Sample of the flue gas was sucked out from the cylindrical nozzle at the top of
the chamber. The smaller diameter ensured turbulence and fully mixed sample.
In the first test, the probe was installed further down. It was then observed
differences in measurement when adjusting the probe’s position radially. This
was not the case when the probe was at the nozzle. The sample gas was split in

two. One to the FTIR gas analyser and the other to the cooler and then the
HORIBA gas analyser.

Figure 4.5 — Overview of the rig

4.3. Procedure

The gas analysers were always calibrated in the morning, before start up. After
warming up for an hour, the zero and span points was set by high quality
calibration gas for CO, CO,, and NO. The FTIR-analyser was purged with N
and then calibrated for O, with the ambient air. These procedures are necessary,
but time consuming. In order to skip the warm up time of one hour, the
HORIBA gas analyser was sometimes not turned off after purging at the end of
the day. In that way, one could calibrate it straight away. The roof fan in the

-
Figure 4.6 - Control Panel (LabView)
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laboratory was turned on so that there was suction at the outlet. Labview was
started, the air opened to five bar and the mass flow controllers was opened to
flush the chamber with air for a couple of minutes. The water cooling system
was turned on. The pipe between the safety valve and MFC was pressurised with
five bars of gaseous fuel. The burning was then initiated by opening the MFC
for methane, while the correct amount of air already flow into the chamber, and
pressing the green start button on the electrical cupboard. The power was set to
3 kW and was ignited with a gas torch through a hole at the side of the chamber.
The measurements were logged for a couple of minutes, then averaged and
compared to theoretical values for a quick verification. When stopping the
burning, the red stop button was pressed and the chamber was flushed with air
for a couple of minutes. A more detailed documentation of the HSE procedures
Is attached in the appendix.

5. Investigation of errors

5.1. Human errors

5.1.1. Configuration of sampling gas
The measured values of carbon dioxide and oxygen in the gas analysers were
always different from the theoretical values calculated. These consistent
deviations in the result led to a series of investigations on all parts of the rig,
between experiments. Several improvements in the configuration of the rig was
the result of these investigations.

Initially, the gas was extracted from the probe to the drain separator, then to the
remote cooler that pumped sample gas to the HORIBA gas analyser. The high
velocity of the sample gas from the cooler resulted in an overflow to the gas
analyser and insufficient condensation of the sample gas in the cooler. Hence,
too much and too wet sample gas was provided to the gas analyser, which may
cause wrong results and even damage the instrument. Firstly, the believed
reason for this was a choked filter prohibiting the water to be drained from the
condenser. The filter was changed, but the same happened again. The water
pump inside the cooler was checked; it was broken and needed new parts. Now
that the draining of the condenser worked, but water still came up through gas
outlet of the cooler. Too high flow rate forcing water up into to gas pump was
thought to be the cause. The drain separator was installed between the cooler
and the gas analyser instead. In this configuration, the drain separator played a
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different role as a valve that disposed the overflow of sample gas that the gas
analyser did not suck. The flow of sample gas from the cooler could then be
adjusted to the gas analyser’s need and minimise the flow rate. Finally, the
configuration worked properly; water was extracted in the cooler and the gas
analyser operated with correct flow rate.

Every time something was fixed and the cooler was believed to be working,
water came out the gas outlet after some time of measuring hot and wet exhaust
gas. Hence, the problem consumed a lot of time and ruined many results.

5.2. Systematic deviations

5.2.1. Leakage diluting gas samples
Despite the configuration working properly, the deviation in carbon dioxide and
oxygen levels were still observed. Because the ratio of carbon dioxide and
oxygen did not correspond, a leakage after combustion was suspected. The
downside of the cooler, between the cooler and the probe into the chimney, is
under-pressurised due to suction from the pump. Leakages from the ambient,
diluting the sample gas, was therefore possible. By providing pure nitrogen gas
to the probe, it would be possible to detect any leakage if oxygen was measured.
There was zero amount of oxygen, indicating that everything was well sealed.
However, the nitrogen was provided at higher pressure than the ambient causing
the leakage to inverse or at least stop any ambient air into the sample gas. When
nitrogen then was provided at ambient pressure, using the drain separator,
oxygen was measured. All connections were thoroughly checked again and
sealed until the pipe system passed the test. The leakage test for the pipe system
was after this conducted before and after all measurements.

5.2.2. Real flow from MFCs
Systematic deviation due to the leakage was eliminated. Both gas analysers
measured the same values, unlike before. However, a deviation in the values
was still observed. Confident that the gas analysers now measured real values,
assuming full combustion, the mass flow controllers were investigated closer. It
was possible the actual flows of methane, hydrogen and air into the chamber
were different from what was set in Labview. When comparing the set point in
Labview and the logged flow from the MFCs, following results were observed:
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Fuel Ratio [Log/Set]

CH4 P CH4 S Air H2S H2P
0,93 0,97 1,00 1,0 1,0
0,91 0,94 1,00 1,0 1,0
0,93 0,94 1,00 1,0 1,0
0,91 0,97 1,00 1,0 1,0
0,92 1,00 1,00 1,0 1,0
0,90 0,99 1,00 1,0 1,0
0,93 0,99 1,00 1,0 1,0
0,90 0,95 1,00 1,0 1,0
0,93 0,96 1,00 1,0 1,0
0,89 0,92 1,00 1,0 1,0
0,91 1,00 1,00 1,0 1,0
0,91 1,01 1,00 1,0 1,0
0,93 - 1,00 1,0 1,0
0,91 0,99 1,00 1,0 1,0
0,91 0,99 1,00 1,0 1,0
0,92 1,03 1,00 1,0 1,0
0,92 0,98 1,00 1,0 1,0
0,92 1,00 1,00 1,0 1,0
0,92 0,96 1,00 1,0 1,0
0,92 0,91 1,00 1,0 1,0

Average difference in percentage
91,64 | 97,35 | 10000 | 10000 | 101,11

Table 5.1 — Fuel difference

Table 5.1 shows a consistent difference in the flow of methane through the mass
flow controllers (MFCs). All though the difference in methane through
secondary holes is smaller, the value of flow compared to the range of the mass
flow controller is low, thus high uncertainty, and makes these measurements
unreliable in this case. For methane that is provided to the primary holes, or
MFC-47, the uncertainty is smaller and the logged value is on average 91.64%
of the set value in Labview. If assuming ideal gas, constant pressure and mass
flow:

(14)

<)<
ElEs

Any difference in temperature is equal to the difference in volume. When the
value in Labview is set, it is in normal litres (0°C, 1 atm). The MFCs from
Alicat, however, are calibrated for normal litres (25°C, 1 atm) (Alicat). The ratio
is then:

273,15

~0,9161=91,61% (15)
298,15

There is a clear correlation of this ratio and the ratio between Labview and the
logged value of methane for MFC-47. However, there is no evidence for which
of the two quantities of mass flow rate that actually is provided to the chamber.
In order to investigate this, an independent test is necessary.
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5.2.3. Calibration of MFC

All the mass flow controllers on the rig were tested against a high precision
calibrator. The calibrator’s uncertainty is very low and is calibrated itself
regularly by the manufacturer. In other words, the device is used as set answer.
Air was provided at five bars to the mass flow controllers. The calibrator was
connected downstream of the controllers, measuring the flow. The whole range
of the MFCs were tested with intervals of 0, 25, 50, 75 and 100% and repeated
five times. The set point in Labview was noted, as well as the reading from the
calibrator after steady state was reached. Following results were obtained:

The errors presented in Table 5.2 did not vary much over the flow range of the
MFCs as can be studied closer in the appendix E. On average, the actual flow of
air through MFC-47 was 0.74% above the set point in Labview. It suggests that
the value set in Labview is the actual value of the flow into chamber, not the
value logged from the mass flow controller, as previously discussed. In MFCs
from Alicat, the desired type of gas is simply chosen in its panel and the MFC

Flow test of MFCs
Instrument Overall averaged error [%]
MFC-17 (Air) -0,36
MFC-16 (H2S) 1,36
MFC-51 (H2 P) 2,20
MFC-47 (CH4 P) 0,74
MFC-48 (CH4S) 0,42

Table 5.2 — Calibration of MFCs

corrects the flow. Deeper investigation of the electrical current signal, or how
the signal from Labview is processed before returning, has not been carried out,
and may be a source of error. These issues should be investigated further for
future measurement campaigns. The difference in NOx [mg/kWh] due to the
uncertainty of how much fuel is provided is anyway within the standard
deviation. The gas analyser is the larger source of pure error. The results in
Table 5.2 have not been taken into account. The measurements are only for
qualitative study.

5.2.4. Factors of short ranges
In the design of some of the experiments, the ranges of the physical factor like
R2 and L2 were compromised in order to obtain full combustion. The amount of
fuel that was provided to the secondary holes was around one percent of the
range of mass flow controllers. When operating at these low values, the
uncertainties of flow almost exceeds the value itself. The relative error of the
device becomes very large, but the absolute error is still small compared to the
total flow of fuel when taking into account the primary holes. This way, the
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measurement of NOx is not affected to any significant degree. However, the
actual flow of fuel to the secondary holes, thus exactly what point the burner
operates, is uncertain. In other words, it will be impossible to determine any
statistical trends for that specific factor. This problem is observed for all
experiments, except the last one. Due to constant presence of hydrogen, the
range of R2 and L2 could be increased and information of their influence on
NOx emission could be documented. This is supported in the results and will be
discussed later.

5.2.5. Summary
Due to leakages and gas analysers not operating at normal conditions the results
for the first matrix for both the methane and hydrogen lance, cannot be justified
guantitatively. However, the experiment only aims to investigate trends and the
errors are systematic deviation throughout all the points. As discussed, the range
of R2 in the first matrix is too little to give any statistical significant results. In
reality, only three factors where tested.

After fixing multiple problems in the lab, the results came closer to expected
values, but still, there were observed some systematic deviations. These
systematic errors, however, were insignificant enough compared to error from
measuring NOx with the gas analyser and therefore ignored.

The standard deviation for each measurement of NOX is expressed in the results.
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6. Results

The results are presented in the order of importance where the most precise and
reliable measurements are presented first.

6.1. The hydrogen lance

6.1.1. 2" Matrix
The hydrogen lance was first tested to map the boundaries of which it could
operate. The ranges of each factor were, based on these tests, chosen as wide as
possible. Table 6.1 displays the factors and ranges tested in this experiment.

. Coded units
Factor Unit
-a -1 0 1 +a
R2 % 0 4,1 10 15,9 20
L2 mm 13 14,4 16,5 18,6 20
H2 wt% 5 10,1 17,5 24,9 30

Table 6.1 — Table of factors, 2nd Matrix

Measured NOx with error span

1200,0

1000,0

800,0 s NOx

600,0
+o

4000 —@— O [ppm] Dry gas

200,0

0,0

1234567 891011121314151617181920

Figure 6.1 — NOx response for 2" Matrix

The burner was set to operate at 15kW (LHV) and an equivalence ratio of 1.14
for all measurement points. The intention for this experiment was to investigate
how the settings of the physical factors of the burner, namely height of lance
distance and amount of fuel to secondary holes, affected the production of NOx
during combustion in more detail. The matrix consisted of 20 points and the
amount of NOx measured for each point is presented in Figure 6.1.

The responses of NOx measured were diverse. The standard deviation of the
measurement is around 2.8 mg/kWh for all measurements and is considerably
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less than the variations of emissions for the different points. Differentiating the
random error from the actual difference between the measured points is crucial
to obtain a statistical robust model. It is worth mentioning that full combustion
was not obtained for some of the points. The model however is based on the
assumption of full combustion.

A statistical model is obtain by analysing the data in Minitab. The full quadratic
regression analysis gave the following results.

Coded Units

Term Coef SE Coef T P
Constant 40,3726 0,2764 146,081 0,000
SH2 5,0490 0,1834 27,535 0,000
L2 6,5361 0,1834 35,645 0,000
R2 4,2462 0,1834 23,157 0,000
SH2*SH2 -1,3365 0,1785 -7,488 0,000
L2*L2 -0,6048 0,1785 -3,388 0,007
R2*R2 -1,7174 0,1785 -9,621 0,000
SH2*L2 0,1844 0,2396 0,770 0,459
$H2*R2 1,2250 0,2396 5,113 0,000
L2*R2 -1,0378 0,2396 -4,332 0,001

S =0,677634 PRESS = 24,0512
R-Sg = 99,64% R-Sqg(pred) = 98,10% R-Sg(adj) = 99,31%

Table 6.2 - Full guadratic model of 2" Matrx Hydrogen Lance

As Table 6.2 shows, all terms of the full quadratic function have very low
probability (p-value) of not being relevant for the regression function, except for
the two-way interaction of H2 and L2. It is 45.9 percent likely that relationship
the term describes, with its coefficient, was observed by chance. The coefficient
of the term is not significant, as Figure 6.2 illustrates.
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Significance of terms in regression function
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Coefficient of terms, coded unit

Figure 6.2 — Coded significance of terms

The term H2 times L2 was removed from the model. The remaining terms still
give a very precise model. The low p-values for the rest of the terms indicate a
good model is obtained.

NOx =-0.024X,” —0,140X,” —0,049X,” +0,028X, X,

16
—0,084X,X,+1,249X, +8,587X, + 2,587 X, —89, 748 (16)

Coded Units

Term Coef SE Coef T P
Constant 40,3726 0,2712 148,863 0,000
$H2 5,0490 0,1799 28,059 0,000
L2 6,5361 0,1799 36,324 0,000
R2 4,2462 0,1799 23,598 0,000
SH2*SH2 -1,3365 0,1752 -7,630 0,000
L2*L2 -0,6048 0,1752 -3,453 0,005
R2*R2 -1,7174 0,1752 -9,805 0,000
$H2*R2 1,2250 0,2351 5,210 0,000
L2*R2 -1,0378 0,2351 -4,414 0,001

S = 0,664970 PRESS = 20,2148
R-Sq = 99,62% R-Sq(pred) = 98,40% R-Sq(adj) = 99,34%

Table 6.3 — Final model for 2™ Matrix, Hydrogen Lance

The regression function (16) is in uncoded units, meaning the amount of NOX is
in milligrams per kilowatt-hour and the three factors correspond to its original
unit as stated in Table 6.1. The high value of R? in Table 6.3 states that the
model fit the observations very well. Predicted R?is very close to 100% and
states that the model is able to predict response values of NOx, within the
defined ranges of the factors, very well. This indicates that the model is not
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over-fitted to match only the observed values, but fits all other combination of
the factors.

Residual Plots for NOx [mg/kWh]
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Figure 6.3 - Residual Plots, 2nd Matrix, Hydrogen Lance

The residual plots in Figure 6.3 give rise to some issues. The bottom right graph
indicates that the residuals are random spread around zero over time. The
histogram detects some outliers some degree and the normal probability plot
shows a clear S-curve along the residuals. Lastly, the top right graph illustrate
that the residuals are even spread around zero, but not as random. The points
seem to be clusters in some fitted values. A fourth factor or variable can be the
cause of these irregularities and the presence of CO for some measurement
points are investigated closer.

The model is able to describe how the three factors affect the emission of NOXx,
independently. Unable to present the results in three dimensions, the third factor
Is held constant. Of course, the graph will be change for different hold values
and must be kept in mind when analysing the results.
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Contour Plots of NOx [mg/kWh]
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Figure 6.4 — High Hold values, 2" Matrix Hydrogen Lance

Figure 6.4 show the results when the factors are held constant at high values i.e.
the interaction between R2 and L2 is displayed when the fuel consists of 24.93
percent of hydrogen.

It is clear from Figure 6.4 that hydrogen contributes to increased emission of
NOXx. If the fuel is distributed to the secondary holes of the burner, the emission
will increase, especially for higher values of hydrogen in the fuel. This increase
can be observed for all distances of L2. It suggests that the optimal setting for
the burner has no fuel distributed to the secondary holes. When 15.95 percent of
the fuel goes to secondary holes, lower lance position (L2) will decrease the
emission as well as dampen the increase of emission when hydrogen is added.
This effect was observed for all values of R2. It suggests that the optimal setting
for the burner has a low value of L2.
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Contour Plots of NOx [mg/kWh]
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Figure 6.5 - Low Hold Values, 2" Matrix Hydrogen Lance

Figure 6.5 shows considerably lower levels of emission than Figure 6.4. As
Figure 6.4 illustrates, even low values, like 4 percent of fuel to the secondary
holes, of R2 results in higher emission of NOx. The influence of R2 on the
emission level, over the range of fuel compositions, has the same trend for low
hold value of L2 as for high values. For low values of L2, supply of fuel to
secondary holes of the burner has a stronger negative effect on the emission
level. It therefore follows that the positive effect of reducing L2 is greater when
R2 is held at low values, especially for hydrogen-rich fuel. From the top left
graph in Figure 6.5, it is illustrated how much the position of the burner head
influence the emission for all types of fuel compositions. Interestingly, the
increase in emission of NOx stagnates as more hydrogen is added for constant
value of L2.

As Figure 6.1 shows, it was measured carbon monoxide for some of the points.
The FTIR gas analyser was able to detect the whole range of CO emissions. By
implementing this data in the same design of experiment in Minitab, a response
surface of CO was produced. Because the production of CO may have an
exponential function, the natural logarithm of the logged values of CO were
used and then calculated back after the model was analysed.
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Coded Units

Term Coef SE Coef T P

Constant 2,353 1,3067 1,801 0,092

SH2 -7,953 1,0214 -7,787 0,000

L2 -4,058 1,0214 -3,973 0,001

SH2*%H2 -2,548 0,9893 -2,576 0,021

L2*L2 -2,908 0,9893 -2,940 0,010

S = 3,77444 PRESS = 492,819

R-Sg = 85,77% R-Sqg(pred) = 67,19% R-Sg(adj) = 81,98%

Table 6.4 - Regression analysis for CO

Table 6.4 states that the model is not very good; prediction of unobserved values
IS not very accurate. A finer measurement of the region where the increase is
observed is required to improve the model. The R? for the observed values is
better so the model can give an indication for the CO production of the
measured values. The third factor, R2, was not statistically significant and
therefore not included in the model.

CO [ppm]

500
400
300
200
100

H2 [wt%]

m0-100 m100-200 200-300 300-400 m400-500

Figure 6.6 — CO levels, 2" Matrix Hydrogen Lance

Figure 6.6 illustrates in which region concentrations of CO was observed, hence
full combustion was not obtained. If both the distance L2 and the hydrogen
content were under a certain threshold, there was a strong exponential growth of
CO. For higher values of hydrogen-content, full combustion over the whole
range of L2 was obtained. As long as the distance L2 was great enough, full
combustion was obtained for the whole range of fuel compositions tested.

As mentioned, the regression analysis of the result does not describe a precise
model. The exponential growth of CO, combined with the few measuring points
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in the relevant region, may result in an over-fitted model. This gives room for
large errors in quantitative values in that region. Even though the exact amount
of CO is hard to predict in the exponential region, the region itself is nonetheless
very much proven. The borders of the region may also be uncertain, but the high
CO emissions when burning hydrogen-poor fuel with low distance of L2 has a
clear trend.

The model states that the amount of CO is strongly dependent on the two factors
H2 and L2. It also states that incomplete combustion occurs when both the
burner operates at low values of these two factors, at 15 kW, for all values of R2
and 14 percent of excess air.

6.1.2. 1%t Matrix
The hydrogen lance was tested for the same ranges and factors as the methane
lance to obtain comparable results. Preliminary test was carried out to ensure the
burner could operate within the ranges of the experiment.

Four factors were investigated; fuel composition, excess of air, burner head
position L2 and the amount of fuel distribution to secondary holes. The burner
operated at 25 kW. The high power ensured tolerable amounts of carbon
monoxide throughout all measurements.

Coded units
Factor Unit
-a -1 0 1 +a
A (X1) - 1,05 1,1125 1,175 1,2375 1,3
H2 (X2) wt% 0 3,75 7,5 11,25 15
R2 (X3) % 0 1,5 3 4,5 6
L2 (X4) mm 20 21,25 22,5 23,75 25

Table 6.5 — Table of factors, 1st Matrix
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As Table 6.5 shows, four factors were investigated for this experiment. It
required 31 measurement points; 16 cube points, 8 axial points and seven center
points. The center points were measured at random intervals during the
experiment to give a likely estimate of the experimental error.

Measured NOx and CO
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Figure 6.7 — Nox and CO, 1% Matrix Hydrogen lance

As Figure 6.7 shows, the carbon monoxide levels were considerable less for this
experiment throughout all the, except point 19 perhaps. The variation of NOXx
levels were much less for this experiment than the previous, presented in Figure
6.1. It is obvious from Figure 6.7 that the standard deviation is rather large
compared to the variation of measured values between the points.

Significance of terms in regression function
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Figure 6.8 - Significance of terms, 1% Matrix, Hydrogen lance
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Coded units

Term Coef SE Coef T P
Constant 38,1357 0,4263 89,466 0,000
Lambda -0,7597 0,2302 -3,300 0,005
H2 fraction 2,0725 0,2302 9,003 0,000
Ratio fuel S 0,2069 0,2302 0,899 0,382
L2 1,1087 0,2302 4,816 0,000
Lambda*Lambda 0,0430 0,2109 0,204 0,841
H2 fraction*H2 fraction -0,3952 0,2109 -1,874 0,079
Ratio fuel S*Ratio fuel S 0,0527 0,2109 0,250 0,806
L2*L2 0,3053 0,2109 1,448 0,167
Lambda*H2 fraction 0,1501 0,2819 0,532 0,602
Lambda*Ratio fuel S 0,2223 0,2819 0,789 0,442
Lambda*L2 0,2153 0,2819 0,764 0,456
H2 fraction*Ratio fuel S 0,0757 0,2819 0,269 0,792
H2 fraction*L2 -0,0094 0,2819 -0,033 0,974
Ratio fuel S*L2 -0,0765 0,2819 -0,271 0,790
S =1,12778 PRESS = 106,915

R-Sqg = 88,57% R-Sqg(pred) = 39,94% R-Sg(adj) = 78,57%

Table 6.6 - Full quadratic model of 1% Matrx Hydrogen Lance

The full quadratic regression analysis of the data is presented in Table 6.6. All
though the R?-value is good (88.57%), the R?-value predicted is only 39.94
percent, meaning that the model is very bad at predicting NOx levels for other
points than the observed. It indicates that the model is over-fitted. The lack-of-fit
test gave a p-value less than 0.03. This means that the model does not fit the
observations using a 95 % confidence level. To improve the regression function,
all statistically insignificant terms were removed from the initial full quadratic
model. The linear term of R2 (Ratio fuel S), as the p-value in Table 6.6 states, is
not statistically significant and indicates that any trends from this factor can be
of mere chance, but has to be included in the linear model.

NOx =-12.156 X, +0.553X, +0,138X, + 0,887 X, + 27,908 (17)
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Coded units

Term
Constant
Lambda

H2 fraction
Ratio fuel S
L2

S

1,08413

R-Sq = 82,83%

Coef SE Coef T P
38,1402 0,1947 195,877 0,000
-0,7597 0,2213 -3,433 0,002

2,0725 0,2213 9,365 0,000
0,2069 0,2213 0,935 0,358
1,1087 0,2213 5,010 0,000
PRESS = 46,4710

R-Sqg(pred) = 73,90% R-Sg(adj)

= 80,19

)

°

Table 6.7 — Final model for 1% Matrix, Hydrogen lance

Only the linear terms were left in Table 6.7, which perhaps gives a less detailed
picture of the characteristics of the burner. The model is not as robust as the
other described in Table 6.3.
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Figure 6.9 - Residual Plots, 1st Matrix, Hydrogen Lance

An outlier can be observed in the residual plots in Figure 6.9. It is observation
number 19. Figure 6.7 states that observation number 19 was the only point with
any significant increase in CO. The bottom right graph shows a variation of
residuals over time. This experiment was conducted with wrong configuration,
as discussed, and the flow rate of the cooler might have influenced the results.
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Contour Plots of NOx [mg/kWh]
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Figure 6.10 — Contour Plots for 1 Matrix, Hydrogen lance

The R?-value is lower, indicating the regression function does not fit the
observed values in this experiment, as well as the previous. The predicted R?-
value is now 73.90 %. This indicates that the model is better at predicting the
NOXx level than the analysis in Table 6.6. The lack-of-fit test for this model has a
p-value of 0.059, which is greater than the a-limit of 0.05.

As mentioned, the trends due to different settings of R2 should be ignored
because of its statistical insignificance. Figure 6.10 shows the same trend of
increasing NOx as more hydrogen is mixed into the fuel. By reducing the height
of the burner head, L2, the NOx emissions tends to decrease, as was found in the
previous experiment in Figure 6.5. Figure 6.10 shows that the emission levels
decrease if more excess-air is provided to the flame.

6.2. The methane lance

The lance was already installed after preliminary test in 2012. The tests showed
that the burned had to run at 20 kW or more for pure methane, in order to obtain
full combustion with the current chamber. It was tested for the exactly same
factors, ranges and power as the hydrogen lance.
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6.2.1. 1%t Matrix
As the burner operated at 25 kW during the whole experiment, acceptable
amounts of CO were observed. Following results were obtained.

Measured NOx and CO
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Figure 6.11 — Nox and CO, 1% Matrix Methane lance

The standard deviation of the measured NOX is great compared to the variation
in the different measurement points. Only 28 of 31 points were measured for this
experiment due to technical issues. The three remaining points were centre
points and are implemented as stars (*) in Minitab. This allows the program to
take into account that these values were not measured. They were all identical
centre points. The intent is to repeat this point so that the model can get a grasp
of the pure error in the experiment.
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Coded Units

Term Coef SE Coef T P
Constant 36,9080 0,20355 181,325 0,000
Lambda -0,2553 0,08310 -3,073 0,009
H2 fraction 1,4935 0,08310 17,973 0,000
Ratio Fuel -0,0654 0,08310 -0,787 0,445
L2 Distance 0,2482 0,08310 2,987 0,010
Lambda*Lambda -0,1933 0,08310 -2,326 0,037
H2 fraction*H2 fraction -0,2442 0,08310 -2,938 0,012
Ratio Fuel*Ratio Fuel -0,1162 0,08310 -1,399 0,185
L2 Distance*L2 Distance 0,0830 0,08310 0,999 0,336
Lambda*H2 fraction 0,3186 0,10177 3,130 0,008
Lambda*Ratio Fuel 0,1171 0,10177 1,150 0,271
Lambda*L2 Distance -0,0859 0,10177 -0,844 0,414
H2 fraction*Ratio Fuel 0,0511 0,10177 0,502 0,624
H2 fraction*L2 Distance -0,1139 0,10177 -1,120 0,283
Ratio Fuel*L2 Distance -0,1391 0,10177 -1,367 0,195
S = 0,407093 PRESS = 9,59995

R-Sg = 96,64% R-Sqg(pred) = 85,02% R-Sg(adj) = 93,02

Table 6.8 — Full quadratic model for 1% Matrix, Methane lance

The results were first analysed for full quadratic model, presented in Table 6.8.
The lack-of-fit of this model have a p-value of 0.75. In Table 6.8, many of the
included terms are statistically insignificant. The terms with p-values larger than
0.05 were removed to improve the model. The regression function has to include
four factors, so the linear term of R2 is included in the improved model even
though its influence cannot be justified. The coefficient of the term, in coded
unit, in the regression function is small compared to the other terms, as
illustrated in Figure 6.12.

Significance of terms in regression function
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Figure 6.12 — Significance of terms, 15 Matrix, Methane lance
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Coded Units

Term Coef SE Coef
Constant 36,8681 0,13595
Lambda -0,2553 0,08776
H2 fraction 1,4935 0,08776
Ratio Fuel -0,0654 0,08776
L2 Distance 0,2482 0,08776
Lambda*Lambda -0,1866 0,08325
H2 fraction*H2 fraction -0,2375 0,08325
Lambda*H2 fraction 0,3186 0,10748
S = 0,429922 PRESS = 6,65882

R-Sg = 94,23% R-Sg(pred) = 89,61% R-Sqg(

T
271,182
-2,910
17,019
-0,745
2,828
-2,242
-2,853
2,964

adj) =

92,2

P
0,000
0,009
0,000
0,465
0,010
0,036
0,010
0,008

1%

Table 6.9 — Final model for 1t Matrix, Methane Lance

The improved model in Table 6.9 has a lower value of R?, but a higher value of
the predicted R?. The p-value of the lack-of-fit test is 0.704. The improved
model does not fit the observed values as well as the initial full quadratic model,
but it is better at predicting new observations. The regression function in

uncoded units is expressed in equation (18).

NOx =—47,782X,? —0,017X,? +1,359X, X,
+98,001X, —0,946 X, —0,044 X, +0,199X, — 20,595

(18)
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Figure 6.13 - Residual Plots, 1st Matrix, Methan Lance
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Figure 6.13 shows that the residuals are normally distributed and with two
outliers. The top right graph also illustrates an increasing variance for higher
fitted values.

No certain information or trend from the factor R2 can be observed in Figure
6.14. As Figure 6.12 states, the domination of the factor H2 can be observed in
contour plots. There is a reduction of emission for higher values of lambda,
particularly for methane-rich fuels. No strong trend in emission of NOx can be
observed for variation of lance positions L2 between 20 and 25 mm. In short,
most of the variation of emission is observed in relation to variation of hydrogen
content in the fuel.

Contour Plots of NOx [mg/kWh]
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Figure 6.14 — Contour Plots for 1t Matrix, Methane lance
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7. Discussion
All the statistical models presented in the result have their faults. The 2" matrix
provided maybe the clearest trends for the factors, but they have to be addressed
carefully due to high concentrations of CO. The model presented for CO is
qualitatively wrong in many ways, but do illustrate the area where higher CO
emissions can be expected. As for the 1% matrix, the statistical robustness is
questionable due to short ranges of the independent variables or factors. The
response of NOx emission did not vary enough compared to the expected pure
error from measurement.

7.1.  The 2" matrix of the hydrogen lance

The reliability of the results from this experiment is good. The measurements
were conducted with no leakages and all measurements were within the standard
deviation of theoretical values. However, it was detected large amounts of CO
for some measurement points. This most likely influenced the results. The large
ranges of the factors gave clear differences in the response. These differences
were considerably larger than the pure error the model measures from the centre
points and may contribute to the high values of R?. Clear trends for each factor
were observed.

7.1.1. R2 - Fuel to secondary holes
From the graphs in Figure 6.4, it is evident that any increase of fuel distributed
to the secondary holes does not reduce the emission of NOx, but rather increase
the emission in many cases. The increase in R2 dampens the ability to reduce
NOx emission by lowering the L2 distance. The characteristics of the
relationship between L2 and H2 change when most of the fuel is distributed to
the primary holes. The emission of NOx is lower overall, but reducing L2 seems
to have a better effect in Figure 6.5. Tests run to map the upper ranges of
secondary fuel suggests that the flame becomes less stable with increased values
of R2, especially for pure methane. That is why the other experiments only test
R2 up to five percent. This range was too narrow to give any effect on the
emission of NOx. The results from the first matrix, for both lances, could not tell
anything about the influence from R2. The only information obtain about this
factor is from the second matrix.

In short, fuel distribution to secondary holes does not seem to reduce the
emission of NOX, rather increase it and destabilise the flame.
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7.1.2. L2 - Height of burner head
Significant differences in emission of NOx were measured when adjusting the
height of the burner head. Table 6.3 shows a strong linear effect between the
NOx emission and L2. The lower the distance of L2, the less emission of NOx.
This trend can be observed for all combinations of the three factors, although not
as strong for the range tested in the first matrix (20-25 mm). The air outlet area
Is constant for values of L2 above 22 mm. The burner head is further up, but air
will be provided at the same velocity. Figure 1.4 illustrates the maximum and
minimum value for L2 to be 22 and 4.2 mm respectively. Between these values,
the area varies from zero to maximum area of 368.2 mm?2.

This may explain why L2 does not influence the NOx emission between 20 and
25 mm like in Figure 6.10; the air velocity did not change as much, only the
position of the burner head.

For air at 260 1/min
L2 [mm] 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20
Velocity [m/s] 20,4 18,6 17,2 16,0 15,0 14,1 13,4 12,8

Table 6.10 - Velocity of air

Table 6.10 is based on equation (7) with the assumption that this experiment had
an average airflow of 260 NI/min. It suggests that the air velocity was increased
by approximately 60 % when adjusting the L2 distance from 20 mm to 13 mm.
From section 1.2.3, it may be assumed that the NOx emission is a function of the
concentration of O-atoms and nitrogen, residence time and the peak temperature
in the flame. The increased velocity may result in better mixing and reduce the
peak temperature of the flame, thus reduce the emission of NOx. At some point
though, the flame temperature will be too low and full combustion is not
sustained as Figure 6.6 indicates.

Another contribution may be shorter residence time. The amount of carbon
monoxide measured for settings of low L2 and H2 in Figure 6.6 indicate that the
residence time was too short for all the methane to burn with the given rate
coefficient of the reaction. If the distance of L2 was increased, full combustion
was eventually obtained. Full combustion may have been obtained due to
increased residence time.

In preliminary tests, it was found that the flame became unstable at lower
distances of L2 when burning pure methane. The flame was more stable when
hydrogen was added, and the distance could be reduced further.

46



7.1.3. H2 — Mass fraction of hydrogen
Hydrogen addition to the fuel resulted in increased emission of NOXx, but it
seems to stagnate as the amount reaches 30 percent of the weight (Figure 6.5).
The results from the other experiments, where the first matrix was measured,
show a trend of steady increase of NOx as more hydrogen is added. These trends
are hard to compare to the second matrix because to the ranges of L2 do not
overlap in the two studies. In the first matrix, the distance of L2 only ranged
from 20 to 25 mm. The lance geometry is such that it influences the air inlet
velocity for L2 between 4.2 mm and 22 mm. It is therefore possible that values
of L2 greater than 22 mm is outside the scope of the variable. In any case, the
overall trend is continuous increased NOx emission when hydrogen is added for
higher values of L2 (Figure 6.10) and converging values of NOx for lower
values of L2 (Figure 6.5). The results from the second matrix of the hydrogen
lance have to be analysed with the notion that incomplete combustion may have
influenced the results. There is a strong correlation between NOx and CO
emissions. The low values of NOx in Figure 6.5, for low settings of hydrogen
and L2, can be a result from incomplete combustion, thus a cooler flame
temperature. Full combustion is obtained if more hydrogen is added to the fuel.
This is likely due to hydrogen’s high flammability that results in a much faster
reaction. More energy and radicals are released within the residence time
allowing full combustion of methane. The opposite effect is observed in other
experiments for swirl burners (Cozzi and Coghe, 2006). Another way to avoid
incomplete combustion is to increase the power. When the burner operates at
higher power, like for the experiment based on the first matrix, no or little CO is
observed. Future work should test the second matrix for higher power and
compare the trend of NOx emissions in the region where both L2 and H2 have
low values.

A hydrogen mass fraction of maximum 30 percent was tested due to acoustic
problems with the chamber. The acoustic noise was very bad for higher amounts
of hydrogen, deforming the flame shape and causing an unbearable work-
environment. Another combustion chamber with more appropriate dimensions
should be designed in order to investigate high ranges of hydrogen content.
Although it was found that it was possible to burn pure hydrogen without too
much noise, the region in the middle makes it impossible to design any CCD for
the whole range.
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7.1.4. A or Lambda — Amount of excess air
The second matrix did not include this factor, only the first matrix. The results
from the hydrogen lance show a weak trend of reduction in NOx as more air is
provided. Stronger trends are illustrated in Figure 6.14 for the methane lance.
The top left graph in the figure shows an interesting trend. The effect from
increased lambda is stronger the more methane the fuel contains. There is barely
any reduction in NOx emission for fuel with 15 percent of hydrogen compared
to pure methane when lambda goes from 1.05 to 1.3. The reduction is in any
case no more than four milligrams per kilowatt-hour.

7.1.5. Power
Preliminary tests showed that the burner had to operate at 18 kW or more to
obtain full combustion of pure methane. The first matrix was therefore chosen to
operate at 25 kW. Using power as a variable was rejected due to practical
reasons. The time to obtain steady-state temperature for each power prevented
effective measurements. It was decided to run each experiment at constant
power so that the temperature of the chamber also was kept constant. The
measurements of the second matrix were conducted at 15 kW because of the
small amounts of available fuel left. It was assumed that all the points would
operate with full combustion, but that was not the case. As mentioned, it is
therefore urged that the same combinations of factors are measured at a higher
power.

71.2. The Two Lances

The same experiment was conducted for the two types of lances that came with
the burner from Switzerland. The results of the experiments are presented in
Figure 6.10 and Figure 6.14. Although the models are not very good, it can be
argued that the same trends can be observed for the two experiments. The
regression function for the hydrogen lance only contains linear terms while the
function for the methane lance is quadratic. All settings were identical in both
experiments, except the physical attribute of different fuel port diameters for the
two lances. The results cannot point our any certain difference between the two
lances. If the hard data for each point is compared, they follow the same trend,
although with some deviations as would be expected. The fact that the different
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points in the experiment produce almost the same amount of NOx emission, it is
harder to point out any clear trends. The pure error, or standard deviation, for
each measurement is significant to the variations of emissions measured for
different points in the experiment. It is advised that future experiments are
conducted with factors with broader ranges, like the second matrix. Only then,
when the pure error becomes negligible, the two lances can be compared.

It was noted another difference between the two lances. The hydrogen lance was
able to sustain a flame for higher R2 while burning pure methane. Where there
was a flame blow out for the methane lance, the hydrogen lance could operate.
This ability was however not looked into closer, as the goal was only to widen
the range of the factors as much as possible.

7.3. Overall performance

It was not possible to investigate the burner for hydrogen content higher than 30
wt% due to problems with acoustic flame. In the tested range, the emission of
NOX lies between 30 and 50 milligram per kilo watt-hour. This corresponds to
approximately 15 to 25 ppm in dry gas and is a good result compared to other
burners in section 1.4. Figure 6.5 indicates that the increase in emission of NOx
stagnates for hydrogen content more than of 20%wt for same height of L2. As
the amount of hydrocarbon decrease in the fuel, less NO formation is expected,
but to what degree is unknown. The thermal NOx is most likely to be dominant.
The same figure shows how strongly the height of L2 affects the emission of
NOx. The low distance and increased flow velocity may supress the thermal
NOx formation by reducing the residence time and peak temperature of the
flame. The height of the burner was only tested down to 13 mm, but is capable
of much lower height. The burner seem capable of counteract the increased
temperature due to hydrogen-richer fuel by lowering L2. Too low L2 with
methane-rich flame will cause incomplete combustion and eventually flame
blow out. It is suspected this is due to the lower flammability of methane.
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8. Conclusion
The partial premixed bluff-body burner had overall low emissions of NOx (30-
50 mg/kWh). This was not a quantitative study, but the values correspond to 15
to 25 ppm in exhaust with 3% O.. It corresponds to other low-NOx burners
(Rartveit et al., 2002). The height of the burner head (L2) is perhaps the
dominant physical factor to influence the NOx emission, besides fuel
composition. Lower distances of L2 decrease the emission of NOXx, but also
destabilise the flame for methane-rich fuels. This relationship should be
investigated further in future studies. As the more hydrogen is present in the
fuel, there is no certain trend. Some experiments indicate an increase in
emission, while the 2" matrix shows an increase first then a stagnation. The
presence of CO in this experiment may have caused the trend, and it is
suggested that the experiment should be repeated for higher power. This will
exclude any CO emissions and the results can be compared. The experiments
did not identify the dominant mechanism of NOx formation. The distribution of
fuel to the secondary fuel only contributed to instability and increased
emissions. The intent of this design was not provided, so the factor may play a
different role in other ranges of for example fuel composition. Some interesting
trends for the burner are indicated with these central-composite designed
experiments, but due to leakages and CO emissions, they are under doubt.
Further experiment, without the issues described in this report, should be
conducted to support the observed trends.
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10. Appendix

All appendices are provided digitally in following order.

A —-DATA

All data from measurements in their raw form.

B — Calculations

All calculations of the data from the experiments.

C — Minitab Projects

All projects that were used in analysis of the results from calculations of the
data.

D — Movie of flame shape

A movie illustrating the effect of the factor L2. Please loop movie in media
player.

E — PPBB drawings

Technical drawings of the burner.

F — MFC calibration 2013

Excel sheets with the result from calibration of the mass flow controllers 2013.
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