70% glass cullet and 30% sulfur. This type of surface was assumed for the outside of the 
block and the exposed area was taken as 70% of the geometric surface area of the block. Although the 
surface area of exposed cullet is only 70% that of a solid glass block, (U0.7) more blocks would need 
to be produced because of the lower glass content of each block. Therefore, taking surface area values 
from Table 4.1, the extent of improvement from cullet alone to cullet with sulfur would be: 

Improvement = Al/(k,) (A2) (k2) = 533 

where A, = 1.6 m2/kg cullet 

k, = 0.7 fraction of sulfur block area as glass 

A, = 0.003 m2/kg in solid glass block 36" x 36" x 36" 

k2 = U0.7 = 1.43 increase in number of blocks over a solid block to dispose of same 
quantity of glass 

Without any further justification other than simplicity and a desire to get a sense of reasonableness, it 
was assumed that the permeability of SPC might be sufficiently low to reduce release from the cullet by 
a factor of lo00 as an upper limit. This amount of release reduction was then used to calculate whether 
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or not such an SPC matrix could be used in conjunction with a form that has a hi& surface area, such 
as a cullet, and meet reIease limits. In Table 4.1, this is indicated as "low permeability sulfur.." 

A later model by Rawlins et al?) predicted an upper limit release reduction of approximately 
l0,OOO. To achieve this, unrealistic transport parameters were used for the SPC matrix Such a resdt 
would not be consistent with the experimental release form ash in SPC. 

Table 4. I indicates that without any matrix material, d e t  has such a Iarse surface area that ody a 

very "super" glass could meet release Iimits. If effective permeabilities for SPC were ody as low as 
concrete, then neither a typical soda-lime glass nor typical waste borosilicate glass would meet release 
11 requirements. If SPC permeabilities are sficiently low to reduce reIeases by a factor of 1000, then 
even relatively "poor" glasses may meet requirements. 

CAUTION. This discussion does not suggest that a factor of 1000 reduction is possible to 
achieve in practice. It ody indicates that if it cazz be achieved, even a form 
such as d e t  could meet release requirements. 

a large surface area 

The effects of SPC on meeting reIease requirements are yet unkr~owq although SPC appears to 
offer sigificant promise that must be v d i e d  experimentally and with a rigorous model. There are 
also reservations about its long-term stabiIity. Thiophillic bacteria are kuown to attack sulfur-contain- 
ing materids. Whether or not SPC will retain its stability over long time pcriods is still a significant 
c o n m  (Mattus and Mattus 1994). One observation indicating that sulfur will not be stable is that 
elementd sulfur is found in only a fav special geologic deposits and only on the earth's surface where it 
is being renewed by volcanic or g m t h d  activi6. 

The descriptions about the impermeability of SPC are encouraging in that d e t  with an SPC 
mat& could perfarm near the upper limit assumed in this estimate for reducing reIease. However, the 
leach tests indicate that the quality of "impermeable" isn't a good quantitative description of the pro- 
duct Also, long-term durabiIiQ of the form is questionable in a near-surface storage location. It may 
take lengthy tests to unequivocaly confirm or deny the long-term durability. The study time re<- 
will delay fixther progress toward implementation. Ranking: 5 

4.1.4 Marbles 

Marbles are assumed to be 1 in in diameter based on information fiom a vendor that this size 
represents the largest standard marble made using conventional marble machines. The surface is 
assumed to be uncracked 

(a) Rawfins, 3. A., et al. August 25, 1994. "Impacts of Disposal System Design: Options for 
Low-Level GIass Waste Disposal System Performance." Working Draft., Westinghouse 
W o r d  Company. 
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Like cullet, the surface area is too hi& to meet release requirements with current gIass products. 
However, it is much more likely that a glass good enough to meet requirements may be developed (per- 
haps sacrificing waste loading). Ranking: 3 

4.1.5 Pressed Shapes 

A block with dimensions 12 in. x 6 in. x 6 in. was selected. The practical E t  for a "gobbins" 
operation is about 40 kg. The r ec tqda r  shape was selected for stacking purposes, although the shape 
slightly increases the surface area-to-mass ratio. 

BIocks will meet the requirements if a glass twice as durabIe as the borosilicate glass baseline is 
readily made, but will not meet requirements if the durability of only a soda-he glass can be achieved. 
Durability sufficient to meet PA requirements should be achievable. Ranking: 8 

4.1.6 Plate 

Corsmqcial plate can be made to a thickness of about 1 in. Thick plate is probably possiile; 
however, the time required for annealing increaszs as the square of the thichess increases. The length 
and width dimensions are pureIy arbitrary; here, the stack size was selected to be approximately 1 m3 
and 2.5 MT. Obviously, as plate dimensions increase, handling becomes more dif€idL Commercial 
plate glass may be made up to 11 ft wide (Tooley 1974). Handling systems for plate glass up to this 
size exist in inchmly. 

Because plate @ass stacks quite tightly, it is expected that the surface area between the plates will 
be to some degree less availabIe to water and subsequent release of radioactivity than the cxtanal sur- 
faces. The degree of availability was not determined in this analysis. The release, however, wodd be 
greater than if the block were totally fused into one piece and less than if ea& sheet were exposed sepa- 
rateIy. The two extremes are easy to calculate and are presented as bounding conditions (the difference 
is about one order of magnitude). 

Like with pressed shapes, plain soda-lime and borosilicate glasses wilI not be good enough for the 
full area of a single plate. E the available surface area is &ea as the edges of a stack of plates, 
borosilicate durability glasses will meet requirements. The predicted paformance is slightly better 
than pressed shapes. Ranking: 9 

4.1.7 Monoliths 

Two monolith sizes are indicated. 'The first is comparable to the canister size considered for HLW 
(24 in. dia x 10 ft). The second size has twice the diameter, increasing the weight to.about 5 MT, but 
still can be readily handed. The surface area of the monolith varies greatly because cracking fiom 
stresses were h m e d  during the cooIing process. If a 24-in canister is dowed to cool in the open air, 
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it cools in about 25 hours and increases surface area 27 times (rounded to 30). E,the canister is cooled 
over a period of about 100 hours, the internal cracking &creases surface area only 7 times (Peters and 
Slate 1981). 

The greatest fiaction of the cracks in the monolith are tighf and the monolith still maintains its 
integrity if the container is removed. How much of the exka surface area fiom the cracks is truly 
available for mass transfer is not readily determined. Experiments on leaching from cracks indicated 
that 0.38-mm-wide cracks released only about 40% of the material that would be reIeased from a com- 
pletely fie surface. Tight cracks, essentially did not contribute to release (Perez and Wests& 198 1). 
More work needs to be done to verify the release from a cracked monolith For the purposes of this 
evduation, it is assumed the "real" reIease wodd be bounded by a release between 2x and 15x the 
release of an uncracked monolith. These bounding analyses are indicated in Table 4.1. 

A second phenomenon also must be considered when assessing the radioactive release fiom mono- 
liths. Cracking may be reduced by reducing the cooling rate so skesses can relax During cooling there 
will be a tendency for the least soluble materials to separate from the amorphous glass and form 
crystals. when the glass is at room temperature, the driving forces exist but crystallization is kinet- 
ically limited At elevated textperatures (550°C to 900°C), the molecules still have enough mobility to 
move. That is why the stresses can "relax." Simultaneously, the least soluble materials are nucIeating 
and crystals are growing. This aystal formation, or devitrification, generally leads to increased leach 
rate d t h e  ma& materials. The exact rates depend on the glass composition and the thermal history 
of the monolith Devitrified glasses can display a leach between 2 and 5 h e s  greater than the 
annealed glass (Mendel 1978). In extreme cases, devitrification may increase the release rate up to 10 
times. On the other hd, it is possible to design a glass/glass-ceramk With a leach rate that may 
actually decrease with crystal formation. 

The available surface area of monoliths for mass transport is a question just as it is for plate. As 
with plate, glass with durability as good & borosilicate will be good enough ifthe cracked d a c e  area 
isn't readily available. Homer, there is a question about the resistance of devitdication products to 
leaching. They may be just as durabIe or may increase release. Plates are annealed so there isn't the 
question of devitrification. Due to the Unctrtain~, monoliths should be d e d  slightly below plates. 
Ranking: 8 

4.2 Equipment Capacity 

It has been s p 6 e d  that the waste vitrification pIant wiI1 need to operate at approximately 100 
MT per 24 hours (U.S. DO- 1994). Some potatid system candidates were therefore eliminated in 
the preview portion of this study. Though some fall shorf most of the qstems included can easily 
meet the desired rating. 

4.2.1 Cullet 
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According to Whittington and Peters (1992), the RECOMP frit-making process had a 27 MT/d 
specified capacity, which could easily be designed to meet the desired 100 MTld. The screw conveyor 
is already designed to handle up to 215 MT/d The remaining system components would simply be 
enlarged (Whttington and Peters 1992). System designs have already been completed at size for the 
TWFS combined facility. Ranking: 9 

4.2.2 Flake 

Production rates of over 3 60 MT/d have been achieved on similar rolling machinery used to pro- 
duce plate glass (TooIey 1974). AIthough the thinness of the glass restricts the production rate to some 
extent, equipment sized to hmde the necessary rates should be easy to desig Ranking: 9 

4.2.3 Cullet in Sulfur 

Although the glass fiit and sulfur mixing and casting operation is not a standard operatioq it is 
assumed that this operation could be set up to handle 100 t/d of d e t  The ranbins was not decreased 
because of 'the addition of sdfbr. Ranking: 9 

4.2.4 Marbles 

Standard roller marble machines are reported to produce marbles at a rate of 54 MTId Two zincs 
would therefore be necessary to meet the desired capacity. A third line would be desirg to handle 
breakdown conditions. Ranking: 6 

The PNL vibratory marble machine had a production rate of  1.4 MT/d (Whittington and Peters 
1992). Other mandacturers have achieved better results using paralIel molds and multipIe - e m ,  
but a number of forming lines would still be needed. Further development may bring rates near needed 
Ievek, but at this time the viiratory machine cannot acceptably handle 100 MT/d Selection of a 
vibratory marble machine would reduce the ranking to 3. 

4.2.5 Pressed Shapes 

As of 1974, double gob-pressing machinery had reached production rates of 35 to 45 MT/d 
(TooIey 1974). Current machinery can press pieces as large as 40 kg at a rate of 30-55 pieces/min 
(Howard 1985). Presses currently on the market would have no problem achieving 100 MWd. 
Homer, two machines wodd still be desired to avoid unnectssary down time. Ranking: 7 

4.2.6 Plate 

Production rates of over 360 MT/d have been achieved for roIIed glass (U.S. DOURZ, ,1994). 
Rolled glass production plants are not being built today except for special applications. Equipment 
and plans for the desired size are probably available. 
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Single-line float glass plants run at rates as high as 810 MT/d. A wide range of sizes is being used 
today. Small float plants in the 80 to 210 MT/d range are being designed and built for use in devel- 
oping countries. Equipment for float glass production is more readily available. Ranking: 9 

4.2.7 Monoliths 

Considerations for monolith production to meet 100 MTld are simply that the container-handling 
equipment be able to handle the necessary number of containers per day. This requirement would 
apply equally to any of the other systems as well. The container-handling rate would be proportional 
to monolith size. For a 1.22-m (4.0-ft) by 3.05-m (10-ft) canister, 100 mT/d requires changing at 
2-hour intervals. Ranking: 9 

4.3 Retrievability 

The final disposal system for the LLW glass has not yet been designed. For this study, it has been 
assumed that the waste form needs to be packaged for safe transportation to a temporary storage loca- 
tion on the Hanford Site and be stored to permit retrieval at a later date, if required. It can be argued 
that anythmg placed in storage could be retrieved again, even if mining were necessary. The authors 
feel that implicit in the requirement to be retrievable is a requirement for relative ease of retrieval. In 
the spirit of this requirement, forms that would require difficult reprocessing or "mining" were not 
considered. The options of casting a large vault full of molten glass (a single monolith) or molten 
matrix (SPC); were not considered "retrievable" options for this task. 

Considering only f d  containerized forms of about 500 kg to 10 MT, there is not a significant 
advantage for any of the forms. Small shapes such as cullet, marbles, or cullet in SPC could be bulk 
loaded into the final container and sealed for transportation. Medium shapes such as pressed shapes or 
plate could be automatically stacked into a final container. The simplest operation for monoliths would 
involve casting the glass directly into the final container. The final container for any of these opera- 
tions could be made readily transportable and retrievable from temporary storage. No single process 
has an advantage over the others for final forms in this size range. 

Rating all the possibilities of the packaging size or packaging materials was not considered in the 
task. For analyzing performance of the shapes, packages of a size convenient to handle were estab- 
lished, but those dimensions are arbitrary. Any size picked for reasons associated with handling should 
compare similarly. 

Glass is quite dense and much heavier final forms would still be small enough to handle, and may 
offer some handling or transportation advantages. Increasing the size of the final product decreases the 
number of pieces that have to be handled, decontaminated for transport, etc. Individual pieces 
approaching 25 MT could be individually loaded in containers and still be retrieved, shielded, and 
transported by truck to a permanent storage location. Rail transport would require building an indivi- 
dual spur line. Potentially, rail transport could facilitate individual containers approaching 80 MT and 
allow temporary shielding during transport within railroad weight limits. 
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Casting monoliths of this size raises a question about the devitrification and cooling rates that 
would be practical to minimize cracking. Cooling huge monoliths would take a long time. They 
probably would be transported to temporary storage while they are still quite hot. The effects of glass 
devitrification and resulting glass release rates is a concern for larger monoliths. The resistance to 
leaching of devitrification products is still unknown; so this would be considered less desirable than 
other processes for very large sizes. 

For ranking purposes, monoliths are ranked only slightly below the other forms. The advantages 
of very large pieces for storage and transportation could still be achieved by casting smaller sizes and 
filling the transportation container using another processing step. Likewise, pressed shapes may need 
to be stabilized into smaller units before they are loaded into a very large container. This would 
require another simple process step. 

Cullet, cullet with sulfur, flake, marbles, plate - Ranking: 10 

Monoliths and pressed shapes - Ranking: 9 

4.4 OperabilityMaintenance 

4.4.1 Cullet 

Operation and maintenance of a cullet production system as shown on the TWRS combined facility 
process flow sheet (Orme 1994) would be highly complex. Cullet is very abrasive. Equipment used to 
transfer the cullet from the cullet catch tank to the dryer and on to storage will probably require fre- 
quent maintenance and/or replacement. Once dried, the cullet wiH be very dusty. When the transfer 
piping and equipment are opened for maintenance, contamination control will be very difficult. Water 
used for quenching and air used for drying require recycle. Equipment used for these tasks will need 
to be located inside the cell. The rotating screen and cullet metering device will probably require 
considerable maintenance. Many of the process steps are interdependent to the point that if one piece 
of equipment fails to operate as required, major difficulties could occur upstream of the failure. For 
instance, if the outlet of the quench flume-roller crusher should plug, molten glass would back up into 
the glass separator and into the melter before the melter could be shut down. If the glass solidifies 
before the plug can be removed, the consequences would be significant. 

Amount of remote equipment required - HIGH 
Process complexity - MEDIUM 
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Equipment maintainability (degree of difficulty) - HIGH 

Potential for equipment failure - MEDIUM 

OverallRanking: 3 

4.4.2 Flake 

Producing and packaging flakes could be simpler process if operated as a dry process and if prod- 
uct transfers, including canister filling, were made by vacuum. Dust control, especially during main- 
tenance, would be difficult. 

Amount of remote equipment required - MEDIUM 

Process complexity - LOW 
Equipment maintainability (degree of difficulty) - MEDIUM 

Potential for equipment failure - MEDIUM 

OverallRanking: 6 

4.4.3 Cullet in Sulfur Cement 

Mixing cullet with sulfur cement would also be a highly complex process. The equipment require- 
ments are essentially the same as those described above for cullet, with the added complexity of cullet/ 
sulfur cement mixing. 

Amount of remote equipment required - HIGH 

Process complexity - HIGH 

Equipment maintainability (degree of difficulty) - HIGH 

Potential for equipment failure - MEDIUM 

OvedRanking: 1 

4.4.4 Marbles 

From the standpoint of operation and maintenance, making a marble has about the same degree of 
difficulty as making a brick. However, because marbles are much smaller than bricks, handling before 
container loading can be done on a bulk basis. 
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Amount of remote equipment required - HIGH 

Process complexity - MEDIUM 

Equipment maintainability (degree of difficulty) - HIGH 

Potential for equipment failure - HIGH 

OverallRanking: 1 

4.4.5 Pressed Shapes 

Producing and packaging bricks or spheres would be a highly complex operation. Close control of 
viscosity is required. With a continuously fed melter, such control may be difficult. The gob mecha- 
nism(s), moving molds, presses, annealing furnace transfer mechanisms, devices for removing shapes 
from molds, mechanisms for loading shapes into containers, grinder to condition broken shapes, and 
the mechanism for transferring the ground glass back to the melter all will require significant routine 
maintenance and frequent repair or replacement. All of the listed equipment will have to be inside of 
dust/ fume control enclosures to prevent gross contamination of the cell interior. This will further 
complicate maintenance. 

Amount of remote equipment required - HIGH 

Process complexity - MEDIUM 

Equipment maintainability (degree of difficulty) - HIGH 

Potential for equipment failure - MEDIUM 

OverallRanking: 3 

4.4.6 Plates 

The first method of making plate glass is to pour (float) molten glass onto the surface of a tank of 
hot tin. This process would probably create large quantities of contaminated metal that would require 
special processing and disposal. Other plate-making processes pour the glass stream between rollers 
that form and carry the glass through the Lehr system and on to the sizing (cutting) operation. 

Commercial equipment is available to cut, sort, and stack plate glass made by either method. If the 
glass is to be stored without any covering (i.e., no container), there should not be a problem with load- 
ing and transporting. However, contamination control would be a major concern. If sealed containers 
are required, it will be very difficult to design an automatic welder that would reliably seal a container 
shaped to hold square/rectangular-shaped stacks of plate glass. 
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Amount of remote equipment required - HIGH 

Process complexity - MEDIUM 

Equipment maintainability (degree of difficulty) - HIGH 

Potential for equipment failure - MEDIUM 

OverallRanking: 3 

4.4.7 Monoliths 

More experience exists with this process for radioactive service than with any other glass-forming 
method investigated. The process is relatively simple when compared to making brick, plates, etc. 
The forming process is operator friendly (easy to operate and has a large margin for error without 
significant consequence). The containers of glass are easy to transport and are readily retrievable. 
Containment during processing is good. 

Amount of remote equipment required - LOW, MEDIUM 

Process complexity - LOW 

Equipment maintainability (degree of difficulty) - MEDIUM 

Potential for equipment failure - LOW 

OverallRanking: 8 

4.5 Product Volume 

The total amount of waste glass that will be produced has been estimated at 400,000 MT (U.S. 
DOE/RL 1994). The packing densities of the candidate processes affect the volume and subsequent 
storage costs (both temporary and eventually permanent). Some of the volume left as voids between 
pieces is filled by matrix material if sulfur cement is used. Table 4.3 includes the packing factor of 
each form, the volume of one day’s production (100 MT), and the estimated volume of the total LLW. 
In Table 4.3, cullet refers to both dry process (flake) and quench process (cullet). Both processes 
should produce a product with approximately the same bulk density. 

The table assumes that each process uses containerized waste (see retrievability section) and that the 
total storage volume increases 30% over the glass volume to allow for container spacing and clearances 
from the roof and walls. 
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Table 4.3. Bulk Volume of LLW Glass Forms 

All LLW 400,Ooo MT Glass 

Bulk Cost at 
Packing Volume, S750/m3, 

Alternative PA Model size FWda)  ,3 (a) m3 SMM 
~~ 

Spheres 8 cm din 0.74 54 2.8E+05 21 1 

High permeability sulfur 0.66 61 3.2E+O5 237 

cull& (tines removed) 1504 micron (effective Size) 0.66 61 3.2E+05 237 

High permeability sulfur 1504 micron (effective size) 0.66 61 3.2E+05 237 

Low permeability sulfur 1504 micron (effective size) 0.66 61 3.2E+05 237 

Cracked-2 x (area) 

15 x (area) 0.906 44 

(a) For 100 MT production (1 day of production). 

Basis: Assume a11 Shapes except cullet are closely packed. 

A ba? case for cullet in sulhr cement assumes the mixture is 70% culkt and 30% sulfur by weight. Glass and su lh t  have 
approximately the same density and the mixture contains 6% void when mixed properly. The volume fraction of glass is 
therefod.7*.94-.66. 

Bulk density of samples of glass cutlet in Table 4.2 indicate only a 50% volume fraction of glass. For this table it is assumed that 
through compaction, the volume fraction of glass could be increased to be the same as that for cutlet with sulfur. 

Assume final bulk storage volume is 30% greater than material volume because of spacing between containers and roof and wall 
clearance. 

The cost for storage space has not yet been determined. To roughly determine the magnitude of 
the storage cost and the value of more compact waste forms, estimates based on the 1992 cost for 
storage of Fernald LLW ($21/@) (Whittington and Peters 1992) are included in Table 4.3. 
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Cullet requires the greatest storage volume, about 50% more volume than plate or pressed blocks. 
At the assumed value of storage volume, the difference is worth about $80 million. The next best 
option would be monoliths as cylinders. Monoliths could also be formed with hexagonal cross sections 
to achieve a maximum packing density. Keeping the straight sides of the shape could cause extra opera- 
tional difficulties and require extra development. The comers would also localize stresses and 
probably would cause extra fracturing, increasing surface area. The value of the decreased storage 
volume is estimated at $16 million. However, cylindrical monoliths were assumed. 

Close-packed marbles are the geometry with the next best storage volume following cylindrical 
monoliths. If spheres were considered as the preferred geometry for a pressed shape because of lower 
surface area or less tendency to fracture, then the volume ranking would be like that for marbles 
(closely packed). 

Cullet Ranking: 5 

Flake Ranking: 5 

Cullet with sulfur Ranking: 5 

Marbles Ranking: 6 

Pressed blocks 

Pressed spheres 

Ranking: 9 

Ranking: 6 

Plate Ranking: 9 

Monoliths Ranking: 8 

4.6 Process Equipment Cost 

Rankings have been developed for initial plant costs. Costs are high if many complicated machines 
are required. Additionally, costs were considered to be higher for systems requiring greater plant 
space. 

4.6.1 Cullet 

Cullet is a fairly complex system that uses existing equipment. Equipment needed includes a 
quench tank, screen filter, conveyors, drying bins, holding bins, container-handling system, and water 
recycle system. Ranking: 7 
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4.6.2 Flake 

Flake production is fairly simple using existing equipment. Required equipment includes pressing 
rollers, cracking rollers, conveyors, crusher (may not be needed), holding bins, and a container- 
handling system. Ranking: 8 

4.6.3 Cullet with Sulfur 

Adding the sulfur cement process to cullet production significantly increases the amount of 
equipment needed. There is also the added expense of the sulfur and other raw materials to be used. 
Most of the necessary equipment is available. This includes everythiig needed for the flake or cullet, a 
heated holding tank, a heated pumping system, mixing bins, a container preheater, a cullet preheater, 
and an additional off-gas system. Ranking: 3 

4.6.4 Marbles 

Marble making requires a complex system either way the marbles are made. Rolling is the best 
option for this application, so it will be assumed here. The equipment required is in use commercially. 
Required equipment is a forehearth, gob feeder, roll formers, conveyors, annealing Lehr system, 
holding bin, container-handling system, recycle quench tank, filter screen, and water recycle system. 
Ranking: 6 

4.6.5 Pressed Shapes 

A pressing system would be complex and expensive, but is commercially available. Equipment 
needed includes a forehearth, gob feeder, indexing press, conveyors, annealing Lehr system, robotic- 
handling system, container-handling system, recycle quench tank, filter screen, and water recycle 
system. Ranking: 4 

4.6.6 Plate 

Plate making should be moderately expensive. The equipment uses technology in use around the 
world. Necessary equipment is a forehearth, forming rollers or tin bath, conveyors, Lehr system, 
automatic cutter, robotic stack&, container-handling system, and recycle crusher. Ranking: 6 

4.6.7 Monoliths 

Monolith forming is the simplest of the systems. The equipment is not commercially available, but 
is already in use in other nuclear waste operations. Equipment needed includes a container-handling 
system, recycle quench tank, filter screen, water recycle system, and conveyors. The quench tank and 
associated equipment listed will not be needed at all if a redundant recycle system is not necessary for 
this forming method. Ranking: 10 
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4.7 Quality Assurance Evaluation 

4.7.1 Quenched Cullet 

The process used to form quenched cullet should be simple to control. The most significant 
potential problem would be plugging in the bulk conveyors and storage bins. Incomplete drying could 
contribute to this process difficulty. The presence of moisture is also unique for this kindidate process 
and could h& the PA. This is only a minor difficulty that can be easily monitored and corrected by 
rework in the process. This process will be very tolerant of changes in the melted glass. Ranking: 8 

4.7.2 Flake (Dry Cullet) 

Compared to the process to produce quenched cullet, the process to produce flake will be more 
sensitive to changes in the melted glass properties. Potentially, if the viscosity of the glass changes 
rapidly, unwanted breakage could occur. The sheet may break too soon or may be too soft to break, 
causing a process failure. This probably will not be a problem and other processes will be vastly more 
sensitive to these changes. In-process testing for flake production will be less stringent than for 
quenched cullet production. Ranking: 8 

4.7.3 Culiet with Sulfur 

The process used to form cullet is straightforward; QA will be relatively easy. However, the sul- 
fur addition step adds significant control requirements for the final product to meet PA requirements 
and operate trouble free. The most significant of these requirements is that the sulfur temperature must 
be maintained in a 6°C band around 135°C (Mattus and Mattus 1994), where it has low viscosity and 
minimum off-gasing. Temperatures above or below this band can cause viscosity increases and plug- 
ging problems. The molten sulfur must be mixed in accurate proportions with the cullet and the glass 
must be preheated so the components mix properly. The container must be preheated so the mixture 
completely fills it. The temperature control requirements of the mixture are quite tight; if not 
maintained, the SPC can contain excessive voids, which can dramatically hurt its performance in 
retaining the radioactive materials. The process is considered to have controls as difficult to maintain 
as the most difficult glass forming method. Ranking: 4 

4.7.4 Marbles 

Commercially, marbles are produced rapidly using the roller marble maker. The process is a deli- 
cate balance of heat and mass transfer to form the glass and mold it using only the small forces of the 
weight of the individual piece. Hence, the process is very sensitive to the viscosity of the glass and its 
viscosity vs. temperature relationship. In industry this is carefully controlled through the batch make- 
up. Latitude to change the composition of the glass will be very limited for processing LLW. It is 
possible that the viscosity vs. temperature will be ideal. This should not be considered likely. In addi- 
tion, the viscosity may change as the feed composition changes. Some adjustment may be possible by 
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adjusting the temperature through forehearth control. These adjustments also will be limited because 
cooling the glob is also affected. The marble-forming cooling process using rolling wheels will be a 
very delicate balance of viscosity and heat transfer. It may not even be operable. 

The marble-making process using moving molds is somewhat more tolerant of viscosity changes 
because perfect spheres aren’t necessary. Nevertheless, good separation of the marble from the pour, 
and release of the marble from the mold, depend on the viscosity of the glass and its heat transfer to the 
mold. The suitability of either of these processes for use with LLW glass cannot yet be determined. 
They may be satisfactory or totally unsuitable. The uncertainty requires it be given a low ranking. 
Ranking: 2 

4.7.5 Pressed Shapes 

Pressed shapes will also be sensitive to viscosity changes of the glass. However, presses can 
employ many tons of force to the glass to shape it, making the process much more tolerant of even 
significant changes in viscosity. 

After the article is pressed it needs to be annealed in a Lehr oven to prevent it from breaking. The 
Lehr oven will be operated with automatic controls. The aspect of breakage and recycle of broken 
pieces introduces a quality control point regarding shape integrity. This can be quite a significant 
concern in industry, where annealing requirements change significantly as different shapes (or thick- 
nesses of glass) are processed. The major difficulties occur with product (grade) changes. This should 
be of only slight concern for processing LLW because the shape and size will remain constant. 
Changes in glass temperature or viscosity won’t significantly change the annealing requirements. 

After annealing, the pressed shapes will be stacked and put in containers. A quality control (QC) 
issue of shape and size uniformity could be a concern. In this case, however, there shouldn’t be a 
problem. Presses are capable of a thirtyfold tolerance improvement over system needs. Commercial 
presses produce shapes with tolerances +/- .002” (5 x lo”). For stacking, tolerances of +/- 1/16” 
(1.6 x should be adequate. 

If composition testing of the final product is occasionally needed, the discrete pressed shapes 
should prove as convenient for testing as the cullet processes. This isn’t a strong positive because this 
feature probably will not be needed. Ranking: 8 

4.7.6 Plate Glass 

This process, like the marble-rolling process, will be sensitive to the viscosity of the glass from the 
forehearth. Plate forming uses much higher pressures than marble forming, so the roller process can 
accommodate higher viscosities. It is similar to the pressing operation. The plate process will also 
have a sensitivity to the thermal expansion characteristics of the glass, and a sensitivity to inhomoge- 
neities (e.g., bubbles or particles). When making plate glass, the whole processing line is one sheet 
of glass 200 to lo00 ft long. As the glass cools, it contracts. A stable processing line draws and 

4.20 



advances the glass at progressively slower rates to accommodate the shrinkage. If the glass properties 
change fairly rapidly, greater stresses can develop in the glass, causing fractures. In the process 
described here, the greater possibility of property changes is mitigated by operating at slower than 
nonnal speeds (0.45 dmin) and making heavy-gauge glass. 

Similar quality issues about annealing exist as in the pressing operation. They should not be 
difficult to address. 

Overall, QC for glass plate will be similar to that for pressed shapes, with a slightly larger proba- 
bility of process difficulties from breaks in the continuous drawn plate. Ranking: 7 

4.7.7 Monoliths 

For operability, pouring glass into a container will be most tolerant of changes in the glass compo- 
sition. The QC issues to address would be how to accommodate changing densities of the product 
while trying to completely fill the container. Similar to the packing density concerns of the cullet prod- 
ucts, this isn’t a process failure but rather a process at less than optimum conditions. 

Having large individual blocks means that sampling a finished product or reworking those blocks 
will be difficult. However, this is not considered a significant negative because it is very unlikely to be 
needed. The compositional changes can be monitored in the melt. If a bad composition occurs, the 
pour could easily be stopped. There is no process to start up and stabilize. If the glass flow could 
not be stopped, a side stream water quench could be used for recycle. 

Maintaining optimum conditions for product performance will require balancing a long cooling 
time with its inherent devitrification vs. a shorter cooling time with greater cracking and surface area. 
How much the block cracks and how much devitrification occurred may be important issues to deter- 
mine whether or not the process is operating as designed to meet performance requirements. This will 
be very difficult when making monoliths. It could be done by cutting through a selected monolith and 
examining the surface for extent of cracking and crystallization. The sampling process could require 
more hardware than the basic fill process. 

Except for the cracking and devitrification uncertainties, monoliths would be ranked very high for 
ease of QC. However, those questions may become issues and the uncertainty leads to a lower 
ranking. Ranking: 6 
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5.0 Conclusions and Recommendations 

Glass produced in Hanford's LLW vitrification plant needs to be formed into some shape. The 
preferred form needs to be consistent with the overall integrated system. Many factors about fhe sys- 
tem's design criteria are still to be determined. Thus, different forming systems cannot be evaluated 
against quantitative requirements. However, good qualitative comparisons can be made that can indi- 
cate which forms should be pursued in greater detail as the quantitative values emerge. Three general 
categories for the solidified glass form that capture most of the potential forms were identified: small, 
medium, and large pieces. Within the categories, several different forms can be made. The different 
forms were qualitatively evaluated against general criteria; selected examples are shown in Table 5.1. 
The indicated forms are believed to be representative of potentially viable forms. 

Generally, the larger the f d  form the better its qualitative score. This characteristic is due to the 
inherently higher surface area present with small pieces, the apparent vulnerability of the operations to 
higher exposure, and the greater manufacturing challenge to make many more pieces. The major 
advantage of small pieces is the ability to retrieve the waste from disposal and recycle the glass during 
processing to reprocess a poor quality product. Small pieces provide no advantage in decreasing the 
disposal volume and appear to complicate the steps involved in materials handling when transferring 
the forms from the vitrification facility to the disposal site. Intermediate-sized pieces (i.e., greater than 
20 mm) suffer from the complication of the equipment needed to create the pieces. Pieces in this range 
are prevalent in the glass industry but the equipment used to produce them is more complicated and 
requires more maintenance. These factors introduce a higher probability for operator exposure and are 
the major reason for its secondary ranking. 

The preferred form for the LLW glass, based on this qualitative assessment, is the large casting, or 
"monolith. " Large castings of many different sizes and configurations can be made. This form pro- 
vides the greatest flexibility in minimizing system costs because the system can be readily modified, 
even after completion of the facility design or even after facility construction. The flexibility of this 
forming approach extends beyond the narrow range of the forming system. The melter upstream need 
not be as carefully controlled as is necessary for other product forms. During packaging, transporta- 
tion, and disposal, large castings also fall within the capabilities of widely used materials-handling sys- 
tem.  This feature should have a positive influence on the risk reduction and cost factors outside the 
forming system. The primary disadvantage of large castings is the difficulty in implementing correc- 
tive steps if the glass composition were found to be unacceptable. However, this concern also exists 
with a HLW process where the activities to recover and recycle out-of-specification glass are much 
more complex. In spite of this concern and a more variable waste stream, process control methods 
have been developed and demonstrated in high-level radioactive operating plants without major 
problems. Thus, this apparent weakness has been successfully addressed in other programs. 
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Table 5.1. Process Evaluation for Selected Glass Forms 

Evaluations of Operability Volume Equipment Quality 
Processes Performance Capacity Retrievability Maintenance cost cost Assurance 

Small Pieces: 

Cullet 1 9 10 3 5 7 8 

Flake (dry cuilet) 1 9 10 6 5 8 8 

Cullet in Sulfur 5 9 10 1 5 3 4 

Marbles 3 6 10 1 6 6 2 

Medium Pieces: 

Pressed Shapes 8 7 9 3 9 4 8 

Plate 9 9 10 3 9 6 7 

Large Pieces: 

I I I I I 8 I 10 I 6 Monoliths 8 9 9 8 



Based on this qualitative comparison and the current understanding of the LLW requirements, it is 
recommended that large castings be optimized for forming the LLW glass. Many additional opportuni- 
ties for optimization remain and should be exploited as the design criteria for the facility are further 
defined. 

The option of using SPC as a secondary barrier is only attractive if simpler processes and forms 
cannot meet performance requirements. If a sufficiently durable glass cannot be developed, the 
secondary barriers would need to be considered; SPC is one option. 
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6.0 Open Technical Issues 

Based on this study, the following open technical issues need to be resolved. Of primary impor- 
tance is determining the glass waste form properties so design and testing of the forming system can 
proceed. These properties must be identified to design the forming equipment. In the case of large 
castings, these characteristics would include the following: 

Viscosity as a function of temperature from the melting temperature to about 10,000poise. 
To design the casting system, the flow of glass depends most upon viscosity. 

Efective thermal conductivity for the glass as a function of temperaturefrom the melting tem- 
perature to room temperature. 
Because viscosity is exponentially dependent upon temperature, the effective heat transfer must be 
determined to determine the extent of glass flow into the container. The rate of cooling is deter- 
mined by the heat transfer characteristics of the glass, and package handling depends upon 
materials temperatures. With the heat transfer properties of the glass known, all of the design 
values can be calculated. 

Devitri$ication of the glass as a function of widely different cooling times and its influence on 
chemical durability. 
This study indicated that the larger the casting, the easier and better the package can be operated. 
This is limited conceptually by the chemical durability of the glass, which presumably is dependent 
upon devitrification. For very large castings, the rate of cooling could lead to ample opportunity 
for a large fraction of the glass to be devitrified. Thus, the time-temperature-transformation of the 
LLW glass family is needed so the packages avoid the unacceptable cooling range. 

Distortion of container during glass pouring and cooling. 
To achieve a high waste loading, glasses of a fairly high temperature are needed. Glasses at high 
temperature have been cast into large containers of steel and stainless steel metals without melting, 
but the distortion of the material during filling is not fully understood. Container filling needs to 
be completed at production rates to determine the limits of process. 

The e,$fem*ve leaching suvace area of large glass castings needs to be determined 
experimentally. 
Large glass castings fracture thermally during cooling. Most assessments assume that the entire 
surface area is available for leaching. However, some experimental studies have been completed 
that show this assumption is too conservative. Even natural glasses that have cracked do not leach 
at this rate. It is speculated that an order of magnitude or more in performance may be achieved 
through experimental verification that large, constrained, cracked glass does not leach as assumed. 
Large castings need to be fabricated and leached to determine the validity of the assumptions. 
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Appendix A 

Water Retention by Cullet 

Glass cullet (same sample used for sieve analysis test) was mixed with water and then filtered 
through a 325 mesh screen. After all the water had dropped through, the screen was tapped gently 
until water no longer dripped. The glass was then scooped off the screen into a tared beaker and 
dried overnight at 105°C to 110°C. 

Weight-wet glass and beaker 

Weight-dry glass and beaker 63.395 

72.664 g 

Weight-beaker 50.519 i Water weight 4.269 

Dry glass weight 17.876 

Water retention (9% of dry glass) 

Reference: LFU3 55332, pg. 41. 

23.88% 
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Appendix B 

Listing of Glass Production Companies 

Following is a database of companies related to the glass industry. Some companies manufacture 
machinery, some make glass products, and some provide design engineering services. 
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.---_ 
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1402 Kulu111luoo SI. 
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gluss balls for oll kinds of tliings 
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-- 
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Appendix C 

Glass Form Evaluations 

Lynch Machinery - Miller Hydro is a machinery manufacturing company that designs and sells 
pressing machinery worldwide. They have a long history as a leader in glass-forming equipment. 

They were contracted to evaluate pressing and monolith production for use in LLW glass form- 
ing. Their work has been incroporated into the body of the report and is included here for reference. 
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I I I PRESIDENTS AWARD FOR EXFORT 1 
601 INDEPENDENT ST. - EAINBRIDGE. GEOfiGIA 31717 USA PHONE (912) 248-2345 TELEFAX 912-243-0987 

DATE: August 24, 1994 

TO: Mr. Gary Josephson 
Battelle Memorial Institute 
Pacific Northwest Laboratories 

FROM: Robert Pando 

FAX NUMBER: 509-376-1867 

TOTAL PAGES TRANSMITTED: 11 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Dear Mr. Josephson: 

Lynch has examined three different methods of vitrification of 
low-level nuclear wastes. Two of these methods draw on our 
extensive experience in rotary indexing glassforming machines. 
After scrutiny by senior Lynch personnel, we have concluded that 
the rotary indexing concept may not be the best way to proceed. 
We are including drawings and text describing both of these 
proposals. 

Summarv Description of the Three Concents 

1. B l o c k  Concept with Rotarv Indexins Glass P r e s s  

The first concept is based on our experience in pressing 
molten glass into many forms. In this case, we considered 
forming the mixture into 6" x 6" x 12" glass blocks. 

Vitrification of nuclear waste produces air contamination as 
an unavoidable by-product of the glass melting process. 
reasoned that an objective of this project is to avoid 
additional contamination of the ambient air in the machine 
room. Glass that is formed under pressure must be annealed 
to avoid shattering as it cools. The annealing process 
involves reheating and cooling, which we believe will result 
in significant additional air contamination. 

We 

Further, the glass-waste ~ x t u r e  is a waste product and the 
only benefit of forming it is to make it easier to cool and 
to handle. It is true that.blocks or other formed shapes 
will cool more quickly--than monoliths,. but we can find no 
serious disadvantage to an attenuated cooling period. 
Accelerating the cooling period, on the other hand, may not 
be useful and may cause more problems (in the form of air 
contamination) than it corrects. 

. 
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2 .  

Page 2 

Monolith Conceut with Rotarv Indexinu Loader 

After analysis, we concluded that the monolith is more 
practical than blocks or other formed shapes. Marbles, 
granules, and frit had already been considered and 
discarded. Because of our knowledge of rotary indexing 
machines, we attempted to combine the monolith concept with 
the rotary machine principle. We believe these can be 
successfully combined; however, several disadvantages are 
quickly apparent: 

Number of Wear Parts 
Frequency of Required Maintenance 
Excessive Motions 

At this point, we turned away from rotary equipment. The 
monolith, however, remained the most attractive shape and 
form for handling the vitrified wastes. 

3. Monolith ConceDt Utilizincr Tiltinu Feeder 

We recommend the monolith concept utilizing a tilting feeder 
which fills a container cube. A s  detailed in the 
description, this concept is simpler and requires less 
complex equipment than either of the others .  While w e  have 
no experience in handling radioactive contamination, this 
concept clearly involves less machine contamination and a i r  
contamination than do the other methods. 

Each of the three concepts has advantages and disadvantages. If 
you are interested in pursuing either of the rotary indexing 
machines, we will be glad to study them more thoroughly and 
construct budget parameters. It is apparent to us- however, that 
because the third concept uses such readily available equipment 
as cranes and simple hydraulic systems, c o s t s  will be much lower 
than the other, more complex, systems. 

After you have had an opportunity to review our thoughts, we are 
sure you will have some questions; please do not hesitate to 
contact Ron Howard, Ken Hileman, or me. 

President 

cc:. Ron. Howard 
Ken Hileman 
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PROPOSAL FOR BATTEUE INDUSTRIES 

BLOCKS FROM ROTARY INDEXING GLASS PRESS 

AUGUST 2 4 ,  1994 

Project : Encapsulation of Low-Level Nuclear Waste into 
Glass Blocks Stored in Steel Containers 

Requirements: 100 Metric Tons of Vitrified Low-Level Nuclear 
Waste Per Day 

Proposal : Use Molten Glass to Capture the Low-Level Nuclear 
Wastes 

The Furnace The low-level nuclear waste material is blended into 
molten glass in the furnace. The mixture flows from the main 
chamber of the furnace through the forehearth and into a feeder 
where it is fed through a shearing mechanism which cuts the 
stream of molten mixture into discrete gobs of uniform weight. 

R o t a r v  Indexinu Machine The glass press is a rotary indexing 
machine with a large table which rotates around a center column. 
The table indexes (rotates) then stops at each of twelve stations 
spaced .around the table. Different functions are performed at 
each station: 

Station 1: 
Station 2: 
Station 3: 
Station 4: 
Station 5: 
Station 6: 
Station 7: 
Station 8: 
Station 9: 
Station 10: 
Station 11: 
Station 12: 

The mold is loaded. 
The gob is pressed or patted. 
First cooling station 
Cooling 
Cooling 
Coo 1 ing 
Cooling 
Cooling 
Cooling 
Cooling 
Take-out - The gob is removed from the mold. 
Available for cooling, re-heating, lubrication, 
or other mold conditioning. 

The Mold The glass is fed into a mold approximately 6" x 6 "  x 
12". One mold is installed in each of the twelve stations on the 
rotary indexing press. The gob may require pressing or "patting" 
to level the top surface of the glass. The machine indexes and, 
while another mold is being loaded, cooling wind begins to lower 
the temperature of the glass block. Eight of the twelve stations 
provide cooling wind, and by the time the machine has indexed to 
station 11, the take-out position, the glass is cool enough to 
remove from the mold. 
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Block Proposal, Page 2 

Annealins Lehr The glass block is transported by conveyor into 
position where a transfer cylinder is used to push the b lock 'o f f  
the take-away conveyor onto a cross conveyor. A lehr loader or 
push-bar stacker pushes the block into an annealing lehr, where 
the glass is tempered to prevent shattering as it COOlS. 

Container A t  the end of the lehr, a conveyor and stacking device 
transfers the blocks  into a steel container similar to the one 
described in the monolith proposal. A cube measuring 4' on each 
side would weight slightly less than 10,000 l b s .  Once again, a 
steel lid is welded in place on top of the cube. 
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PROPOSAL FOR BATTELLE INDUSTRIES 

MONOLITH WITH ROTARY INDEXING LOADER 

Project : 

AUGUST 24, 1994 

Encapsulation of Low-Level Nuclear Waste into 
Monoliths Stored in Steel Containers 

Requirements: 100 Metric Tons of Vitrified Low-Level Nuclear 
Waste Per Day 

Proposal : Use Molten Glass to Capture the Low-Level Nuclear 
Wastes 

The Furnace The low-level nuclear waste material is blended into 
molten glass in a furnace. The mixture flows from the main 
chamber of the furnace to a feeder where it is fed in a 
continuous stream. 

The Ccntainer The glass is fed into a "monolith" type of 
container made of 1/2" steel plates and measuring approximately 
4' x 4' x 4'. Depending on the constituents, sixty-four cubic 
feet of glass-waste mixture should weigh slightly less than 
10,000 lbs. 

Rotarv Indexins Machine The steel container is loaded into a 
rotary indexing machine with four arms. The arms index, or 
rotate, under the feeder, where the containers are filled with 
the molten mixture. The center column of the indexing apparatus 
extends through the f l o o r ,  permitting the drive mechanism to be 
controlled, maintained, and repaired without exposyre to the 
radioactive atmosphere. 

Station 1: The container is filled. 
Station 2: Cooling. 
Station 3: After filling, the container indexes to the 

next station, where a plate steel lid is 
placed on it. One side of the lid is welded 
to the container, then the arm swivels the 
container 90 degrees f o r  welding a second 
side; the container is swiveled and welded 
two more times. 
The container is released from the indexing 
machine and is ready for transfer. 

Station 4: 

Duplication of Equipment The welding equipment, lid-loading 
equipment, and transfer device are duplicated for security 
purposes. In the event that a system needs maintenance or 
repairs, the stand-by equipment moves into position to continue 
loading and welding. 
airlock into a decontamination room. The equipment is then 
decontaminated and taken to a maintenance and repair area. 

The faulty equipment is removed through an 
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PROPOSAL FOR BATTELLE INDUSTRIES 

MONOLITH CONCEPT UTILIZING TILTING FEEDER 

AUGUST 24, 1994 

Pro j ect : Encapsulation of Low-Level Nuclear Waste into 
Monoliths Stored in.Steel Containers 

Requirements: 100 Metric Tons of Vitrified Low-Level Nuclear 
Waste Per Day 

Proposal : Use Molten Glass to Capture the Low-Level Nuclear 
Wastes 

The Furnace The low-level nuclear waste\material is blended into 
molten glass in the furnace. The mixture flows from the main 
chamber of the furnace to a tilting feeder where it is fed in a 
continuous stream into steel containers. 

The Container The glass is fed into a "monolith" type of 
container made of 1/2" steel plates and measuring approximately 
4 '  x 4' x 4'. Depending on the constituents, sixty-four cubic 
feet of glass-waste mixture should weigh slightly less than 
10,000 Ibs. 

The Tiltins Feeder Two loading stations are used alternately. 
Once a container is filled, the feeder toggles and the mixture 
begins filling the next container. 

Hydraulic Slide A hydraulic slide mechanism shuttles the 
container under the feeder. After the container 4s filled and 
the lid is fitted, it is transported from under the feeder for 
pick-up by the crane. 

Liddins the Container A robotic arm places a steel l i d  on the 
container after it is filled, pr io r  to transporting it for pick- 
UP * 

Overhead Cranes Two cranes are used to move empty containers 
onto the hydraulic slide and filled containers from the hydraulic 
slide to the lid'weldment area. 

Lid Weldinq A robotic welding machine welds the lid to the 
container. 

Decontamination A r e a  The outside surface of the container is 
cleaned to pe-mit it to be transported through an air lock to the 
uncontaminated area outside.. There, a lift truck transports it 
for storage and further cooling. 
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VENDORS OF VARIOUS EQUIPMENT 

Rotary Indexing Machinery Lynch Machinery 

Since incorporation in 1918, Lynch has manufactured more glass 
forming machines than any other equipment supplier in the glass 
industry. Lynch's knowledge of the requirements of the 
glassmaking industry have resulted in the company's reputation 
for designing equipment that is highly reliable, even under the 
harsh conditions of glass production. 

Feeder and Shear Mechanisms British Hartford-Fairmont 

For more than 70 years, this U.K. company and its American 
affiliates have furnished hot glass handling systems and 
equipment. 
project and have indicated their willingness to develop equipment 
that is technically suitable. 

They understand the nature of this vitrification 

Annealing Lehrs E.W. Bowman Company 

Bowman is the largest U . S .  manufacturer of lehrs (glass annealing 
ovens). The company's experience in the glass and ceramics 
industries results in a wide range of engineering experience. 
Again, this company understands the nature of this project and is 
willing to work with Lynch and with Battelle. 
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