| '84— S 397
(396 )rE7-70- LOREEAEETICRETMAATINS 2 - REOKE

A A SE B At R THE uE#R#E oMOXE

1. #8 qEC, —AEREDEYRBREL A LRRSECREY — 7 0 — v OREHEETR
%%ﬁﬁLﬁé:t&ﬁ%Lt”o:@ﬁ&ﬂ;b.ﬁﬁﬁTmﬁ%ﬁﬁ%#Tﬁﬁﬁéu—wiﬁo
wﬂg%f&b,mﬁﬁTéu%mmE.ﬁﬁﬁ%ﬁ,T&Dﬁ.ﬁ%H®@§®%m&abﬂﬁﬁf
2 EABLMI LT, AN, EHEAY AV THBH#HO Rolling distance L km

eV s BEAHEETCRETRELRH L. o [ R 1 150
2. RBHE HRABA L, n—VRBAC3% Cr ;: \\\o\\

oo (MEEE 0.3~ 0.4 Rasam, FaHs90) EEH \&;Nﬁ/ﬁ\

SRR C AC % RS LU i, BRI, 5| ey
SEE 79 kg {/nd, 0 — VBRI EHE 6.6 m/s, TDE 3 N

s RER 0~20% CEfLS i BAERAG. BE6O 3 ook ok

C, HE3 ¢/ /min & L1 S L e2® e

e

3. EBRER 1WZEE==~ VY 3 /ﬁfga:ﬁﬁéﬁg Fig.1 Effect of emulsion concentration on

Bl L o — L REB OMEET (SR S FCHE) L0 roughness decreasing of work roll surface

ML R L7, 0% (A oBaoREET, RHoMer ST

E U, S bThChot, 1%METE, MEETIXHRR § e

D40 km T K E <. ZRMMERD B Ron I AEAT | s

5ot X2 (CEBERES 10, 100km D& ¥ OMEETRE =~ ‘go,l_ P _,%”’

MY a s BEOBBAYR L, MEETRI=-1Y a v BREOK S H’

ML bk T BRAS . 20%IX10% U CH~THDD 5 | |

ci%voE3K:7wyayﬁ§a1mmnﬁm&@n—wa$§ !

o R B AR L, RIS 0 %45 1 RBLEC B & ob e
1042 EThh, 20% 8 /M TH o7, 72, 0 Yz HEE Emulsion concentration vol %

et BB 2 BB 2801 TH DL 1~20% Tk P Iem e

BECLAEIIEAERL, 0004~005Tho1, oon decreasing of work roll surface
Ten ¥ a BECHT S0 — v RBH ORBHKORERBRIIK

DEBD ThB, 0% TIREN 30 amBEHOHMH SHEEL, »*

1% CILFERIL LAEREC b 0 0 Mo B bivice 568 Bl

Lfd%@%ﬁ%ﬁ¥ﬁmLtﬁt%@ﬁﬁ@ﬁﬁ@@ﬁ%ﬁﬁ%g
bbnto:@ﬁ%ﬁokéémzo%wt%uﬁ¢f®oto:é“'
DEERBOEIR= vy 2~ BEC L SRBAM~OMAMBED 2,

HaCcRE Lz DEEADRS,

4 HE  ABAMAMEAEOC —LHBRAEEETER=< * o 5 10 1
Y a v BEEE LICHERL, EE-HNET 5 BfRICH B I L% Emulsion concentration vol %

HﬂBﬁW: Lflo Fig.3 Relation between emulsion

concentration and weight loss of

ERD I Efl s k&M, 69(1983), 5, 5378 work roll after 100km rolled



