Figure 4: Dust Injector
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Figure 5: Uncertainties of measured values
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Figure 6: Pressure drop of HXA with fouling
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Figure 7: Heat transfer of HXA with fouling
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Figure 8: Pressure drop of HXB with fouling

25



O Clean
135 ¢ ASHRAE

O 500 g Arizona

0.100 0.125 0.150 0.175 0.200
1., [kg/s|

Figure 9: Heat transfer of HXB with fouling
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Figure 10: Macro photographs of heat exchangers fouled with dust
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Figure 11: Evolution of the air-side pressure drop during the fouling process (Adapted from Mason et al.
(2006))
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Figure 12: Literature survey of impact of ASHRAE Dust Fouling
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Figure 13: Increase in air-side pressure drop as a function of fin pitch for louvered fins with 1612.5 g/m?
ASHRAE dust injected
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