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Abstract : The channel-type lining board that partial welded on many partition frames is used to normal servicing lining
board type. On this study is to investigate existing channel-type lining board's capacity by using the static loading test.
From this study, to develop new-type lining board which reflect well cross section area and sectional modulus of existing
channel-type lining board. Six types FEM model are adopted. The accumulated test results of stress conditions and
deflections by section shapes will be used to analyzed the relation between the capacity and the section shape. With the

comparing the results of static loading test and FEM analysis.
channel-type lining board, loading test, FEM model
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Table 1. The chemical ingredients & mechanical properties of
SS400

. YL (%)
713

Symbol | ¢ | Si {Mn| P | S

7IAZ 32
WFAE| FEY | A&

(Nmm’) |(Nmm)| )

400-510 | 245min | 17min

SS 400 | - 0.050]0.050

Table 2. Properties of channel-type lining board & physical

properties
2
{mm) E/lEA AZ5A il
T B (m’) (kg/piece) (o)
750 | 1990 | 200 1.5 280 138.06
o 2R RAE | GEASE 459 v} 1
(cm“) (cm3) (kgf/cmz) (kgﬂcmz)
2,400
6413 443 1,400 (g
e 1 S B 1)
L | 1l
R T

|

(a) Front View

. A &
D1 [‘ D2 {" D3 |

Displacement Tranducer
(b} Side View

{c) The location of strain gauge total figuration
Fig. 1. Model of C type lining board with displacement trans-
ducer and strain gauge
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Table 3. Max. loading value versus deflection

TR 9 A A (mm) AN (mm)| HHEE (tonf)
DI 11.81
Aga 1| D2 9.14 DI 25.0
: 11.81 )
D 10.35
D1 11.14
N@gA 2| D 11.69 D3 284
: 1234 ‘
D3 1234
D1 1512
NgH 3| D2 14.66 b1 2712
: 15.21 )
D3 | 149

Table 4. Max. loading value versus bending stresses

Ho | Ao
TE | St1|St2 | St3 | St4 | SLS|St6 | 10| opzoe

A& 1|-602| 556 | 719 | -572(261512012| -603 2611
A A 2958113961503 |-132 | 282413016| -1327 3016
A& 3[-937(1633|1709( -682 [1979(1774| -936 ( 1979
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Table 5. Thickness of members in each model's section

G;’L“E“f’ wa FAL 1 e | 63 ] 14| ts
718 | Channel 75 | 715 6 12 -
Model 1 | 7.5 | 75 6 - -
Group 1 | Model 2 | 75 | 75 6 - -
Model 3 | 7.5 | 75 6 6 6
Modet 4 | 70 | 70 5 - -
Group 2 | Model 5 | 75 | 7.5 6 8 -
Model 6 | 7.5 | 75 6 12 12

Table 6& E3 =dd dHe] Az 723
Y FAA ] Y 9} are] 8 LA

Table 6. Properties of several lining board models

A= oA | o) | Ade | g
Model Name om’ FdE | Node | Element
Channel & 113.16 8246.22 8055 8120
Modelt 131.70 8934.89 6145 6216
Group 1| Model2 138.52 9008.08 6985 7007
Model3 129.74 8749.50 7571 7592
Model4 142.25 10865.10 | 6157 6180
Group 2| Model5 140.69 8564.82 6561 6616
Model6 127.65 8320.72 6195 6184
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