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Fig. 1 Schematic comparison of processes.
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Fig. 2 Results of aim(C]) achievement.
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Fig. 8 Change of non tilting process

achievement.

4 —
w 0
Y //{/T//.
E /.{.. ':.. ¢ :.. o
o @ t . * e
?—-" 2 =.: ...'... 0/
= L]
S 1| e P = .
L4 o/
.,
) N 2 2 s i
40 50 60 70 80 90

Refining time (min/ch)

Fig. 4 Relation between refining time

and refractory wear.



