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Test Method 6C -- Q@ui dance

Introduction

Attention to Test Method 6C is increasing in the testing
community in anticipation of future SO, reduction regul ati ons and
I ncrease continuous em ssion nonitoring systemcertification
testing. State inplenentation plan devel opnents for SO, al so
have focused interest on this instrunental test nmethod. As a
result, testers have raised specific questions about Method 6C,
Section 7.2. This section requires an interference check for
each anal yzer for a particular source category. In addition,

Met hod 6C, Section 7.5 Interference Check (if performed), further
specifies that if the analyzer nean output and the reference

nodi fied Method 6 output differ by nore than 7 percent of the
mean of the nodified Method 6 result, the test runis

unaccept able. Follow ng are sone of the questions and our
responses:

1. What constitutes a "particular source category"? Should
an anal yzer interference check be conducted for each of the
foll ow ng conditions?

a. At both the inlet and outlet of a wet scrubber?
b. For each type of wet scrubber or other devices?

c. At high and | ow SO, concentrations, e.g., 0-250 and
above 250 ppn?

d. Wth and wthout a sanple dilution systen?

e. At both oil and coal-fired systens?

2. Wuld one interference check suffice for all individual
anal yzers of a specific manufacturer nodel? What are the
applicability [imts?

3. Should an alternative interference check criteria be
provi ded for | ow concentration |evels? For exanple, 7 Percent of
a stack concentration average of 20 ppmis less than 1.5 ppm and
denonstrating this conpliance with the interference limts may be
too restrictive.
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Background

The Agency has reviewed 32 sulfur dioxide interference tests
of eleven (11) anal yzers at conbustion sources. The
i nstrunent ati on net hodol ogy for Method 6C included a ultraviol et
(W), ultraviolet pulsed-fluorescence, and nondi spersive infrared
anal yzer (NDIR). The analyzer interference checks al so included
the use of dilution probes.

Each of the anal yzer types denonstrated successfu
interference checks at several coal, oil, and refuse burning
facilities with and w thout scrubbed gas streans. The em ssion
| evel s during the tests ranged from15 to 900 ppm

The interference checks reveal ed that the anal yzers were
generally free frominterferences at concentrations greater than
100 ppm Fourteen (14) of the 32 tests, involving 10 separate
anal yzers, were at concentrations of about 100 ppmor |less. CQut
of these 14 tests, five (5) tests involving 5 analyzers failed to
meet the 7 percent criteria. Four (4) out of these five (5)
anal yzers at two specific sites also failed the 5 ppmdifference
criteria.

The four (4) identified failures above involved paired
interference checks of two (2) nonitor nodels at separate source
categories (nunicipal waste conbuster and oil fired boiler).
Pol | ut ant concentrations were approxi mately 100 ppm The
di fferences fromthe concurrent nodified Method 6 were 7 to 15
ppm  however, the differences between the paired Method 6C
results were I ess than 2 ppm

These specific anal yzers above al so showed accept abl e
interference checks at other concentrations and source
categories. In addition, the analyzers had previously passed the
interference check at the sane category. Therefore, these four
(4) tests out of the 32 may have had site-specific problens.
Specifically, collaborative testing of the three (3) nonitor
types with the nodified Method 6 indicate that the precision of
the nodified Method 6 results may not have been sufficient.

Except for the four (4) instances discussed above, the range
of concentrations associated with the successful interference
checks indicate that separate high and | ow concentration
interference checks are not warranted for the conbustion
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categories reviewed. However, a |ow concentration acceptance
option needs to be considered. Two of the 32 tests were at

| evel s | ess than 50 ppm Though the instrunental systens failed
the interference criteria of Method 6C, the difference fromthe
nodi fied Method 6 results were | ess than 3 ppm

The suggested +5 ppm acceptance option is also used by the
Nort heastern States for Coordinated Air Use Managenent (NESCAUM
and recent EPA relative accuracy criteria (Performance
Specification 4A). The intent of the |lower |evel acceptance
criteriais to ease the burden of passing the interference check
where the em ssions are low in conparison to the emssion limt,
and absol ute accuracy of the standard is not a critical
consideration. W believe that the acceptance criteria of
7 percent or 5 ppm whichever is less stringent, is
reasonabl e.

Responses

1. For the purposes of establishing the applicability of
the results of an interference check for a given nethod, a
particul ar source category is defined by the conbi nation of
process operation (e.g., electric utility), fuel or processing
material (e.g., coal-fired), and em ssion control equipnent
(e.g., ESP and wet-scrubber). The conbined effect that these
el ements have on the exhaust gas matri x and, hence, the
conditions to which the sanpling nmethod is exposed further define
a particular source category. In general, sources subject to the
sane regul ations and of the same general process and em ssions
control design are in the sanme particul ar source category.
Sources with a sonmewhat different equation, fuel or process
materials, or control equipnent but with very simlar exhaust gas
matrices (e.g., tenperature, noisture, CO and O, concentration,
acid gas concentration, etc.) may be considered sufficiently
simlar to be considered the sane category for purposes of the
interference check. 1In answer to specific situations and other
related questions, the follow ng responses are offered:

a. |If a scrubber inparts a change in the exhaust gas
matrix that is different fromprevious interference checks
conducted at a scrubber for an anal yzer nodel, e.g., anmmonia
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injection, an interference check is recommended for the scrubber
outl et but not necessarily the inlet.

b. Depending on prior application of the analyzer
nodel type to the sanple matrix of a particular scrubber type, an
interference check should be perforned.

c. Successful interference checks have been
denonstrated for several analyzer nodels at conbustion facilities
with high and | ow em ssion levels. The information indicates
that an interference check at one em ssion | evel would
sufficiently qualify the anal yzer.

d. The use, or nonuse, of a dilution probe should not
be considered within the context of the "particul ar source
category" or "each individual analyzer."

e. Uncontrolled fossil-fuel-fired sources, wthin the
directions of the defining of a particular source category above,
shoul d be considered a specific category. For exanple, a
successful interference check of an analyzer at a coal-fired
facility should be acceptable for an oil-fired (distillate or
residual) source. The review of interference checks at these
subcat egori es of sources supports this finding.

2. Once an interference check has been successfully
performed, that analyzer nodel for that particul ar source
category would not require additional interference checks under
Met hod 6C

3. The interference check criteria of Section 7.5 of Method
6C will continue to require that the Method 6C output be within
7 percent of the nodified Method 6 value. Optionally, when
em ssion levels are | ess than 50 percent of the standard; a run
during an interference check is acceptable if the difference
bet ween the nodified Method 6 and Met hod 6C anal yzer result is
Wi thin 5 ppmof the nmean of the nodified Method 6 val ue.



