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I. INTRODUCTION 

Network ,Environmental, Inc. ·was retained by Lacks Enterprises, Inc. (SRN: N2079, Kent County) to 

conduct voe (total hydrocarbons) emission sampling at their 52nd Stre~t East facility_ located in Kentwood, 

MI. The purpose of the study was to document compliance with EGLE ROP No. MI-ROP-N2079-2017. MI­

ROP-N2079'-2017 has established a 95% destruction efficiency (DE) limit for-the thermal oxidizer at this 

facility . 

. The OE of the thermal-oxidizerwas determined -by employing the following reference test methods: 

VOC's - U.S. EPA Method 25A 

• Exhaust G~s Parameters (air flow rate, te,mp~rature,. moisture & density) - U.S. EPA Reference 

"Methods 1 through 4. 

· The sampling was-performed on October 19, 2622 by Richard D. Eerdmans and David D. Engelhardt of 

Network Envkonmental, Inc .. Assisting in the s~udy ~ere Ms. Karen Homrich and Mr. Kyle Estes of Lacks 

Enterprises, ·Inc .. Ms. April Lazzaro and Mr. Trevor Drost of the Michigan Department of Environment, 

Great Lakes and .Energy (EGLE) - Air Quality Division were present to observe the sampling and source 

operation . . 
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N .. 

11.1 ' TA-BLE 1 
:'\lOC DESTRUCTION EFFICIENCY (DE) RESULTS . 
. . RTO .. 

52N° .'sTREET EAST 
LACKS ENTERPRISES, INC. 

tfENTWOOD, MICHIGAN 
. , -·OCTOBER 19, 2022 

1· . , · I 07:45-08:45 .· 1~,362 '·I 13,487 . ·1 " .4Q7.4 I , 1:8.5 . 

2 09:57-10:57 13,418 13,493 . 31_1.9 · 14.4 

3 .. 11.:23-12:23 13,676 13,403 459.3 19.7 

A_verage . , ·I"• 13,485' : 13,461 ·I 392.9 , '· I - 11.s ·. · I 

. (1) S~FM ~ Standard Cubic Feet,Per Minute (STP = 68 °F & 29.92 in. Hg).· 
(2) . PPM = Parts Per Mill ion (v/v) On An Actual (Wet) Basis As Propane 
(3) · Lbs/Hr= Pou·nds Per Hour calculated As .Propane 
(4) Destruction Efficiencies were c~lcul~ted using_ the rriass emission rates (Lbs/Hr) 
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III. DISCUSSION OF RESULTS 

The ~esults of the emission sampling are summarized in Table 1. The results are presented as follows: 

III.1 Total Hydrocarbon (VOC) Destruction Efficiency Results (Table ~) 

-Table 1 summarizes the voe DE results for the thermal oxidizer as foHows: 

• Sample 

• Time 

~ ~ir Flow Rate (SCFM) - Standard Cubic Feet Per .Minute '(STP = 68 °F & 29.92 in. Hg) 

voe Concentratio~s __ (PPM) - ·Parts Per Million (v/v) On An Actual JWet) Basis As Propane 

VOC Mass Emission Rates (Lbs/Hr) -: Pounds Of VOC Per Hour As Propane 
--

• voe Percent Destruction Efficiency (DE) 

Both the inlet and exhaust concen~rations (PPM) and mass ra~es (Lbs/Hr) are shown . The DE results 

were calculated using the mass rate results (Lbs/Hr). 

IV. SAMPLING AND ANALYTICAL PROTOCOL 

The exhaust sampling vyas conducted on the 37 inch I.D. exhaust stack at a location approximately eight 

(8) duct diam~ters downstrea·m and five (5) duct diameters upstream from the nearest disturbances. , 

The 'inlet sampling ·was c;onducted 6n the 4-0 inch I.o'. inlet duct at a location approximately two (2) duct 

diameters.downstream and one (1) d_uct diameters upstream from the nearest disturbances. 

iCV.1 ,Total Hydrocarbon (VOC) - The voe sampling was cond~cted in accordance wjth U.S. EPA 
. . 

Method 25A. A J.l).M. Model 3-500 flame ionization detector (FID) analyzer was used to monitor the 
. ' 

exhaust, A Thermo Environmental, Inc. Model. 51 flame ionization detector (FID) analyzer wa? used to 

monitor the inlet. Heated teflon sample lines were used to transport the gases to the-analyzers. These - . 

. analyzers.produce instat:)taneous readouts of the total hydrocarbon concentrations_ (PPM). 

i· . ' 

The analyzers were calibrated by system injection (from the back of the stack probe to the analyzer) prior 

to tile testing using propane calibration gases. Span gases of 991.0 PPM (inlet) and 94.9 PPM (exhaust) 

w~re used to establish the .initi~I in?trument ~a librations. Calibratio~ gases of 250.0 ~ e \V'i 
the inlet) and 30.2 PPM & 50.6 PPM (for the exhaust) propane were used to determrelfie ~ libration er.car 
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. ·of the.analyzers. After each sample, a system zero and system injection of 491.0-PPM (for the inlet) and 

. 30:2 PPM (for the exhaust) propane were.performed to establish· systel]1 drift and system bias during the 

test period. All calibr~tion gases used were EPA Protocol .Calibration Gases. Three (3) samples were 

collected ~imultaneously from the inlet and exhaust. Each sample w·as sixty (60) mi_nutes in duration. 

· The analyz~rs· w_ere calibrated to the output of the data acquisition system (DAS) used to collect the data 

from the sources. The analyzer averages were corrected for calibration error and drift using formula EQ. 7E-

5 from 40 CFR Part 60, Appendix A, Method 7E. Figure 1 is a diagram of the voe sampling train. 

IV.2 Exhaust Gas Parameters -The exhaust gas parameters (air flow rate, temperature, moisture and 

density) were determined in conjunction with the other sampling by employing U.S. EPA Methods 1 through 

4. 

Three (3) velocity traverses were conducted at both the inlet and the exhaust. Moisture was determined by 
I ~• \ 

employing the wet.bulb/dry bulb technique. One (1) bag sample was collected from each location and 

analyzed by Orsat t_o qetermine gas density. 

All the quality assurance and quality control procedures listed in the rriet_hods were incorporated in the 

sampling and analysis. 

This repo·rt was prepared 9y: · 

-David D. Engelhardt 
Vice President 
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;J;j;2:i:7y: 
R. ·Scott ca7 • 
Project Manager 
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