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Pickling weight loss (%/dd)

Fig. 1 Relationship between variation of Porcelain Enamel
Institute adherence(a), Smut weight(b) and quantity
of Ni{c) with pickling weight loss

(O Sb, Ti-— steel, @Ti—steel, A Capped steel)
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ig: 2 Relationship between Pickling weight loss
and P.E.I.




