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Drying Equation of Sarcodon Aspratus
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Fig. 1 Drying curves of Sarcodon aspratus for drying air temperatures.
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Table 1 Estimated experiment coefficients for drying models

Models Experiment coefficients R*

P=0.07238—0.0121( Ty) — 0.13382( RH,) 1+ 0.00272( T}, - RHp) 0.9982

Page
Q=—0.04837+0.02747( Ty) + 1.37717( RHy) — 0.00014( T)*—0.02698( T, - RHp) |0.9998

Thomp]| A =0.07631 —9.74344(RH;) —0.00067( Tp)? +0.21147( Ty - RHy) 0.9691

=son | B=3.31695 —0.11813( Ty) — 3.239( RHy) +0.00102( Ty)>+0.07013( T, + RH,) 0.9845

Lewis | k; =—0.16067+0.04092( T,) — 1.24783( RH,) — 0.00049( T)* +0.02788( T, - RH;)|0.9991

F & 4=0.61568+0.00855( Ty) +10.55817 (RH,) —0.0000265( Tp)* —0.01( Ty + RHp) [0.9999
28y

2d

ke =—0.68402+0.05194( T) — 0.03233(RH,) —0.00047525( T;)* 0.9752
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Table 2 Estimated coefficients of determination and root mean square error for drying

models
R? RMSE
Models
30T 40°C 50T 30C 40C 50C
Page 0.9995 0.9995 0.9998 0.00621 | 0.00555 | 0.00393
Thompson 0.9999 0.9991 0.9996 0.00393 | 0.00777 | 0.00782
Lewis 0.9975 0.9991 0.9997 0.02163 | 0.00957 | 0.00454
SATEHEL 0.9943 0.9990 0.9994 0.02122 | 0.00773 | 0.00845
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Fig. 2 Comparison of measured and predicted moisture ratio by Page model.
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Fig. 3 Comparison of measured and predicted moisture ratio by Thompson model.
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