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I INTRODUCTION
Network Environmental, Inc. Wa_s -retained by Almond Products, Inc. of Spring Lake, Michigan to conduct a
. comp_Iian_ce' emissiontest'at their Spring Lake, Michigan facility. The purpose of the study. was to determine

t_he"d_estr.Uction efﬂcienq;. of t_he Thermal Oxidizer (TO) in accordance with Permit to Install No.361-06F.'

_' "_The samp!mg was conducted on February 14, 2018 by Stephan K Byrd and.Richard D. Eerdmans of Network

’ 'Enwronmental Inc. -The: testing was - performed in accordance wath EPA Method 25A for destruct|on. o

. ,efflc;ency M, Chrls Stebblns of Almond Products Inc coordlnated source operatlon and data coI!ectron

\ dunng the testing. Mr. Jeremy HOWe and Ms Aprll Lazzaro of the MDEQ Air Quahty D|V|S|on were present to .

' observe the testlng and source operatlon '




- IL_PRESENTATION OF RESULTS

II 1 TABLE 1

voc DESTRUCTION EFFICIENCY RESULTS (as Propane)

THERMAL OXIDIZER (TO)
ALMOND PRODUCTS, INC.
SPRING LAKE, MICHIGAN

.- FEBRUARY 14, 2018

. Mass Emsssno' Rate

. ‘( 1) PPM = Parts Per Mllhon (v/v) on.an actual (wet) bas]s
(2) Destructlon Efflcren(:ies were calcuiated usmg the mass em|5510n rates

1| 09331033 | 2201 | . 04 758 . | 0016 | - 9979 -
2| 10591159 | 1959 | 02 676 .| 0008 | 9989
C30 | a2 151 13:15° 2507:- o1 856 | 0.004 9996
L Average 222 | 02 | 763 0,009 |- -"s’;_s;.'&:s,=
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L DI_SCUSSION-O’F RESULTS |

o | . . " AR QUALITY DlVlSlON
_Destructwn Eﬁ' aency The results of the destructlon efﬂctency (DE) sampllng are presented fn Section
II Table 1.

' The DE's for the three ‘samples were 99.79% for sample' one, 99.89% for sam'ple two and 99.96% for
sample three. The average of the three samples was 99,88%. The_ DE's were calculated"_usingthe mass

_ ;Ioadlngs as propane, at the Inlet and outlet of the o><|d|zer

", iv;-SAMPL-rN_G AND ANALYTICAL PROTOCOL

The RTO inlet and exhaust sampllng were conducted on the 28x28- |nch 1.D. |nlet duct” at a location

‘_approXImately 8-duct dlameters downstream and 2 duct dlameter upstream from the nearest disturbances

A and the 36x36 Inch I, D. outlet duct at a Eocatlon appro><|mate|y 4- duct diameters’ downstream and greater-

B than two duct d:ameters upstream from the nearest dlsturbance
'The fo'Ilowing reference test'methods were employed to cohduct the samplin'g: -

% Destructlon Eﬁ’luency U S. EPA Method 25A

. 'f* Exhaust Gas Parameters (ﬂow rate, temperature, morsture and denS|ty) U5, ERA Methods 1-4

o '_IV 1 Destructlon Efficiency - The total hydrocarbon (VOC) samphng was ‘conducted in accordance wnth

o ~U S. EPA Reference Method 25A. The sample gas Was extracted from the inlet and outlet of the ox;dlzer

o through heated Teflon sample Elnes that ledtoa TECO Model 51 and a Jum Model 3-500 portable flame
f.lonlzatlon detectors (FIDs) These- analyzers produce instantaneous readouts of the total hydrooarbon:_," .
- ‘concentratlons (PPM) Three (3) samples were collected from each of the. inlet and outlet of -the oxidlzer

" Each sample was sixty (60) minutes in duratlon The sampl:ng on_ the oxidizer fnlet_ and_ exhaust_ was:

R 'conducted simu!taneously for the DE

A systems (from the back of the stack probe to the analyzer) calrbratlon was conducted for the’ analyzers

o ';prlor to the testmg Span gases of 96.49 PPM and 959,3 PPM propane . were used to establish the initial

' mstrument callbratron for the analyzers Propane callbratlon gases of 29.17 PPM 50.19 PPM, 247.1 PPM and .

e _453 7 PPM were used to determrne the. callbratlon error of the analyzers -After each sample (60 mrnute

. sample perlod), a system zero and system m}ectrons of - 29.17 PPM and 247.1 PPM propane were performed '
a to establlsh s_yst_em druft_ of the anaiyzers_dunng the test period. Al calibration gases used were EPA Protocol




1 Certrr' ed A!I the results were cahbrat:on corrected us:ng Equation 7E- 1 from U.S, EPA Method 7E, AIIr _

.‘;jqua!rty assurance and qualrty control requrrements specified in the method were mcorporated m “the

_ sampllng and analys:s

"'I'V 2'Exh'a'u'st Gas' 'Parameters : The exhaust gas parameteis (alrflow rate, temperature, moisture and -

: dens:ty) were- determrned in-accordance with U.S. EPA Methods 1-4, Mmsture was determined by employing

:.the wet bulb/dry buIb measurement technique for the rnlet and a morsture tram was collected on the outlet

_. . Oxygen and carbon dloxrde concentratlons (%) were determrned by coIIectmg a bag sample {grab sample). . .
L -3'=and Orsat analysrs Twelve (12) sample points were Used for the velocity determinatlons Velomty traverses'

7' were performed on the inlet and exhaust of the oxidizer, All quahty assurance and quai:ty control

- requ1rements specrf jed |n the method were tncorporated |n the samphng and analysrs

ra

This-re"ort:was prepared by: . S R . o ThIS report was revrewed by

. 3 A 4 : L DavudD Engelhardt .'
. Project Manager . " - G . . .- - Vice President .
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Figure 1
Total Hydrocarbon Sampling Train




