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':Network En\nronmental Inc was retarned by Lacks Enterprlses, Inc to conduct Voo (totai hydrocarbons) _
. _'.emlsswn sampirng at therr 52nd Street East facﬂity located in Kentwood MI The purpose of the study waSj .

- o document complrance With MDEQ ROP No MI- ROP- N2079 2012. MI-ROP- N2079 2012 has estabizshed a

95% destructron effrc:ency (DE) Ilmrt for the thermal oxrdlzer at thrs facmty

: The DE of the thermal oxrdlzer was determlned by employing the followmg reference test methods

- VOCS ~ U.S. EPA Method 25 |
e Exhaust Gas Parameters (air flow rate, temperature morsture & densaty) U S EPA Reference
Methods 1 through 4, ' : ' ' ' ' ‘ '

L ‘_~The sampllng was performed on Aprrl 26 2017 by Rlchard D Eerdmans and Davrd D, Engelhardt of .
8 ) ._Network Envrronmental Inc.. Assisting ln the study were Ms, Karen Bajewa and Mr Lafry Montgomery of

3 _Lacks Enterprises Inc Ms Aprrl Lazzaro and Mr. Dave Patterson of the Mrchjgan Department of

”_‘Enwronmental Quailty (MDEQ) Alr Quallty Dlvrsmn were present to observe the sampling and source

i -operatlon



a IL1 TABLE1 e
voc DESTRUCTION EFFICIENCY (DE) RESULTS
, o RTO :
52N STREET EAST
LACKS ENTERPRISES, INC.
'KENTWOOD, MICHIGAN
" APRIL26,2017

| 07:54-08:54

13,306

13174 |

. 4187

141

3807

127

o 96.66

+09:37-10:37 -

13275

12,943

312.0

125

- -28.30

o1

96.08 -

11:17-12:17

13,069

. 12,872

4134

148

3692

96.48 .

138

123

Average  © - | 13,217 | 12,996 | 381.4 3443 | 9641

~ (1) 'SCFM = Standard Ciibic Feet Per Minute (STP = 68 °F & 29.92 in. Hg).
(2) PPM. =Parts Per Million (v/v) On An Actual (Wet) Basis As Propane '
(3) Lbs/Hr = Pourids Per Hour Calculated. As Propane _ ' o
_(4) Destructlon Eff‘ iciencies were calculated usmg the mass emusswn rates (Lbs/Hr) '




' IIL. DISCUSSION OF RESULTS -
<. The results of the emission sampling are summa'riz_:;ed'i'n_Table 1. The results are p_resented'_as_ follows: -

' '_iII'i TOtaI -l-l'ydroc‘arbon (VOC) Destruction' Efficiency Results (Table_' 1) _

L Table 1 summarlzes the VOC DE results for the thermal o><|dizer as foEIows

. ',_Sample o
. - Time e e ‘

i _'-=-"' - Air Flow Rate (SCFM) - Standard Cubic Feet Per Minute (STP = 68 °F & 29 92 in. Hg)

. _="'VOC Concentratlons (PPM) - Parts Per Ml||l0ﬂ (v/v) On An Actual (Wet) Basrs As Propane
e VOC Mass Emlssson Rates (Lbs/Hr) Pounds of VOC Per Hour As Propane _ _ -
e _'IVOC Percent Destructuon Efﬂdency (DE) B o - S

; '-Both the tnlet and exhaust concentratrons (PPM) and mass rates (Lbs/Hr) are shown The DE results

were calculated usmg the mass rate results (l_bs/Hr)

R ,:v. s_Am'PtING_ AND. ANALYTICAL nRoroCOL'

S The exhaust samplmg was conducted on the 37 |nch I D. exhaust stack at a Iocatron appro><|mately elght

' "f i (8) duct diameters downstream and five (5) duct drameters upstream from the nearest disturbances.

 The In!et samplmg was conducted on the 40 mch I D mlet duct at a Iocatlon approxrmateiy two (2) duct o :

: —d:ameters downstream and one (1) duct drameters upstream from the nearest disturbances

. IV 1 Total Hydrocarbon (VOC) —The VOC samplmg was conducted in accordance W|th U.S. EPA

: Method 25A AU M. Model 3- 500 fIame |on|zat|on detector (FID) analyzer was used to monitor the

exhaust A Thermo Enwronmental Inc. Model 51 flame ionization: detector (FID) analyzer was used to ‘

- rnonltor the mlet Heated teﬂon samp]e Iznes were used to transport the gases to the analyzers These

= analyzers produce mstantaneous readouts of the total hydrocarbon concentratlons (PPM)

- The analyzers were callbrated by system :nJectlon (from the back of the stack probe to the analyzer) prior : L

i to the testlng usmg propane calrbratlon gases Span gases of 959.3. PPM (mlet) and 96. 49 PPM (exhaust)

o we_re usecl_ to est_abl;sh the |n|t|al ms_trument calrbratrons. Calibration gases of 247.1 P.PM & 453.7 PPM (for-
the inlet) _a__"nd_'29.17 PPM & 50.19 PPM (for_th'e exha_ust)-propan_e were used to determine the calibration |




:.' Tl - . ; - : i} .. N

* " “David D. Engelhardt

" error of the analyzers" After each sample, asystern zero and system injection of 453.7.PPM (for the inlet) ,

'-and 29.17 PPM (for the exhaust) propane Were performed to establish system drift and System bias durmg -

the test perrod All callbratlon gases used were EPA Protocol Callbratlon Gases. Three (3) samples were '

coEiected stmultaneously from the inlet and exhaust Each sample was sixty (60) mmutes m duratlon

* “The analyzers were callbrated to the output of the data’ acqu1srt|on systern (DAS) used to collect the data

y from the sources The analyzer averages were corrected for calibratlon error and drift using formula EQ. 7E— B

- . :' :‘*5, from 40 .CFR- Part 60_, Appendlx A, Method 7E. .Figure lisa dragram of the VOC samp_l_lng train.

- f IV 2 Exhaust Gas Parameters -~ The exhaust gas parameters (alr flow rate temperature, morsture and o

S :denSIty) were’ determmed in con]unctlon W|th the other sampllng by employlng U S. EPA Methods 1 through L

' : 'Three (3) velocuty traverses were conducted at both the mlet and the exhaust ‘Moisture was determmed by

- employmg the wet bulb/dry bulb technrque One (1) bag sample was collected from each Iocatlon and
I analyzed by Orsat to determme gas densrty

o By ‘All the quallty assurance and quallty control procedures lrsted in the methods were mcorporated in the

: sampllng and analysss

: '-:‘l‘-h'is"-re'por't_Was;prepared by . . j‘ f. = _I . Thisr port_was'freyiewedfby:'_ )

. Vice _Preside_ntr_ '_; ) . . S o . B Presrdent
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