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Figure 9: Raman spectra of samples showing disoriented and graphitic carbon

Figure 1. Coke characterization

Sample Area under Disoriented Area under Graphitic Ratio of Graphitic
Carbon Peak (A,) Carbon Peak (A,) Carbon (A /(Ag+Ay))

Coke 1 54352 22359 0.291
Coke 2 55914 22231 0.284

Temperature (gC)

Coke 1 has a higher graphitic carbon content compared to the total
carbon than coke 2.
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e Coke 1 lost less mass, and mass loss was slower than coke 2 when
reacting with CO,, (at 1100°C for 2 hours).

: Purge with Nitrogen at 100ml/min for 5 - "
behaviour of coke, Sample | Total mass loss (%) | Mass loss (%) during isothermal period at 1100C Coke 1 has a higher graphitic carbon content than coke 2.
Coke 1 is less porous than coke 2.
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