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Fig.1 Schematic diagram of experimental dryer Fig.2 Cross-section of sample tray

o 483y

B AFL AFL% 3BT, 46C ¢ 55T 3¢E, Adax 40%, 5% = 70%] 3¢
A 7zt 3 B2 S953 B4 ARAR SR ZHAYOH, 07m/secE YA
#AFA.

AY A% 19 Ao AsE ALAFRAA 7Y AR L7 A Lx9 BYL KA
A % 100g2 Aste] AaAAG Hol ARFA AzAe) ANFHUT ARFAE 715
sl Brle) A7l HAYF LE} AT AR £2F F Tt ARAAE 5
e A

£3 7150 g% ARFAY v 5 Be A2 WS Qohr] 9, B=
JZFES 0% PFo T 9% B¢ AZ 1 FAe FAsgon, A BAEsE $
7] FA7IPEDR 2HARY. AR SAT2 IR e C-dol = AR

Foee 10gYA-135C-24A2 o AR esgyo s 2

—150—



293 ~2dse 94%9 AdeEs Z3
rones 40%, 55% % 70%9 W dFLEd wa @
w1y Tles FHle WgE HEY Aotk wuzt 0590

\;; .o o2t WAZAZE vims 2Y, FUFEs}
Wy 40%Y W GFELE 35C, 45T, 55T B0
e 27 2103, 1643 @ LaNEeE vehge
A B, e Est 6%Y W 42 2443 1.84)
..... ¥ 2, 9 16AZ, BUEEIt 0% WE 2943,
: » 22M7 % 18Xt eyt

I
(-]

Moisture Ratio

o
n
X

o

N
™
%

4
Drying Time { hr )

Fig.3 Drying curves for air temperature
of 35T, 45C and 55T respectively
at relative humidity of 40%
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Fig.4 Drying curves for air temperature Fig.5 Drying curves for air temperature
of 35T, 45T and 55T respectively of 35T, 45T and 55T respectively
at relative humidity of 55% at relative humidity of 70%
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Table 1. Result of regression analysis for four different models

A. Page 29
MR = exp( —P £9)
P = 169453E-2 + 2.69833E-4 T - 1.21333E-2 RH
Q = 6.99204E-1 + 1.01583E-3 T - 3.71889E-2 RH
B. &4 &Y
MR = A exp( — K, t)
A = 1.10960 - 583368E-3 T - 6.48602E-1 RH - 251507E-5 T°
+ 2.38455E-1 RH® + 1.32583E-2 T RH
K = 2.04203E-1 + 153228E-3 T - 2.85692E-1 RH - 5.49329E-7 T°
- 1.38663E-1RH? + 6.94665E-3 T RH
C. Lewis 29
MR = exp( — K, t)

Kz = 1.22111E-1 + 549133E-3 T - 1.71811E-1 RH
D. Thompson 24
t=C m(MR)+D In(MR)?
C = - 7.73274 + 131360E-1 T + 1.12245E+1 RH - 264477E-4 T*
- 751016 RH? - 1.37239E-1 T RH
D = 143172 - 1.44670E-1 T + 1.44240E+1 RH + 244195E-3 T’
- 297633 RH* - 2.36758E-1 T RH
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Table 2. Comparison of coefficients of determination (r?) and root mean
square errors(RMSE) of moisture ratio for four different models

Models r RMSE
Page model 0.99278 0.02527
Simplified diffusion model 0.96239 0.05086
Lewis model 0.97786 0.04724
Thompson model 0.99763 0.02393
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Fig.6 Comparison of experimental and pred Fig.7 Comparison of the model developed in this
-icted values by four different models. study to those and by other researchers.
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