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Fig.2 Diagram of conventional drying combined with
M1 FHTFRENERE - Dehumidification
Fig.1 Profile of a lumber drying kiln @ BRBEEFENARK, BiIEEHN, H
1.3 AFRR ORE+EEE.
RAFAHHEANRESE, —BRXAERARET ® LRRHMREHREN 1.2~1.5m/s, RHLE
%, —BRARK-BREFSTROSN, MHBELE  EAHEHE2 hFiE 3 min-R¥ 2 h (BERZEXN 4
BIRE B NEE. &, BEWMEIIE 1.1kW, XS THEERH).
131 EHARETHRIE 2) RBRENBESHRTE
RIEAH 100 m® FRENHT, THRER @ mAABRBER, #HSOXME, HB2 Ch
M s6m’, S LY/T 10682012 (BHEFIEM HERZEBAR, KRENXHA. :
B REITE (ED. @ B—. KB k¥ MC=30%): 1RIZEHE

BERB AN EEXE, KHHHKI RS,

B1 BARATRLZ RIEREELIEH, HHIOXE, REAERET

Tab.1 Conventional drying process for oak lumber

B R BRI B . ,

MC/ % THREK/ C HNE/% EMCU% A/ T ® B=. WHE GhH MC 20%~30%): EH

MC=40 60 82 138 4 . . o N .
0<MC<40 o s 125 ) BEXTREER 5%, TRBRERE, KTHRE
25<MC<30 65 68 9.8 8 EEUXA, EHO—EXA.
20<MC<25 70 56 75 12 @ FERE kM MC<20%): BRiEHLXHR
Is<Mc<0 78 50 63 15 HLTE, TREBANARRENIE.

MC<15 . 85 41 49 20 133 RBHERIDT
132 BETRIE D |2 hidFR—RKYE: TREAESEE.

HRREAERELZSHHT, (UERERNO3E  AHEKE. hEREH. BRREH. REKE.
R OHHE, BOARERHHAERK, 5B  BREKE.

RETHRIEZ, UBREZSHZHSBREAE. 2) BE. SEHRE, WAERERO—MEK
TEZERE 2 PiR. 1, AMEKEE 6 MK BB FINE.

D) BATREENZE 3) FRIBREKRXRAREERAITE, §

O HEFLZHFREATEHNRESE, € 2 RENHHBRBRIRKE.
AEEEEMBERRAERR. 14 Ry

@ EHREN, TEETRENEWEITR #%# GB/T 6491-2012 {{BHTIRFBRE)Y. GB/T

i, ABEGE SRR, RATEER/N RN . 1931-2009 (AR B KBREH LD, HATARM TFHRE
@ REREUIIIER, RPN B, BREKEPKRN.
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2.1 MUK TRA R

X E T RS T RAER BT, R0
SARRBSE. TREZHLH . RE. AR BB
CHREBIRIFHEEHEER, SBEHKT 95%.
22 REEME#E

HZEATERME 1 JTAW-h, 'z‘&ﬁb'r#& 240 JT/t
i, BURRPHEE 170 C, BRBAIRBN2773.3
kl/kg, ¥EKZ 85 C, HEHIK.

R2FH 2 TR IENBEMTER.
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Tab.2 Comparison of energy consumption between
conventional and combined drying process

T8 EATFHR BAT®R
BB/ Mo mReEE MO/ RERESR REREY  AEERE/
d % 190) % MJ MJ MJ

1 75 10954.54 78 9 823.03 151.20 997423

2~9  71—+4]1 68661.36 73—+40 3 642.31 11 660.40 14702.71
10~22 38—19 74981.71 38—19 276498 15382.80 18147.78

.« 23~28 18—11 16661.99 18—11 11 841.99 961.20 12 803.19
bl AR 171 259.59 2747231 28155.60 5562791

HR 2 08, BN TRIBNLSEERE, RSB
BEEA TR E R TR 35.72%, BRETLAMNE
EHEE.

D FERRAENR, ETHRIEMNE 2~9 4,
BERBANHE, HATRAGEHFE 68661 MJ, BLE
THRARBETHFE 14 702 M, EEUNRTE K 21%.
BEBTBY, AMEKEMN 78%M3] 40%, LIREKE
2%, MARMPEIKIEER 48.72%, BHRZE
SEBEEERM BB IR, TRERBARE.

2) EBEATHRIESD, BANTREIT28d. &
IRINALE TRV BT EM B (3B 1d) RTFEE
B (38 23~28d) REMER, MAKMRRRERAR
BEHENERRE.

TR REBAEESREN=EHNE
=, HERNZAR: TREMEAM KSR,
#EERIRD, BRIBRAZCEKE HEKTREBE,
Hit, NMXHREBRS, FREZKBE, REKEHD
HETFHREEHRHAE, FEERFEIZER
I %UE .

3) BATRP, RBREFELE 224 kK#E
. 46 .

BHEKRE, BAEEANHATSHRERZR,
FIAFBRKBHATSHARGRRESS: BRAS
SPHKBBARERK, HHESS.

M B, AMFRENKSHH (BXK 80
kg/h, BE 49 C. BEF 90%%K 4T LHEFMB), x
ARHHESRIGE, BEBTZSHENRAERRE, K
BREZBITEENARE, STREBRAMBEL
P, ARETFRKBIIBHITHINIHRBR PR,
H A 7T RBERHEFE.

EHREEPAIHATERE, BRAAGRES

SR, ERBUATHRESGHAMHE, %4
25T HRAER.
23 BAEXTEL
2FHTRIEHREMTER, WK 3.
£3 TiReEREMARL

Tab.3 Comparison of energy cost between conventional and

combined drying process
TR BKATH#
THREeFE _ _
BEFE/MI HITT BRFEMI RH/T
#AEESi 17125959 14819.90 55627.91 10 198.00
RALREFE 8640.00  2400.00 8 640.00 2 400.00
2it 179 899.59  17219.90 6426791 12 598.00
HE 3 TH, BMTRIENSRA, KET

B ETIRE 73.16%, RATTZ] 36.68%: o
B, BRATERANERTIRK 68.82%.
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D ERMBETRIEZAN: UAB/MAH B
AENERR, XHARE: s RS T RN
¥, BEAMRERBROAR: TREHXARE,
WEERBR TR

2) SLRHAERHA, T 56 m LB AER Y]
EIKE 15%~T8%EXEIKEL) 11%, RiB-HEBE
TSR EHATRYE 0% E, HATR
A 30%LL L.

B8 TR -
[11 EEH. AMFREML bR SRR HIEH, 2013: 174-186.

(%4 & £)



