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ABSTRACT

The particulate matter that was emitted always come up by atmospheric environmental problem. Running
on the road vehicles must have regular inspection at regular period and make sure the emissions of exhaust
gases exceed the legal standards. Emission test for the atmospheric environment, but it is not free from the
particulate matter. Currently, emission test of vehicle inspection is divided into regular inspection and close
inspection. Regular inspection and close inspection differ not only the method of emission test, but also the
facility standards that must have for this inspection. According to the “Regulations on the Implementation of
Comprehensive vehicle Inspection, etc.”, close inspection must have trapping device that is trap particulate
matter by emission test to vehicle. However, regular inspection is different. Regular inspection do not specify
any criteria for trapping facilities. Therefore, this study is confirm how to prevent the emission of particulate
matter to the atmosphere during the year when mandatory trapping facilities are required to trapped particulate
matter in the regular inspection.
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Fig. 2 Example of close inspection
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Table 1 Distribution of sample (2017)

Month
4~6 7~9

1~3 10~12

The number of
vehicles (sample)

781,672 | 822,732 | 804,561 | 848,573

Total 3,257,538
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Soot; = ZlE 60  Dist

ER, ; = 0.0126Smk; * + 2.6655mk, ; + 3.03 (2)

EVF; = 0.4229Disp;* — 1.022Disp; + 1.59 (3)

Soot; [mg/km] =

n [s] = Time spent under KD—147 test cycle
ie., 147)

= Instantaneous soot concentrations

Estimated soot emission of Vehicle;

[mg/m’]

of Vehicle; at time; Estimated using
Eq. (2)

EVF; [m*/min] = Cycle averaged exhaust volume flow
rates of Vehicle; Estimated using
Eq. (3)

Dist [km] = Distance driven under KD—147 test
cycle (ie., 2.16)

Smk;; [%] = Measured smoke opacity of Vehicle;
at time;

Disp; [L] = Engine displacement of Vehicle;

o, o

= 1o
re
-
2
X
rlr
1
il
et
o
i
19 oF,

2 o rlo
ot
oo
_O,L
2
8
N
o>
il
i)
1o g
off
1
]
i)
oft
o
fetl
ol
2
_O,L

o
1>
lo
A
jinh
D e
o
i)
Lo
o,
o,
re
-
>
il
fetl
=
it
2

?
5
T
[t
2

>
i
I

T
-z
_O‘L
H
wg N

o
i
re J
-
el
f
k1
o
e of
e

i)

tlo wlo
=¥ o
20

N r—% =
ox
i)
fetl
i
1o,
r o
-
N
o,

b

2

_O‘L

2
o
N
)
off
e
>
i
T
o
°
1SS
=
*

Moo o L fm e loroh

_ﬁ
N
N
s
o,
PN
)
o
=1
o,
ol
ol
2
= 4

rQ oo o rE O N
- ox Ho fo
=
-
fo ol
_O‘L
38
T
N>
o
et
oo
_O‘L
N
Ho
ol

=2
B 1ok
fe e
o 3 lo
o ot 1>
Mo
o

o
%
T -
e
el

~
o
>
>
o
it
rl
-n
-z
_O‘L .
il
N
)
4B
o
>
>
o
|

N
b

]g_ 74/\}131:01]/1_1 o]x]_/\L 7J [} %‘—
el H7HE g Slge 63]® 7Hg itk

k1
]

+
1 o
i’?

ful
ol
N
s
ot
ful
dlo
ol
N
I
tlo
2
o
ol
toby
o
o
B
ol
X
g

2k J7HERE A3 7R gk o 5 S o 7t
A AR @A ETEs A AL S
A 4 PEE 100 w422 duk,

ok ZEOA TP 4% Bt BAE YArdEA ]
FEE A7 A Yo wgd AT A ghe
= A FAHAGI 7P,

uh, whge] 7Pyl 7Rk 6319 F71G
S S 483t

AL R 7IE AAMRLEE AHe A7 AR gl
A Al G EAARI A, 18] 57H(4%)
ol AAFEL7} o5 3 72l 100m 7Hg et
=, vl ojal] kTS AR EAIA AT
AEAE olEF & 2= 0.6km= 7RI

ASAotE s X M11A, 1=, 2019



A7V A7 iAol QAR (PML0) MiEel VAl 9%

BES VIF0R 20173 Aol AlE A7 HANE

329 HAPRL ol Gstel £UF At IR

o] wjE#S Table 20 YRS

Table 2 Amount of particulate matter by regular inspection

All vehicles Per vehicle
Amount of 347 6t 64.0g
particulate matter (average of sample)

* Standard of distance : 0.6km
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