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Figure 9. Exemplar Cylinders at Bayview Station (Label Side)
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Figure 10. Exemplar Cylinders at Bayview Station (Side Opposite Label)
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Figure 11. Appearance of Failed Circumferential Fibers at Initial Failure Site
(Letters refer 1o Test Specimen Locations)

Figure 12. Appearance of Failed Longitudinal Fibers
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Figure 13. EDS Spectrum of Fiberglass Sample

Figure 14. EDS Spectrum of Painted Fiberglass Sample
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Figure 15. Scanning Electron Micrograph of Circumferential Fibers
at Fracture Surface in Sample D - 50x Magnification

Figure 16. Scanning Electron Micrograph of Circumferential Fibers
at Fracture Surface in Sample D - 240x Magnification
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Figure 17. Scanning Electron Micrograph of Circumferential Fibers
at Fracture Surface in Sample D - 2000x Magnfication

Figure 18. Scanning Electron Micrograph of Circumferential Fibers
at Fracture Surface in Sample D - 4000x Magnfication
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Figure 21. Scanning Electron Micrograph of Circumferential Fibers Fracture Surface
in Sample F after Exposure to Alume™ - 3500x Magnification
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Figure 22. TD-GC-MS Chromatogram for Sample G
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