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‘ Analysis of Water Recovery for Recycling
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Condensing Methods:

Condensers
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1. Spray Tower common design, allows for direct con- Cost transfer.

tact without a significant pressure drop. 578 Cost /1000 5.10 2. Staggered finned-tube arrangement increases
2. Operating Cost based off pumping and cooling recy- Gallons contact with flue gas.

cled water. H,O Recov- 3. Counter-Flow arrangement provides a more uni-
3. Height = 7m, Diameter = 3m ered form temperature difference.
4. Nearly Atmospheric Pressure. 4. Saves weight, volume, and cost compared to con-

ventional shell-and-tube heat exchangers.

Conclusions: Recommendations:

Capital Costs: Direct Contact is cheaper than Indirect Contact The costs for both methods are within the national average range
Operation Costs: Indirect Contact is cheaper than Direct Contact for 1000 gal of water. However, both methods appear to be more expen-

Cost/1000gal Water Recovered: Indirect Contact wins sive than the national average costs for water. These methods can still be
used in cases where water is unavailable or scarce.
It also reduces demand on water systems. Also, further optimization can

be done of the systems designed to reduce the operation costs.
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