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Filtration Characteristics of the Fugitive Dust Emitting
from Animal Feedstuff Handling
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Abstract

Animal feedstuff handling is one of the major fugitive dust sources in the port of Incheon. For the effective
control of fugitive dusts emitting from the port of Incheon, dust control facilities with bag filter systems should be
designed properly considering the characteristic of the fugitive dusts including those from animal feedstuffs.

The ultimate goal of this study is thus to develop the optimum fugitive dust control system which will be
applicable for the renovation of the port. As the first step to achieve this longstanding goal, filtration characteristics
of soybean shell, the largest dust sources in the port, were investigated with the specially designed filter testing
apparatus for this study. The variables tested for the experiments included filter materials, dust concentrations,
relative humidities, and filtration velocities. Also, the filtration characteristics of the other animal feedstuffs such as
sunflower seed shell, tapioca, and palm shell were investigated to determine K, as a function of filtration velocity.
The information on K, will be used to design the optimum bag filter systems for animal feedstuffs handling in the
port.

Key words : Fugitive dust, Bag filter, Pressure drop, Animal feedstuff, Dust cake
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Fig. 1. Schematic diagram of experimental appafatus.
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Fig. 2. Effect of filter media on pressure drop.
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Fig. 3. Effect of dust concentration on pressure drop.
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Table 1. Dust property of each animal feedstuff.
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Fig. 7. Scanning electron photo-micrographs of soybean
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