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-':Network Environmental Inc was retained by ADAC Automotwe Inc. of Muskegon, Mtch[gan to conduct a.

: "‘:"-'.volatule organlc compound (VOO) destruction eﬁﬂctency study (DE) on the Regeneratlve Thermal Oxidizer

e _."'_(RTO) at thélr. Muskegon Mlch[gan faclllty !ocated at 1801 Keating Avenue The, purpose of the study was to
S "‘_f‘-x;determme the destructlon eff‘mency of the Regenerative Therma! OXtdizer (RTO) m accordance w1th thelr_ S
_‘“*.','Permlt to Install 2-12 PRI BT - - |

S Davlsuon were present to Qbserve the testing and source operatfon

The samp[mg was conducted on December 3, 2013 by Stephan |< Byrd and R Scott Carglli of Network N X
Enwronmental Inc. Mr. Jake Rupert and Ms, Lisa Purcell of ADAC Automotlve, coordinated productlon and. " -

| -*-"?source operatlon dunng the. testing. Mr. Nathan Hude and Ms.: Jemfer D;xon of the MDEQ Alr Quallty”’ S

\'4
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: _fwas_used tocaicu!ate the mass loadlng rate at the rnlet and outlet for run three

two and 98 32%_for sample three The average of the three samples was 98 36% R

consrsts of prirne, base and clear coat booths The complete Ilne is totally enciosed and vents to the RTO

_f w:th empty racks traveimg through the booths Prooess mformatron can be found in Appendix B. L

pproxrmately three duct-dlameters downstream and one duct diameter upstream from the nearest

‘[Th;. .: results of. the' destructron eﬁ‘crency samphng are presented ln Sectron II Table 1 1he destructron 'j 3 .' ‘.

: EfﬁCIEHW was calculated USIHQ the mass ioadrng rates at the inlet and outiet of the RTO as. propane Flow-_ T
or rate measurements were taken after the frst and second test run and were used to caiculate each mass L Y
loadlng tate at the rnlet and outlet for those runs tespectlvely The aVerage flow rate for runs one and two‘ . _t’ |

-The destructron eﬁ‘ ciencles for the three samples taken were 98 49% for Sampte one, 98 28% for sample,‘: R L

:'The souroe sampled was. the mlet and exhaust of the RTO on the Fiatrackhne process looated at’ the,i_ﬂ -
Muskegon, Mrch|gan facility The process coats plastic mtenor and exl:erlor autornotwe parts The process _f; T

_ The RTO controis VOC emisSrons from the booths and conveyor ||nes leadmg In and out of the spray booths :
'_'ﬁ-The coatmg irnes were operated at normai produc’qon rates in terms of the’ parts coated and the coatmgs_'_ o
""_:-Z'used durmg the testing, wrth the exceptron of the thlrd run Durrng the thrrd run pamtlng was performed__; . R

.-.-The RTO exhaust samplrng was conducted on the 30 :nch L D exhaust stack at a locatron that is greater B o
l'than erght duct diameters downstream and greater than two-ducl: dlameter upstream from the nearest '
..\drsturbances The RTO lnlet sampllng was conducted on the 36 Ench I D.. lnlet duct at a locatron R




'l _(._."Theﬂ_ifollohring' _reference'_ testr,me‘thodslwere erhployed to cdn_d__ucl: the sampling: = 7 |
o * Destruction Efﬁcrency U S EPA Methocl 25A : o o
g ,* Exhaust Gas Parameters (ﬂowrate, temperature, morsture and den5|ty) U S EPA Methods 1 4 : o

_‘{ 5 .;":;‘.V :I. Destructlon Eff' crency The total hydrocarbon (VOC) sampllng was conducted in. accordance : _ .' L
o with u. S. EPA. Reference Method 25A The sample gas was extracted from the sources through R

' f.'”heated teﬂon sample hnes whlch 1ed to a Thermo Enwrohmental Model 51 (on the inlet) and a M DR

'-_'_"-j‘.Model 3-300 A (on the exhaust) portable ﬂame lomzat|on detectors (FIDs) These analyzers:-’f:
Tk ;'-procluce mstantaneoUS readouts of the total hydrocarbon concentratlons (PPM) Three 3) samples- e

':=':sampltng on the lnlet and exhaust was conducted slmultaneously

. _'.-_‘were co[lected from each of the sources Each sample was suxty (60) mmutes ln duratron _The‘ o f' S

L A systems (from the back of the stack probe to the analyzer) cahbratlon was conducted for the:
" ;,_I:_:._ :analyzers prior to the testlng Span gases of 85 78 PPM and 4500 PPM propane were used to. o
?:.establlsh the |n|tia! instrument callbratlon for the analyzers Propane oallbratlon gases of 50 19 PPM, " S :' .‘
""7j'30 37 PPM 2510 PPM and 15000 PPM were used to determine the callbratron error of thej N

R : "':'the test period A[l oalibrat[on gases used were EPA Protocol 1 Certiﬁed AIl the results were'r o )
s fjcahbratton corrected using Equatton 7E-1 from U s EPA Method 7E.. s

ftram is shown in Figure 1

.._i;"‘...f_,‘fanalyzers. fter each sample (60 mlnute sample penocl), a system zero and systern |n]ect|ons of_ .i oy _.
: '.1500 PPM. and 30. 37 PPM propane were performed to establish system drift of both analyzers dunng' o e

' -"_The analyzers were cahbrated to the output of the data acqmsmon system (DAS) used to collect the. : £ o
" data from the mcmerator All qualrty assurance and qual[ty contro! requuements specifi ied In the__}_ )
L.{method were lncorporated |n the performance of thrs determmatlon A dlagram of the samplmg ER

. e .;'v.z Exhaust Gas Parameters The exhaust gas parameters (alrﬂow rate, ternperature, m0|sture. " Ay i_' _‘
" and denszty) were determmed in conjunctron with the other sampling - by. emp[oymg US. EPA

o "Reference Methods 1 through 4 Velocrty traverses were: performed after the fi rst and second DE.. -

_:--_'test run. Molsture was determlned by employmg the ‘wet. bulb/dry bulb measurement technlque S

- _l_'-Oxygen and carbon d|o><|de concentrations (%) were determlned by coIIectlng a bag sample (grab B




methods were !ncorpf)rated in the sampllng and analys:s

' _.':Ih‘ifs'r:apartwafs, _rgvf_e}ﬁ;éd by: S .

R &eott cargnt & .
Vtca Pre..ident:

o i-‘-Stepha 7K. By Byrd
preddent

e samP!e) anf;i orsat anaiysis Al! the quahty assurance and quahbf control Pmﬁedures "Stf’d in the- R
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