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Influencing factors of pneumatic conveying efficiency. of coal powder tank car
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Abstract: To minimize the conveying time from coal powder tanker to tower calculated the resistance during conveying. Analyzed the influ—
encing factors of unloading speed of coal powder tank car. The results.show that the pressure loss of conveying pipe consists of two — phase
flow friction pressure loss coal powder gravity pressure loss and accelerated dynamic pressure loss. When the height of silo increases from
23 m to 28 m the conveying time of 20 tons coal powder delays from 50 min to 58.5 min by 17% . Keep the conveying time unchanging
the inner diameter of pipe should increase from 100 mm t6:106 mm which is different from the actual situation. The possible reasons are re—
sistance of pipe or high moisture of coal powder:To guarantee the better conveying effects the clean dry and compressed air in boiler room
or plant should be used as powder conveying gas.
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