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1. HE

3EFAAA dAY 8AE FHRA T2aYoelt. e FTZRA =2
2ol 837 A3 EAEH AR uvlolEMolxe A - T F4X AT
7} 843 JYHT ok ole FFE AT A AHMAHAAI} olFo A
of &t7] w&olt}h. o]l MR BF FALS o FEHI Byl ofy
g o B2 A8 U REgY 848 FUAIL ek 48 A - FL &
Az 7+gH ZwE7 (explosive limits)E 7QAAR7IA(EL F7)E UdFEE FF
AAA ol & Fa3 HFEH, w3 do] EAY o A= F7)
THHA 4F v HANAAT ALt o)FoiA e EFHAE T3o1].

NAAREFIIAY ZTWHIAE 2VLE, 27|94, MA%E, 9429, BAE,
H3le) B4, E84712Y M, 38719 Z7], stdAatEg, EFREY B
e 59 AAE g3 JFL weth o] seH 4 oF ZushA o
W3ale] BE AFZE Jones F[2]2 LNGo| g Z et e ¢H&AL o=
3te A& AAISH L, Bodurtha[3]le ol Xalgsladdl s ZudAY ¢
go] #AE 97 9t HZol= Vanderstraeten F[4]e] <3 wlgtsdt F7)
EFEANA FLAAY 25 2 AHdEAH] U A7 Fol A

£ AFdAME 7IEe A7ES ZAR 714 EAE JHed AFEFAN gl
FAF3A e SFFASFECIALAERIL)Y Z2LFAY G AFAd diF
ATE AT T3 FLFA Y AYHAYEAY ATE FI NIMEZ A =
1A §3A4 AECE o|&H7E U oleite B4 - Zy E4 A
TE 539 Hop & B4 g3 f4PdAF N 258 FuA e H £F
o] At}
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2. @32t Ee FUdAY ¢HAEN

FoEAS 4 BACM dHol FUEd FLS}AE Fadta, FEA
£ FVheles S Yol oe EXze A MHAA #dA
7 &olstyl ol Yty s qHWstd me FAaFA Y Hie &
T Wsle] & FeidiAle ¥ Ho 1 3} Fo| 2x go=g by W3
of o ZL3eAE A WEA ¥evn Ik aHY FAHGNAM GHA
FHE AT WEFFx duldie FLETAG 49 BART oply, Fa
AN Y WSt 4P Fugee wge P d7x o3

Jonese LNGO| 739 Fu3eA 2 @At e dAE 53 22 @
Aoz AAFATH?2]

L(vol%)=4.5—-0.71log P ' 1)

U(vol%)=14.2+20.4log P @)
A7IM Le @384, Us FERZEA 28 Pe &E(atm)olth.

Bodurthax= 439 01~207Mpas)x Estgstsie] TLPFA 9 g
E4& g3 2ol AAHATH3]

U,= Uy+20.6(log P+1) 3)
A71M Upe latm, 298K M9 Fd4@A 0|z, P Ahhg o= Mpaojth

Vanderstraeten 2 ®g3 37] EFENAM ¢¥E 5500KpaztA] &7 F&
FEAY FHAEEE 2 &3S b 2ol A THAL

Ulp) = U(i)o)[1+0.0466(§—;— 1)—0.000269(%;— 1)?] @

A7l U(pp)E latm, 298Kol o] F43A, p& AUigF oz Kpaolth

2 AFdMEe 7€ 478 ZAZ 3o AE 2 7HRAA Bl AHg3se

£ LNG[5]E HIE38t] CHuf6] CiHe[7], CHs(LPG)[7]o] thdte] @8 w3}
E F4%Ae aAE 1A o

3. Zu3A A& A= F44

71& FAA6 o7 FAgT EAFY vlmAlN & HolE Ho Fa Qo
282 & AT E AEE F44E AN I AF7A] A" 2w
At gEe] BAAS AHEY logE FHilY H¥9 BAE Yl ey, AA
g d&49 B3NS FHAFHoE AuHy] s APAEE BHAT BA
27 Z4@Ad 489 BAE U2 22 EUEEZAN FHo /15EE Ho
3 Atk 4 4 Wglel 9 ZWIIAE dF5E F JE 2LEL O
% 23,

LEL(P)=LEL(Py)la+ b(P—1)] (5)

LEL(P)= LEL(Py)la+ b(P—1)+ c¢(P—1)?] (6)
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LEL(P)= LEL(Ppla+ b(P—1)+ «(P—1)*+ d(P—-1)*] 7

LEL(P) = a+ blogP , @)
LEL(P)= a+ blogP+ clogP’ 9)
LEL(P) = a+ blogP+ clogP*+ dlogP* (10)
EF 49 ¥ty o ZUAIAE 2 5 de RIEL g 2ok
UEL(P) = UEL(Py)la+ b(P—1)] (1)
UEL(P)= UEL(P)la+ b(P—1)+ c(P—1)?] (12)
UEL(P)= UEL(P)la+ b(P— 1)+ o(P—1)*+ d(P—1)*) (13)
UEL(P) = a+ blogP (14)
UEL(P) = a+ blogP+ clogP* (15)
UEL(P) = a+ blogP+ clogP* + dlogP® (16)

3-1. LNG9] Z w34 ¢} 9y

SN AAF 4714 B4 LNG, CHy, GHg 18]l GH(LPG)o] thale] QA
ANE 24 2dEd s E3)EN[8]S Fitd ¢y Wil g Zud
AE A28 F e FAEL 4o, 1 71 LNGY ds A3 4y
2o} Table 16 2t 2 2dd o8 F3z7 EAHRe vty 1 2938 U
BT A (17)sh (18)0) g F4zkH BEAe) xto] AWE vk}, 4
19)°] g FAze EARTY FFA X sn Yok

LEL(P)= LEL(P,)[1.013—1.577x10"*(P—1)] (17)

LEL(P)= LEL(P,)[1.010—1.393% 10 3(P—1) — 1.308 x 10 ~%(P—1)?1(18)

LEL(P)= LEL(P)[1+1.906 X 10" (P—1) = 7.926X10(P=1)* g,
+4.001x107"(P-1)%]

Table 1. Comparison of A.AD. and A.AP.E. of the LEL with
pressure variation using several correlation for LNG

No. P(atm) LEL Eqn.(17) | Eqn.(18) | Eqn.(19)
1 1.00 4.50 4.56 4.55 450
2 35.01 445 432 4.33 4.45
3 69.02 4.00 4.08 4.09 4.00
4 137.05 3.60 359 3.58 3.60
A.APE. - - 1.594 1.639 0.002
A.AD. - - 0.069 0.070 0.000

Zgstare el BANM FA9 Fol log¥ez B 49 Az A

Table 20] 2} #4345 o) ol@ F4gksd BAGE Hwste] Vet 4 (0)

o elg Fuge BRRR e Aolg B, 4 Q1 A QR ol
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MAEAT, 2 (22)0] g F23L EJFA AY 4z At a2} A
AAIG F442] 7hEd M HAHsIE 4 (19)9] visAE dxlAde] ofF "olx
1 Qo

LEL(P)=4.605—3. 338log P (20)
LEL(P)=14.501+0. 931log P—0.638log P* (21)
LEL(P) =4.500+2. 713blogP—2.588log P* +0.525 log P° (22)
Table 2. Comparison of A.AD. and A AP.E. of the LEL with
pressure variation using several correlation for LNG
No. P(atm) LEL Eqn.(20) | Eqn.(21) | Eqn.(22)
1 1.00 4.50 4.60 4.50 4.50
2 35.01 4.45 4.08 4.42 4.45
3 69.02 4.00 3.98 4.06 4.00
4 137.05 3.60 3.88 3.58 3.60
A.APE. - - 4.714 0.700 0.003
A.AD. - - 0.193 0.028 0.001
£ AN FA4 2D JheE FLAEAs ohEe #AE d53F & e
2YE GEHARY A3} Bew ge FANEL YUk Table 39 2 F4
2do) og Fugd TARS Wase] ysigth 4 )9 290 98 &
A% FDRC] A= FE RolE Holn e, 4 (259 T FAze B
dast FEstA dA st Yot
UEL(P)= UEL(Py)[1.753 — 2.082% 10 "4(P—1)] (23)

UEL(P) = UEL(Py)[1.101 +6.090x 10 3(P—1) — 2.8454x 10 "4(P—1)%]
(24)
UEL(P)= UEL(Py)[1+9.325x10 % P—1)—1.049x10"3(P—1)?

25
+3.923x10 " 8(P—1)%] )

Table 3. Comparison of A.AD. and A.A.P.E. of the UEL with
pressure variation using several correlation for LNG

No. P(atm) UEL | Eqn.(23) | Eqn.(24) | Eqn.(25)
1 1.00 14.20 24.98 15.63 14.20
2 35.01 44.20 35.03 40.37 44.20
3 69.02 52.90 45.09 55.77 52.90
4 137.05 59.00 65.20 58.52 59.00
A.APE. - - 30.483 6.248 0.001
AAD. - - 8.489 2.152 0.001

TR AS FH VAN ¢H FFo] logdHZ E FUAEL Uiy
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2} Table 4] 2t 22Rdo] o 2837 AR vlLEHE YRR
A (269 @) % FAge BARHY o] e wss, 2 @28)0) o
B 2Age BAGT A9 AT AT Y IA ANE 344 shew)
A HAsE 4 @50 Ml Yo BojAn Ut

UEL(P) = 13.807 +20.846log P (26)
UEL(P)=14.173 +16.342log P+ 2.265log P* (27)
UEL(P) = 14.200 — 16.578log P+ 38.313log P> —9.703 log P* (28)

Table 4. Comparison of A.A.D. and A.AP.E. of the UEL with
pressure variation using several correlation for LNG

No. P(atm) UEL Egn.(26) | Eqn.(27) | Eqn.(28)
1 1.00 14.20 13.81 14.17 14.20
2 35.01 44.20 46.00 4481 44.23
3 69.02 52.90 52.14 51.88 52.94
4 137.05 59.00 58.35 59.44 59.04
A.ATPE. - - 2.341 1.056 0.051
A.AD. - - 0.899 0.521 0.026

2 A7NN 4 Wl BE FdstdAs 4AAS 45 A8 AN
HAspE FU40] o 2943 Joneso] g3l AND Ho) 9@ Faghe £
gra} wlste] 22} Table 59} 6] ekl ik,

Table 5. Comparison of A.A.D. and A.A.P.E. of the LEL with

pressure variation using several correlation for LNG

No. P(atm) LEL Jones Eqn.(22) | Eqn.(19)
1 1.00 4.50 450 450 4.50
2 35.01 4.45 3.40 445 4.45
3 69.02 4.00 3.19 4.00 4.00
4 137.05 3.60 2.98 3.60 3.60
AAPE. - - 15.256 0.003 0.002
AAD. - - 0.620 0.001 0.000

Table 6. Comparison of A.A.D. and A.A.P.E. of the UEL with
pressure variation using several correlation for LNG

No. P(atm) UEL Jones Eqn.(28) | Eqn.(25)
1 1.00 14.20 14.20 14.20 14.20
2 35.01 4420 45.70 4423 44.20
3 69.02 52.90 51.72 52.94 52.90
4 137.05 59.00 57.79 59.04 59.00
AAPE. - - 1919 0.051 0.001
A.A.D. - - 0.973 0.026 0.001
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A AAPES AAD.7} & 2+ 15.2563} 0.6202.2 EX0]F Hol|x fon, Zv
A3 A 9A AAPES AADJE 2 Z+ 1.919¢9) 097302 xol& Hol: Qi)
w2}A Jonesalo] o3 ZutdA 9] gt fEAS dZdrlde T JoenZ
B AFM AAF A2 3L AHgste Ro] uigF s

LEL(P)= LEL(Py)[1.013—1.577x10 "3(P-1)] (17)

LEL(P)= LEL(P)[1+1.906x10*(P=1)=7.926x10°(P—1)* )
+4.001x107"(P—1)%]

UEL(P) = UEL(Py)[1+9.325x 10 2(P—1) —1.049x10 °(P=1)* g,
+3.923x10~5(P—1)*]

.2 g
ZuratA o) P& Aol h 7|2 o]& B A L Tl @3
FA3E 9 ZLTA GHYEA T AR FAE AT
1) 7189 346 98 FAHH FARS EX0E YT
2) N2 Fa40] o 2AHe FART A9 IAFPLEE, AN F
A2e ALgEEEN FHGNM GALS O FEY & A
3) LNG9} 3% gtg #ige og ZusaAs 428 & e 3L o
<37 21,
LEL(P)= LEL(Py[1.013—1.577x10 "3(P—1)]

LEL(P)= LEL(P)[1+1.906 x103(P—1)—17.926x10 °(P—1)?
+4.001x10"7(P-1)%]

ZWMRRAE 28 £ e 24 g B}

UEL(P)= UEL(Py)[1+9.325x10"2(P—1)—1.049x 10 "3(P—1)?
+3.923x1078(P—1)]
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