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EPRVAY

il Ausliall Al Clogde oldday Lygw ipé Jleds § Syetadl iyl gl cuud
W &y 9l cilagall (e I3 g Byl Jloadly cpuaidl 8yzmag 8yatud] A8Uall cnals Ligaial
o oSt cpglelivo (alaily ellast § 5laiedl 5,08 Tagea Aalaill sia § Oseelivall Jiu 25 aag
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A Ao bis| s e Legungases (e Joall 859,009 oz LY 23859 (p05 (e A8VMall Julxs 2o
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Aoy 3oL po ol g ds (o8l > 3 caladll Basg alodll Aeyw 5L5 ae olas pladll 31sT ST
(Vardhan etal.,, 2017) aaall 3ecg dudasll Juas oo S 8oL ae dyl g alasll

Material (MRR) ¢ydall A13¥ adiye Juae (e Ladles g1 2zl sl clialyl slmy) Cug,
Mgall Juadd wie RSM &uzxiin alaseiwly MRR 4oy gl 401S%| dwlys s (Removal Rate
Ao SY il o Ldad) Jase o lad Minitab geliy alusiwly gl ddxsg AISIP20
8151 a8, Jaa¥l Hludl ayums @3 LS. (Viswanathan et al., 2021) dis s @ aladll 3oas 44ly MMRR
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BIoY1 Ay slus 3 Acghaall doludl wypis caadll sl (aye 8505 ae 4l Gy 1da 6,331 oLl
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Gazes 1 Azl Jia il il sl prase ple 9318 Bl J) Juas @I Ll W) (31081 48, =t S|
plaall 3151 jlads po5) Laaill ol LS sguall 3L Jlie Juadd a5 panasls guall AR Joas el
Ayl ol muasal pozed it gl J) A5Ladl byl Byl @Iy (Lapey Agsadl Gaasg
e 2lia) alaall Sl el dyaet) Aol 2 Sleid) 7 L Almiad¥) whase geo ol iy (o4sSs
SbeSU wpuzt) &8las] 40518 PCA sleiel ae (AIAIP20 3¥sall oo Hgidn Juidd duzln) 5oL;
Odall &) Jame e aladll Slishls oo IS 8l g ¢ Liiiwd Minitab-18 gelindl alusiuls dus I

.(Google Scholar, 2022)
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Juaadl] (Sen 305 J31
Cmdl slgay @l )b

Jeaaddl Slfabld 4385 @48 e Jpanlly poliall Slie Axdlan J2 o0 (RSM) slezel @3
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e ol 3 eal ASYI el ol Ll spaetd bl Jaloes @ codall Sl &as by 7 3g0all 1ia el
bl z3sedl BelaS (o ezl 0 LS ((Boyzes JS G gutall W) Juaay Juaadl o) Y A s
Lalyots Azl o mad aaiall (550,01 7 3 gl Ao lusgs Asgensell| il e B zetl) il 4 Laay
Llizul se Jeaddl &l dali) 354359 (AISIP20 3¥sall c¥gaine puisas Alac 30LaS (puces 20155
Il pn Asolin (o Ligdis) Juddid Bagr il gs din 7 Ly 2o Alaad) Laadd! ol Aalily

Al Jgane

sslmae Ayl 83,06 (1) JSAJI
Sy SIS leliall § auls Blas e ausradl AISIP20 3¥sall ¢y gidin sl @3
(Sidda Reddy JSTll 8oy tdl diagliag 2ullall dedbo v (ol (K 208D cleluall §5ale

dlazy I (Rosalbino etal., 2012) S Luddl 54l Cm’u} Oliage ool Leag etal., 1970)
I alaal) 3157 4S5 el slus slamaly coall o 0o @z Aljly (Btdas dwtin JICAT juyas
soaddl dae oF 5lael « (Arruda et al, 2015) juad (w3 S Bostl Adle dlgadie Wy (Jaall
(Kar etal., 2020) cnt> Ll ¢pe TS Lalazal J55 9cd oz ¥ & lsslal Trga cals
NPT RRRIE R R

Geatll Al LY (Bagh & Sahu, 2020; Miaetal, 2018) ! § (2%5SL 2,k ot
Jeloes eyl alaseinl @iy copledll o S sue el2¥ Axladl 090 Bouate el Jul=ty mosdy
L= (Palaniappan et al., 2020; Gopalsamy et al., 2009) Analysis Of Variance (ANOVA) Ll
& Lalgar a8l dy0las el 245,18 (RSM) 2as b plasiuwl @3 LS cdun iyl e jaie IS 500 2w
eyl s sl el asassy zeudy «(Anggoro etal., 2022) CNC b8l Juadd ol il cuces
e anad | olpareld Lol eMelanll w6 wo g oyl sue HlLais by (Kramar & Cica, 2021)
15) Jotans el g 2AS 5ybil] Al e Jud 2l liabls 65 oligh comisy i)
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e Azmill sdn 3 ALY Slias Jed (Kamely et al., 2011) Lawdas g ang Lasliatily Lallad
a4l Jutae) Blemrad] e Jua sl liall il ol Laylas | @5 s 140 cdza] ol el L)
Jl s Lol 2yl oda gae (o STl Ldl sl 2zl sl e Jssmlly (Jeadddl oo
63 Sl do iz Leo AST il
z3gaidl S e s

£95 ludol (o I¥ (danll Juns (aladll 3o caladll deyu) z3geill e Hlas | wic
Hlee 439 «(uSlae of 38190) S ddll lunng (alasll 8151 Jladg alaall BT tns po39 ilga il tne
of dasdle ae ctlls aty dondll Jila olssy o JS 20daT Sludey (Ondins ol euais) Juaddl|
Laadll Jaaey cpladll Boacy LAadl Juaey 3lan alasll deyud Lo Legd daiye Jaddl oliall
;adadll Ae yua-i
Jasis ((Daniyan et al,, 2019) Usaidly alaall 31aT ¢y 2wl deyull Lulido plasll deyu Jics
(1) a8l

oo i) M

peall deyu -Vm/min]] ‘plasll 81T (yly9 Ae yus - N[rpm] ‘pdasll 81l ,lag 2D [mm] e
:%M‘ a.fv-w J..\.R.A -
:(Daniyan etal.,, 2019) (2) 438Mally Joas
f=ZsfsN (2
oo S Audattl Aoy -f (Mm/tooth) dabslall sgasdl sue -Z (Ldadl ey frr (Mm/min) o>

2dasll 8151 0)1y93 &e yus -N(rpm)

min

Juaadll el (2) Sl
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sakadll Gos-z
(Trimbakwade & @53 duell JSad) pe zlaadl §) IS mhosdl (po daolall 2pogandl oLl olid
(2) JSad! e LeS Shete, n.d.)
sakadll (o ye-s
10) ALl alaall 3151 ylad ya Bolatwl oadl (e Jgsazld (10 [mm]) ludes ahall oy jlasl @
(Layt [mm]
AT P ESV P NENE

Al Jame pay Jeaddl Gade (Gl — oaall L)) Juaes (egyldl z3seidl Lleinl Jioms
339 «(Chaudhary etal., n.d) a3l Busly S Uyaadl o oo Lels] o 1 35U o>y (all

adslally

M.r = adf,=a*xd*nx*fxz (3)
mm
tooth

sae - Z sapdad) Jaas -fe [ Jiaboalt gos - d [Mm] aball joye 2 - a[mm] >

ol 3151 ohes Aeywo- T [TPMN] tabolall al oyl

's— (4) 1(4) Aslally sl (03 Jamsg

H 3TN J‘).U @m«)l Jsja - L[mm] LTS

s el &l eyl pdd ¥ Lea s |

Jlll o eoSlel Byl sl 3gual Tady ccnlialy Ll oda @b Hlas | @3 cliahldl sl ol
(1) gl (s LeS Wgidilly bl 3157 (o JST s sl

oL yianns deiddl] el (1) Jauael

Sbgiwd |
Jer &l ol fal,b ool B3]
Jo¥l sgiud Sl sgiud! | DL ggiud
Ohysd! Aeyao (rpm) s 3500 4000 4500
Ll Juas (mm/tooth) f 0.1 0.12 0.14
6 292Ll aladl Boc (mm) d 0.20 0.25 030
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Ol 4| Jaal 2ed el e Jgiamll L psose 2asd e e aladll (aye oo

SW Jaas Gl o ((Mohamad & Zahid, 2019) L 7gess dagd ol wis aladll Gas lags clliSy
Gas Hleasl @3 0a8 (S e by B10Y1 g (40 [2-3 %] Jlell @ aladl) Bac ady locie yelay alaall 510
(Viswanathan et al., 2021) Zailall 4,51 o ss o (1) Jouzdl § el alasll
sakadll 811 yles |

A1 ByuBy gl Aeyng Ll s (ye e Supanll Ailant conlill alaall 3157 Jad daiay
laylad 5] Adoy" (flisall bwsdl § (od (End mill) aisall 2ue (3 i) alad 5lol las! @
Llpaibas ylasy (D10xL50xZ4) dabls Gl das)i cllasy (=700 [mm]) Wlsbs (D=10 [mm)])
(2) Jogazd! @ asliall

8 Jazell akadll 3151 (3) JSCad!
adadll 31a¥ Aslipall pasbazd! (2) Jouzd!

Young's Modulus, GPa Thermal Conductivity, Tensile Strength
Hardness o
(at20°C) W/m(at 20°C) (MPa)
321HB 34.1 HRC 204 38 1087
lgasdl Las|

slasl sl plotll syl § potderad) z 350l itatd AISIP20 395401 cya Algidus Lias! o3
(3) gy cnse ileasSIl 408,59 7.8 [g/em] 48LS =15 (29 1T00mmxT100mmx50mm gaill lia

.(Kapil etal., 2020)

P20 Npall Sluasll U1 :(3) Syl

Composition Weight (%)
Carbon 0.28-0.4
Silicon 0.2-0.8

Manganese 0.6—1.0
Chromium 1.4-2.0
Molybdenum 0.3-0.55
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ronylmdl ddly paagal
Byl bl Jelety o 3¢ conpleetll ozt Ueld 2y coyloetll Lyl wuasat!l day
osasatl Jigmt) pusiudg (Kumar & Singh, 2016) ducgisgng dmpmioe ilaliitul e Jguaxl
col=dll sue datayg . (Ramu et al, 2018) (robust design) $93 pwesas J (standard design) bl
306 Byl il sy Lol Ay oy Relinl) kA1 el s e 7Sl 31as Zugllal
& 3 .(Nalbant et al., 2007) Jae¥! 481 (gt yuetd coyltll il alyls s Laglya] cunlsdl b Lall
(3)% 158 cosllall Coyloxall sutad g tbytons 230 L IS cllay ccnlolyly 20K 5luzs) e |ia
(Ly7 OA) suslasll 2848 4al @sagad @3 dagdll sda e sy (Krishnaian & Shahabudeen, 2012)
el 3948
ALl 3157 o35 (Lbae Jloos LrSymma Rellatul) 2¥1 culigmlpn coslisd el 3948 5Lasl o3
aad! Ugds) daal) sl sl slasl e (355 6,51 3548 J) 23LaYl Wsasdl guas §539
Radtpe c¥ane e JI) Jiadll Blee sl Glas dal e (Jeiadll 5y3g pladll 31of ST ladeg
Ay illy pladll 5139 criniall oS5 20| lismgs ol po Jib AT lslabls sl 5 ccotall A3Y
(19 KVA) POWER CONSUMPTION 2Ly SI1 28Uy A3 1l Had cgains o3 LeS £(4 Jgurell)
Al 3157 yaaS il Loyt (Sas 6551 39y I a¥) 8l 5olais ¥ By ¢ aadl oLl
Lslazsly 20,81 s Lele Jaty Q1 i 2 5585 iSas Lo J8T 0585 0 cms @1 gl B35 59
59all (o yasol (95 O cumy aladll 3107 e Aadall 35all o (e uSTall (o Loy ¥ . Joadl oL Lz

L«- C}M—U
Le oogk! Ugaidls akasll B1al &ilialyls (4) gzt
Work piece Tool Finalized value
Parameter
requirement requirement as reference
Cutting Speed (m/min) Rough Milling 55—-295 125
Feed (mm/tooth) Finish Milling 0.05-0.16 0.12
Axial Depth of Cut (mm) 0.033-0.3 <0.5xD 0.2
tla.a.” 5‘:1)‘-%)‘.9'.‘3-‘

sdle Sy (Saiy 9¢d Jueadadll olyalyb p.mi Y tla.a_l\ Blal 48, Jxe¥) Ll slas | day
lapeg ol Lgdisg Jpaddll 3589 aladll 3101 ST e 4350 LS cuakl I15) Junag sl oy e
{(Kriswanto etal., 2018) js,axll ¥ § Lo | Juadddl olylun el (4) IS o -l e LS e
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Zigzag Constant Parallel  Parallel Spiral
Overlap Spiral Spiral Clean corners
Morph High One True
Spiral Speed Way Spiral

*alaill 315 ol e (4) JSAJI

ST Lo lLing czigzag Led] Auladl e 1528155 ot L) (el o Laomgd b 2 ol Lo Julmty
Jeb AT Bl e ety 6l igslnll sluwall oLl my basinds o o sipsl ! Auleall B
S i 05 Bl 3dm Jiel jluwS zigzag HLudl slazel @3 L .(Sumbodoetal., 2021) g adl JSCag
sly>ly <4l G-code zaliy ¢ Lidlg Solid Works zaliyy plaseiwly Asadd) puy @3 ol 2] IS
Power Mill 2020 zoliy alaseiwls 38 L=s
iyl i

g oy Jleda cdo] Auae § dlsall Aelivay Latses Lelivoe Ldyy § wyl=dl ¢l | @3

Olesal) fele AT alustil Larbad @uais shaly 3950l Algidia i o3 o Lags 27 Joall yetuly
38A 60K : sl o ilinlga) (a-d JSCaMT) (3l HLiis | elyn] s Liuds 0ud e Jyuanl|
BMuatl Ayag "lassgia” bl @9 a il ¥l uuSol (40 Ae ginan il B15T 0T G2y 1iag 5 VBE
Byalan oot Ladang c e JSChu Boludll Hlas | (ylasat ("Aud3s" Loy dlBaleg "ala gt diug g,k
Goko gt (c-5 JSadN) acsiadl 3¥gall 80s ublidg o(b-5 JSCadl) (Rocwell) ssdlall b 3L
Agllall il yal! Layllae

Bylund! olede 5p5lane (a) Uga il wla jeelons (b) sadallyLas | elya (c)
sl o123 sl (5) JSad!
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Hartford , model:pro1000s , brand:) CNC milling &Sl (e oWl Jeaad) syl (amy slym) o
e Lewldl Ll sly>ly Lassale (1o STl (6) Jsad & 4dl (Mitsubishi control unit brand:
ﬂi—l&s) Odall EU‘)! Juae slacely (Usuw QM t[a.&." 8oy Ldad! Jaaag t[a.é_n Aoy s

taz bl bLiddl Lo (a) Joalls csll Jid el (b) el 555 2531 (c)

oyl ¢yl (6) JSEJI

Ll
Jiare &1 Auslall wlahll (5) Jouzdl § wdl @il e Jguvamdl @3 conlzall ¢lya) day
Al bl Aliadl el ya by raed 2uslsy 7 3lad ¢ lid Aol bl 3l

Okl A1) Jotaey b sl (a3 doall Laledll st o(5) Jguteel!

| dealiegn | miaigass | gasmligesd | el A Jus Jii a1l sy

foxdl e (rpm) (mm/tooth) (mm) alaall (mm3/min) (min)
1 3500 0.1 0.15 2100 5.0500
2 3500 0.1 0.2 2800 3.6071
3 3500 0.1 0.25 3500 2.8857
4 3500 0.12 0.15 2520 4.2083
5 3500 0.12 0.2 3360 3.0060
6 3500 0.12 0.25 4200 2.4048
7 3500 0.14 0.15 2940 3.6071
8 3500 0.14 0.2 3920 2.5765
9 3500 0.14 0.25 4900 2.0612
10 4000 0.1 0.15 2400 4.4188
11 4000 0.1 0.2 3200 3.1563
12 4000 0.1 0.25 4000 2.5250
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13 4000 0.12 0.15 2880 3.6823
14 4000 0.12 0.2 3840 2.6302
15 4000 0.12 0.25 4800 2.1042
16 4000 0.14 0.15 3360 3.1563
17 4000 0.14 0.2 4480 2.2545
18 4000 0.14 0.25 5600 1.8036
19 4500 0.1 0.15 2700 3.9278
20 4500 0.1 0.2 3600 2.8056
21 4500 0.1 0.25 4500 2.2444
22 4500 0.12 0.15 3240 3.2731
23 4500 0.12 0.2 4320 2.3380
24 4500 0.12 0.25 5400 1.8704
25 4500 0.14 0.15 3780 2.8056
26 4500 0.14 0.2 5040 2.0040
27 4500 0.14 0.25 6300 1.6032
sl

ENELIBINE S [ KPORBIREA PR VS N [ 2P

Slpizell dne b e plll il 28 Glused suadll Slass¥l z3les e RSM saad
Lacsial s i3 G0 g 3Lestl ning fooylantll easa? ol Bylzall euasmill pulas o 2Ly Alsz.al
:(Sumbodo etal., 2021) (2

{(Linear Equation) adastl alslall
y = Bo + B1 X1 + B2X; + B33 (5)
:(Quadratic Equation) 4, Walall
Y = BiX1 + B Xy + B3X3 + Ba(X1)? + Bs(X2)? + Bs(X6)? ()
{(Interaction Equation) Jelazll Uslas
Yy = Bo + B1X1 + Bo2Xy + B3X3 + BuX Xy + B X1 X3+ ()
:86X2X3
:(Full model) Jo!sd1 7 39!

Y = Bo+ BiX1 + BoXo + BaXs + Bu(X1)? + Bs(X2)? + B (X)* + (®)
B7X1X; + BeX1X3 + BoX X3
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Obotll de s cupiely caml capaieS Jadddl pas Ouall Ab) Juan Hlas) @5 Sl lda §

Sl Gesams o AVl sy U 0 Alieen gt (d) gl Sass () 2l Janas (N)
Sersty tadl Jtar! Aas 1 7 Lail Aasdhe guia sleisd iian e(canlell (piald ud) Bylaerud iy
Sas¥l Jelmtll o1y day Lo 2as Mo ASYI 7 590
:(PCA) st JI &b oS s

Slegame Jul=i] BILA ljj.l.u\ Principal Component Analysis (PCA)duus Il &bs&U Julos
Lebigmty bledl cilegazea slayl Julad) 48las] 4453 PCA dad doaaill slay¥l ol 501 oLl
aiiay Aol ULl (e J8T slagly liglaad) (elane) iy dud (Say dpuzr ilidlas] allas J) Glas-
Wall ol Sl Glegazs dpuzdy iy @ Sbladl gy dal e s Jol ot L) ]
Lyl bl s sda Ll @ Glaradl st 3i8s ool ziged olmy) cdlazy 484551
259l & Lnarais (s 253Mas Lpvans g a5 ¥ () Aliial) Lyl el

sateias Jale JLias i e Adgyall el gt s Aol Apsuall e i 28 ol
axllal @b Bue uags Llally (T) HLasly (F) slasls Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) bl
SbLedl qsenty il paill jaey Bl 464,b (Ridge Hlassl 4840 Jie Audasell 4yauadll

ol 2] 18 0 Lplaapls eog el ey Aol ez 1 PCA ploii Lin 3
Aol el Al A8Mall jesns olgmllany Bulail Zpsuadll e i sl A5 aS Aslasyl
239031 Lot cor ) AL o ks J8T J) L1 1) 28U oLl Bpima il
(2Ll
bl dbgdan olus

(Isaac, Lol Jolas M5 o AST of cpumise oo 43Mall 848 Correlation LoLy¥| sl
Al Jaddl aliehld (el aded! olblsl ddgame olic @4 (6) Jodxdl e 2018)
Sl Sl n Aulas Bauad a9 (aa 1409 (0.6 (e el @ i3 lb syl sue Lpd w(lasg

AU &l Ry o boLasd ) Logdan :(6) Jgizd!

Correlation Matrix

n F d nf nd fd
Q N 1.000 .240 .000 713 519 150

S &
g F .240 1.000 .000 .848 125 624
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D .000 .000 1.000 .000 850 773
n*f 713 .848 .000 1.000 370 529
n*d 519 125 .850 370 1.000 738
n*d 150 624 773 529 738 1.000

(7) JSadl § Juasdl ol il s g bl Scatterplot HLALY) lalases ells U8,

O O © o o o coo [« Nal CEEDID O
= == o o o coo coo COEDID O
o o o @ O aP lelo’e] @ O @ OOEDO O
o o o o lolo] jofole]
=] O (= ] O OO
| o5 © © © OO o feleTel
o o o O o <o oOoOo
(o] L= o o O oTeole
8 o c | oooccc Camoo Soo ‘Gmnan
| o o o slelelatele] [a%ce 00 Ta (=’ ’a] TXELD
8 © O | og000o00 o@RO O e =) SHED
o & 8
o
‘= § 2 =
o ©
. o
= | 8
| o 8 o
=]
- :
=B 88
n f d nf nd fd
&% : &

:(Eigenvalue) 4101 dayall

Oebll o diasd ol LalS c58a S 4y iy @) (et Jutor) Tlmo 1)) gl e
ST 29 sl e 3.237,1.745,1.004 : 4 (n,f.d) ligSall dad o bl cplsl wal oy gl
Jolgall Jies L&) 1oz (nfid) wlisSl 7 hanal @ 130 (¥, n*d, d) ol pazel) Ablall wudll o
G >edas LS (n*f, n*d, i) b8l slaiol g £(an 10l a 2ST Lasd) cplial] pads § Leala SYI
o0 ST A1 Lagd 0¥ gt Jo¥1 21 bgSll o) oy 1 (8) JSdl 3 cnedl Scree s
Aogiye sligll Bl of g § ol

OsSU o) Lo o B e Jale JSI IS bl po S lilid! s cosad I (o gl o5 i)
(29.081%) yuudy (gl il Jotna 4ly «(53.955%) cpaliall yo Buad el yudy (0 gl e pus) o1
s e 8508 50Sll g€l o gy I L(16.741%) yisadl duddl jaiyd aladll Gae Lol (o
Lod 410 (0.223%) suacted| el pands o> § el bl (e (99.777%)
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H
%

wrwgaall g2l aSatll el dnliil 6abj

4
q
5 N
L)
S
© \
z 2 N
=
i
1
(o]
1 2 3 4 5 6

Component Number

Scree {51 (8) JSad!
:xg.\.ﬁ‘ KL QU}S—U 333.4.44.4;

G plas (R ledls e (o steubil puseiug M ol day gLl Adga4ma (7) Jouzedl g
Lazill (o ST ULy ey 61 3gSULS (9) JSad! 8 cnn 5 LeS AL i oS e falyl JS oLy

Tigz paad ST o ldze &) 2a 0.3

Ji’"\'ﬁ‘ aay Sl Adgiaias ((7) Jouzt!

ol SligSh| Adgdmn
PLey)
n f d

d 0.995 -0.044 -0..073

n*d 0.891 00.046 0.450

*d 0.805 0.590 -0.012

f 0.049 0.995 0.075

n*f 0.078 0.805 0.587

n 0.079 0.163 0.983
PCA :Jalatll 4,k
- Kaiser Normalization g Varimax : ygu3l 44,0

1.0 =1
0.5 ~ Mfi _‘: i
3 ) N
= 0.0 e el I
=3 . ¥
3 I — L
0.5 T [l
1.0- H;
o

-1.0- oy o D5 o

sc 0.0 0.5 1.0 A0 ab 2 °na“t3

omponent 4 comP d
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tdaell suad! Al

sk L (o LBl L 2yl JS8 clasedl Zysaan!l AU Aadlas Ll Jeadl oo o]
Al e S @ Jsad¥ sl Adasdl aoatl) sgagy wlidl s ey JWbg cplid) paes
e iy 4 Byshasetl 4le § ol g9 alyll 7 3gaill Aslas (po lpaall (any B> PCA oyl
sda @ 5Leall ()1 3) (Al 5uas g Ul of W 8yghas (a0 Y Jasdl suaddl (Slg ccbpmsil] @
A S alere! o3 i el paall olidd POA Zbaond Tlas (R?) Juall LLadl Jalas eyd 9o Allxll
2o sl caaanll i Axllas 9o Ll Jsud @iy Lamllas 90 Jadd Jasell saaill & oo caisll
el alelas il blasY
ikl 1 Jual aabyll 7 3gaidl slas |
(ol Aslae) Aelandl 7 3gaid! yluzs! el
(ANOVA) bl Juls

awdIP-Value gy F-Value olylas | eylile Anlysis of Variance (ANOVA) cyaladl Juloes ¢yl
0B ofy ez 35aill P-Value = 0 of s lsll (oo 09 ¢ sl ol yLd Al daall I (8) Jgatl 3
o03) Llxnadly wluaall o Wbas] AUYs SI3 G9y8 3929 e Ju Lo S%e el @lpaall
Ol9 < (onlial! pwuas § of) Lzl e 1 3 Bpine Luaal I3 Slpaill sda ol 4ay lda (Jeasd)
s § gl Audll S uSes . 0y3 L AT9 gina Ladliy @3 G (@aldl 7 3gaill) Byl Al
(0.01 %) Unzell Tz 5o Aayd Jolas (&l 100% sy (31 el

el o1 Ly (8) Jgad! e orall All3) Jans (e il § il ol talyly Ana bl 2l
L) Joas 4ely ((57.86% Ludy) oiall A3| Jurs e aSY il sl oIS Juiddld g 59l

(14.47% 3cady) Tl J8Y1 Joladl 6l86 ylyeud! depue Lol ((25.72% )

Gl dl5) Juak (ANOVA) (oletl! Jelons +(8) Jguuell

Source DF Seq SS Contribution Adj Ss AdjMs F-Value P-Value
Model 6 28665600 99.99% 28665600 4777600 29860.00 0.000
Linear 3 28108800 98.05% 28108800 9369600 58560.00 0.000
n 1 4147200 14.47% 4147200 4147200 25920.00 0.000
f 1 7372800 25.72% 7372800 7372800 46080.00 0.000
d 1 16588800 57.86% 16588800 16588800 103680.0 0.000

2-Way
3 556800 1.94% 556800 185600 1160.00 0.000
Interaction

n*f 1 76800 0.27% 76800 76800 480.00 0.000
n*d 1 172800 0.60% 172800 172800 1080.00 0.000
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f*d 1 307200 1.07% 307200 307200 1920.00 0.000
Error 20 3200 0.01% 3200 160
Total 26 28668800 100.00%

R=99.99 %, R-Square = 99.99 %

e

S e Jazd (1.94 %) calsd guall A Jass (e il § olsall Jelss dealus L

(M * sluzdl G Wi 0.6 % dws (1 * d) elazdl w3l oM (1.07%) 2w ,SL (f * d) sluzd)

2adll Gac e Bylae J5T 560 Led o Ldandl Jarey Loyl oF ) ! a9 <(0.27 %) 0l f)

LS (1-0.8) Lolan | Jsuall Jlakl cpauis ais Reseq oLyl Jalae of Ll 558kl Jodl ey Lasdly
(Cetinetal., 2011) § dlil=s @

b LS Lyline pe il cdlalass Lilazaly (luazs¥) oslas) @abyl 7 350l LS (Say

MRR = 3840 — 0.96(n) —32000( f ) —19200(d ) +8(n=*f)
+4.8(n*d) +160000( f xd) (5)

:3\.334«2.1' o]l & l‘g.u*).zﬁ‘ el 5,la0
craall 215) Jual Bgaemelly ot @l S @5 5ol 7 350ill 285 e @Sl Jal o0
:(Okokpujie & Okonkwo,2015) (9) 48Mall cye Lelu (S0 (&1 Loy 31y Ay (9) Jgad! (@
MRR oy — MRR 1)
MRR

Q; = * 100 % 9

Leudy 3B zdgadl O Gay 1dag (@ = 0.17% 5L, z3geidl § Blmi¥l Lasgie of Lasdly
.(99.83 %)

Ol A1) Jutal Bsgacelly ats il sl :(9) Jganl

Interaction equation
Spindle Axial Deep Actual Rate of
Exp. Feed Rat Predicted Rate of Percentage
Speed of cut material removal
No (mm/tooth) material removal deviation
(rpm) (mm) (mm?3/min)
(mm?3/min) (@)%
1 3500 0.1 0.15 2100 2120 0.9524
2 3500 0.1 0.2 2800 2800 0.0000
3 3500 0.1 0.25 3500 3480 0.5714
4 3500 0.12 0.15 2520 2520 0.0000
5 3500 0.12 0.2 3360 3360 0.0000
6 3500 0.12 0.25 4200 4200 0.0000
7 3500 0.14 0.15 2940 2920 0.6803
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8 3500 0.14 0.2 3920 3920 0.0000
9 3500 0.14 0.25 4900 4920 0.4082
10 4000 01 0.15 2400 2400 0.0000
1" 4000 0.1 0.2 3200 3200 0.0000
12 4000 0.1 0.25 4000 4000 0.0000
13 4000 0.12 0.15 2880 2880 0.0000
14 4000 0.12 0.2 3840 3840 0.0000
15 4000 0.12 0.25 4800 4800 0.0000
16 4000 0.14 0.15 3360 3360 0.0000
17 4000 0.14 0.2 4480 4480 0.0000
18 4000 0.14 0.25 5600 5600 0.0000
19 4500 0.1 0.15 2700 2680 0.7407
20 4500 0.1 0.2 3600 3600 0.0000
21 4500 0.1 0.25 4500 4520 0.4444
22 4500 0.12 015 3240 3240 0.0000
23 4500 0.12 0.2 4320 4320 0.0000
24 4500 0.12 0.25 5400 5400 0.0000
25 4500 0.14 0.15 3780 3800 0.5291
26 4500 0.14 0.2 5040 5040 0.0000
27 4500 0.14 0.25 6300 6280 0.3175
[N
=0.17

=@= \ctual Rate of material removal (mm3 /min)

e Predicted Rate of material removal (mm3 /min)

MRR (mm~3/min)

01234567 809101112131415161718192021222324252627
Experimental Run Numbers
Ooall A1 Jutal & gueell gt gl il led! ikl (10) JS2JI
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o
o

o
o

=
a

=]
F=
% Percentage deviation{gi)

Q

2726252423222120151817161514131211109 B 7 6 5 4 3 2 1

Experimental Run Numbers
Okl 2150 Juae ol Unse Agall deudd! (11) JSCAJ1

Ale (385) Aubsisn (e Jus 1dag «(1%) o J8T ilS Cylrtdl pe @ Unsedl duad o (11) S cn
(Kara, 2018) (%20) 4; zgeudl Jlzek! (rases 25 Ll 25 () eS¢ 2L 7 3902l
dedal ! oedd) Jodoes

Lys K hilae oabyll z35edl 3 Standardized Residual sl @uall (12) S0 cne
JI (Versus Fits) say .(Fitted Value) 4yl &gl @ially (Observation Order) &.81,L1 sty
e Jus 5 cduma ol 1y Bpiie sasall s Joo Leldlomil o dugucll @l @lans (uiles
2o Auall @uall 88Me oy ey Aas all uaiy (Singh et al, 2014) (sl 7 3gaill dlle 285ise
Lozl Joo slas¥ pazs de Juy «(Normal Probability Plot) JSCadl o) 1asl «(Percent) &gall duudl!
Glsl) et el angenll

Normal Probability Plot Versus Fits
- —
g 2 . o .
w uw
. i r
§ LTH) E 0—— 28 80— B85 308 & & - 88 — |
L2 = ;
10 ! g i
1 E 2 o . .
-30 15 00 15 30 2000 3000 4000 5000 £000
Standardized Residual Fitted Value
51y agil| Ay il | il o 25Mall (a) S il wadlly Byl puall o 433l (b)

331U oyl g geidl § il udll :(12) JSad!

(Hold Values: n=4000, f = 0.12 mm/min, d = 0.2 mm)
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soual ) 5] Joms g Jeadddl &gyl crs a3Mall
Ot L) AVl (12) JSAT 8 olan¥1 A8 il ] Jazr (8 Ba gy bl ylmiaddl] 7 glas mings
agall e S il esldy el3g Ladd) Syl oo (Fd sl n,d 9T n,f) ae 428Me g Gaadl A1) Juas
Aoy o IS B3l ae il (gl cotall Al5) Jutas ae Juasdll aliehly o syl A8Mall O] . Jases !
dl (a-13) a1 § wloemidl add dus  uall Al Jaas alag cpladll Gacy Ldadll Jiaag ¢lheal!
5005 e il B> (I ells § Cad) gang Ldanll Juaeg ohodl de e 5oy k) Al Juas 5505
Gomia Loty MRR 31555 JWlly Lo (aall momsg calaall alaie § 5ulgall 5yl slaj5 alaall de pue
1 (e-12) JSadl i LS caladll Bacg ohgdl depu Bl aadl All) Juse 850 ) (b-12) Ul
Jgsazedl Sy 4l Gy lda aladll Gasg 2pdaall Jams (o IS Babizs couall 35 Juns 3oL (Say 4
Jaaeg Ohoall Ay (oo IS 8alisy (Gl 14 Gle Bua Idag) Guall ALY (Slen June el e
O A Adas ) Blmta) mlase slgial pdy oMl 89Sl 59uall Blelyo o caladll Bacy dydadll
Ol B Juaeg Jeaddll el el

5000 o 5000 ST L LA 5000
MRR 2000 Y v, 7 A RR 4000 o 5 £ 5 L 4 ARR 4000
T~ 17 ii D A A 02 3000 0.2
LA 300C VA 533 0 (N
L i = A 2000 0.20
012 § 020 g 120 o
3500 3500 0.10 e o
400 ] 4000 15 7 1
n 4500 19 n : 4500 & e 0 is

ddll Juae g ol ppll s o o WM (@) ol Gas g o ppll A yuo o @8Mad] (b) o) Bas padaall Juas (s 283Mad1 (c)

(Rulmiaotl i) Gobak| 411§ Jutnn s Juddill] ol oy o 28D (13) S
(Hold Values: n=4000,f=0.12, d=0.2)

rall A05) Jual Sl oLl 7 390l

(F) 5Leas| ot Aol Il z5kaill oy ligyall sy (281 z39aidl JI Jgumstl Jof o0
dpdmt] (ol LagesS cJotall olsdly Lol alas lusg cgdasdl 2paatll CaaST susid ol
sl Ll puas § el 885 33> Jelatll z35all 0 (10) Jgazdl 3 oy LS Sl 7 35l
ot Juall Lol Lolaydl Malas ol LS . Jasdl 73501l (3 (96.955 %) <slS i way (99.828 %)
&l Bl Slpaall A3l 3z @ (55T 2l oo sl Dglu mlall paslly Aarad) ol izl
Contribution ) 4,440 alddl pail) dayd (e 3l 8 Laalus ity couall Al5| Jume yauds 3 G518
.(=0.000 %
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(F) sbeas ! sl :(10) Jounll

accuracy in
percentage
(%)
average
percentage

Prediction
deviation (%)
F
R
RZ

w
o
=

Linear equation 96.955516 384.82 0.99 0.98

Interaction equation 96.955516 0.17 167.31 0.99 0.99

:(ANOVA Jales) il ora3) JalSl ooyl 30l
P- o) @S=tll Jolge Aaal ) (11) Jouztl § 2d!) (P-Value sF-Value ) gyl mlis pid
On Alas] AV @3 39,8 929 e Py Les cnlpinal] (5%) (o siuoly oz 3gaidl Value=0
s oly bl puds § Spine daal I3 Slpaall sda ol (Jaadd)) ca3) Gleiadly ol il
1 Ll s i IS S35 230l (A9 "Hisine” gy o3 G (ol g 3geall) sl

(4.66%)  Uasel To 8 ko 2asd cuadlgg 100% il

dly (61.22% Ay Jusiidll (a3 e ASY il A 8 Jussdll (g h9ell aadl oo sl
12.22% Ly T3l JBY1 Jaladl sl &y Lol Aeyao el .21.9 % 5 55 B caaly ) 4 das)l Juas

Andsein 6489 ¢2.53 % L Al Ol el dealuw jolews @f %5)5'7 4> o

z3g0l) § Laaluw ST Clley 1 Syl diS Juiddll cyaj e aSHI il d jazall o

%5 e Ohsall Aoy aie S5 @) i @ 02% il By f2 Lianll e poye 3 (ol

Lmdsein Lpan) pe Ohiehldl Jelss 2ealus Lws <o .0.06% il T 2l 2wy ¥) Jeasdll

(V * i .0.64% =l & (0 * d) Lals ((1115%) G ST (f * d) cas> o> (2.03%) 1o

del cais (f * d )astal o malsll oo 023 % il s ,aiad) (2 Lrealus cailss f)

ol el (aadll Bess deypudl) LpsgSe o ) etllS can pzsng cJedddll (05 (e L) G Aealune
Al e il § SY)

o oS Wylima e lomsl lalas Llazadly (¥ dslas) @byl 7 3geill LS (Say
M.T =31.33 —0.003728 *n — 124.68 * f —92.33 xd + 202.5 * f*2

+ 108.35 x d? + 0.006107 + n * f + 0.004084 * n * d
+136.7 % f xd (10)
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sl a3 ANOVA el :(11) Jouzed!

Source DF SeqSS Contribution Adj SS AdjMs F-Value P-Value
Model 9 19.3965 99.90% 19.3965 21552 1938.42 0.000
Linear 3 18.5105 95.34% 18.5105 6.1702 5549.62 0.000
n 1 2.3725 12.22% 2.3725 2.3725 2133.86 0.000
f 1 4.2523 21.90% 4.2523 42523 3824.61 0.000
d 1 11.8858 61.22% 11.8858 11.8858 10690.41 0.000
Square 3 0.4919 2.53% 0.4919 0.1640 147.49 0.000
n*n 1 0.0124 0.06% 0.0124 0.0124 1111 0.004
f 1 0.0394 0.20% 0.0394 0.0394 3541 0.000
d*d 1 0.4402 2.27% 0.4402 0.4402 395.94 0.000
2-Way
3 0.3941 2.03% 0.3941 0.1314 118.16 0.000
Interaction
n*f 1 0.0448 0.23% 0.0448 0.0448 40.26 0.000
n*d 1 0.1251 0.64% 0.1251 0.1251 112.53 0.000
d 1 0.2242 1.15% 0.2242 0.2242 201.69 0.000
Error 17 0.0189 0.10% 0.0189 0.0011
Total 26 19.4154 100.00%
R=99.9% , R-sq (adj) =99.85 %

CHORS TP P WNPET UL RPN

Lguelly Ayt @uall SLlsly bl gl 7 3g0ill 385 e @Sl 3 (12) Jgamdl aclu
liag (@, = 0.71 % ) 1o 00Uyl z3saidl 8yl dud Taswgio O Ot 9 Lo B1,3¥ ] Ay

a.)j—w-%l‘j a.gy.ﬁ-.'i." p.;.ﬁ‘ (12) Jj.&.g.”

R é,ea.” ) JoIsI C.S}u."
- . . Jurddd! o
Ol de s | Ldaddl Juas 9=l i dd) oy
=l ) @zl - Lgil audl!
(rpm) (mm/tooth) plaall N ozl - :
&G (min) : izl (@;) %
(mm) (min) ¢
1 3500 0.10 0.15 5.0500 49832 1.32205145
2 3500 0.10 0.20 3.6071 3.6610 1.4920145
3 3500 0.10 0.25 2.8857 2.8804 0.18340927
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4 3500 0.12 0.15 4.2083 42184 0.23956496
5 3500 0.12 0.20 3.0060 3.0328 0.89447384
6 3500 012 0.25 2.4048 2.3890 0.65549677
7 3500 0.14 0.15 3.6071 3.6156 0.23466588
8 3500 0.14 0.20 2.5765 2.5667 0.3803155
9 3500 0.14 0.25 2.0612 2.0596 0.07930384
10 4000 0.10 0.15 4.4188 4.4116 0.1611697
11 4000 0.10 0.20 3.1563 3.1915 1.11559027
12 4000 0.10 0.25 2.5250 2.5130 0.47416086
13 4000 0.12 0.15 3.6823 3.7079 0.69490936
14 4000 0.12 0.20 2.6302 2.6244 0.22037457
15 4000 0.12 0.25 2.1042 2.0827 1.02124801
16 4000 0.14 0.15 3.1563 3.1661 0.31354105
17 4000 0.14 0.20 2.2545 2.2194 1.55633941
18 4000 0.14 0.25 1.8036 1.8143 0.59719773
19 4500 0.10 0.15 3.9278 3.9308 0.07648562
20 4500 0.10 0.20 2.8056 2.8127 0.25541698
21 4500 0.10 0.25 2.2444 2.2364 0.35863883
22 4500 0.12 0.15 3.2731 3.2881 0.45702408
23 4500 0.12 0.20 2.3380 2.3067 1.33522298
24 4500 012 0.25 1.8704 1.8671 0.17384732
25 4500 0.14 0.15 2.8056 2.8074 0.06739733
26 4500 0.14 0.20 2.0040 1.9628 2.05511464
27 4500 0.14 0.25 1.6032 1.6599 3.53560406

@, =0.73
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Linear equation 94.6999 5.3001 156.819 0.95 0.94
Full model 99.2862 0.7138 1938 99.9 0.85
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Abstract

In order to increase the productivity of Computer numerical control (CNC) machines, a four-
axis machine widely used in the mechanical manufacturing workshops in northern Syria was
chosen, and it was planned to conduct a set of experiments on the milling process and
implement them on the most widely used steel in the region. The metal removal rate and the
operating time (as two indicators of the productivity of the operation) were measured. In
order to design the experiments, the Taguchi method was used in designing an orthogonal
matrix with (27 lines) L 27 Taguchi and obtaining a data set that allows the use of the response
surface methodology to derive mathematical models through which the measured output
parameters can be estimated, and the optimal input (cut) parameters that adjust The machine
has to achieve the highest possible increase in its productivity for the metal chosen for the
workpiece, by increasing the metal removal rate, decreasing the operating time, and choosing
the optimal path for the movement of the cutting tool. PCA was applied as a statistical
technique to determine the principal components (independent operating parameters that
do not correlate with each other) that should be included in an accurate mathematical model.
Minitab_18 program was also used for the statistical treatment of the experimental data, and
to deduce the weight of the effect of each of the cutting parameters on the metal removal
rate and operating time. Comparison of the resulting regression models allowed choosing the
optimal model that balances the accuracy and speed of the calculation with an error rate not
exceeding (1%). The results of the research confirmed that mathematical models can be used
effectively to calculate the machining time and metal removal rate of an AISIP20 steel
workpiece and to determine the optimal cutting parameters. The results also showed an
inverse relationship between the income parameters.

Keywords: CNC, Optimization, Material Removal Rate, Machining Time, Response Surface
Methodology.
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