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Macroscoplc Examination:

Both pleces appearsd sound in the "as recéived"
condltion. In both ceses the broken surfaces were marked by
weathering, but this was to be expected under the circumstances. ’
The working face of the cons crusher liner appeared to be work-

hardened.

Chemical Analysis:
Chemical analyses msade on drillings from the two

sgmples are shown belows A.S.T.Me Speclfication A-128-33,
for austsnitic manganese steel is also shown for the purpose

of comparison,
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Hardneas Determinatione:

Hardness was determined on both samples, uaing the
Brinell hardness testing machine with a 5,000=kilogram load.
The following results were obtained:

Steel Sample Brinell Hardness
Tested Number
Cone crusher liner = 201
Dipper tooth - 201
Crusher liner (work-
hardened surfacs) = 415

A Brinell hardness number of this order could be
expected in a steel of this nature. Also, a Brinell hardness
number of 415 for the work-hardened surface of the crusher

liner was not out of the ordinary.
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