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Table Operating results of each period (Chiba No. 5 BF)

Period

1 1

1 j

| COKE RATE kg/t-pig

WQCOKE! DQ-COKE

(1%)-COKE

DQ-COKE

4618

462.3

482.6

474.8

BLAST TEMPERATURE C |

1167

1130 }

1091

1072

"BLAST MOISTURE gr/Nm?

30.0

35.7

26.5

12.8

SINTER RATIO %

70.8

75.5

76.9

SLAG RATE kg/t-pig

293.9

307.8

322.6

COKE ASH %

10.9

1.1

(5] %

0.38

0.31

1 CO GAS UTILIZATION %

51.4

53.1

TOP GAS TEMPERATURE *C

124

143

PRODUCTION t-pig/day

4663

4668

CORRECTED COKE RATE ke/t-pig

461.8

459.2
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