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Abstract

In the implementation of the concept of high efficiency and low cost, adhere to the solid waste
does not leave the factory, maximize the use of slag, steel, 0G mud and other secondary resources.
The use of secondary resources can not only improve the environment, but also is an important
way to reduce costs and maintain the sustainable development of enterprises. Slag steel slag iron
plays an important role in converter low cost steelmaking because of its high iron content as an
important part of secondary resources. This paper analyzes recycled slag steel to replace some
scrape into furnace, to reduce the cost of steel material.
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Table 1. Main chemical composition of converter slag (%)

=1 BIPEEENFRS (%)

ﬂﬂ@*’#% TﬁFe CaO SIOZ MgO P205 MnO Ale3 TIOZ

L2 abiCy 12~20 30~35 10~14 5~10 1.0~2.0 2.0~3.2 15~25 0.4~0.8

B RO P EE R P s BRI, BT S SRR, Fe SREILEMNA, HEEEX,
AN Gy WERE[2], BRI o W 2.

Table 2. Main chemical composition of desulfurization slag (%)

2. MWEETBEUZERS (%)

ﬁﬂiﬂg‘ﬂ]%’é TﬁFe CaO SIOZ MgO P205 MnO Ale3 TIOZ

L iabiC 29~50 30~45 18~22 4~9 0.1~0.2 1.5~3.0 8~10 0.4~0.8
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B, S AEE NS ORI ECR A BEAT B, RN R . BT AR B AR A A
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Figure 1. Schematic diagram of roller treatment
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Figure 2. Schematic diagram of heat stuffy treatment
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Table 3. Iron production of slag and steel slag in the third quarter of 2019
F3.2019 ZFEBEWERTEE

Hby () (D) it Tt AR
7H 61772 9643 71415 2145 33.29
8 H 65283 13059 78342 2185 35.85
9H 62939 10743 73682 2069 35.61
P4 63331 11148 74480 2133 34.92

Table 4. Consumption amount of slag steel slag iron in the third quarter of 2019

F4.2019 Z=EEWNERKFHAZ

A HEAN(L) () At HE PRI RS (T )

7 H 6475 3038 9512 2145 443

8 H 8248 8302 16550 2185 7.57

9 H 6593 3767 10360 2069 5.01

Sy 7105 5035 12141 2133 5.67
3. FERAMR

3.1. EREKERRAN RS 2R

BT BRI, W 5.

MFE 5 BT BUE H G B bRy 80 < [S] < 100 B, #ERATH &N 3.52 Wi/, EHEH =)y 7.36 i/
W, TR S ST 70.32 ppm; G H AR 100 < [S] < 120 B, s FHE Y 9.03 M/, AN
BN 8.26 /b, AR A T P B 17.29 WL/, T S R SESTA 83.30 ppm; Bk H AR ST > 120 ppm

DOI: 10.12677/meng.2021.81004 27 ek


https://doi.org/10.12677/meng.2021.81004

I, VAR &N 12.54 Wi/gp, VNN 7.72 WdR, EEENE AR - B Dy 20.26 WP, s bR RS2SR
FRBRN 112.78 ppmeo HRES> E4&, 2B B Hi Al F v AN Ak 1K) O 20 T EE I, RV Bk 45 B SR AR 1)
PRI R R, [ S 15 B VT RN 7 A A A T Ak R R

Table 5. Evaluation of slag steel slag iron use effect in the third quarter of 2019

= 5.2019 ZFEEWEREARITMN
[ N N o, i e 0 R S 45 4 (L ST 35 W v K
kb HFR S (ppm) R (L) VBN (1) SE(D) BRIK NP (ppm) (ppm) S (ppm)
80 <[S]<100 3.52 7.36 10.88 9.02 70.32 5.6
100 <[S] <120 9.03 8.26 17.29 8.87 83.30 43
>120 12.54 7.72 20.26 12.58 112.78 49
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AR, HEISRIAR R Y 60% 15, MM ERRHEAE LTt 12 ke/t.

B SN BRI

_ 1090 LI
B 1085 20 9
. 1080 ..
?fz 1075 1 ﬁf
= 1070 0 %
=

¥ 1065 5 &
F 1060 0o =

1H 2H 3H 47 s5H 64 7H 8H 9H

Figure 3. Evaluation of slag steel slag iron use effect in the third quarter of 2019
[ 3.2019 = FEEREREAYRTFMN
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SxHERNE RS R, B TE A S SRR, MNP E N PR BB RN L, ]
NARIE AN AR, N VE SR A5 VR AR B AR VA AR P 7 e, v AR TR
AR By 353.6 M, ASHNEARE R ) AN A 353.5 T, IV AN Uk S AR v ARk b v AN A 2
0.1 misdr, XA EFLmEN, W% 6.
3.4. JHEREFRR

PRANHOIN N AN ER J5 , w] 3 N4k, BRI RIAE F, oab T 4R inoN , RIS 3 N £ 1 FeO,
PR KRR AL, ISR R, $2m k. LL SPHC Jfl, 8 FH ARk iR T 240 K R Jos B
FEN 47.0 kg/t, AAT FHEARER IR AT IR ER 98 BFE N 47.3 kg/t, Al FHTE AR R U B A A B A IR B2 0.3 kg/ts
W 7.
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Table 6. Comparison of secondary scrap and output of slag and non-slag steel furnaces in the third quarter of 2019

2 6.2019 == AN ME N R E INEF T INEXTEE

i IS IS AR A MBAAYK
) PR () HiHT 1) PR ()

7H 3543 56.9 3554 46.7

8 H 3523 54.0 349.0 48.2

9H 3542 524 3545 47.7

Fy 353.6 54.5 3535 47.5

Table 7. Comparison of unit consumption of slag-adding steel and non-slag-adding steel furnace light lime burning in the
third quarter of 2019

2 7.2019 == AN N E MR IR A R B B FESTEE

A IR VR IR 2 e S FE (kg/t) IR A IR R SR (kg /)
7H 44.8 442
8 H 47.2 49.0
9 H 49.2 48.8
Fy 47.0 473

BB BRI LA BRI

FEBTARER 9 B EL AN 9 747.76 J0/M, THE AN A 1969.65 o/, T 4N 25 A B H1 B A
AT N : B RTETLEN R H &N 5.67 i, PR &N 350 t, FWLMENEA = 5.67 x (1969.65 —
747.76)/350 = 19.79 JT/Mi4N .
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WA I RS K. HATANERAT WL TEA RS BN, MRS R R %, I R AN ik — Ik
GHIR A FH 2 B AT A 0817

BRIP4 34.92 I, AN S PR A SR TEENZ 3.5 I, IR BIERa Y RAE R, B4 5.67
i

E S ANFE RS S SR, A L IEANER S, PR Ak, 2R 0H E A N 2k i
OB AEENY, VARV Bk 4 P A X A 4 o i T R, [ IR VRV R A ) T AN T kS R

Bk,
A5 FH VS N 4 I ) R N T AR A Ao A I B ARG 19.79 I8, X FRAR IR AS S 2
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