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Study on the Risk Assessment for the LPG Storages and pupmping
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Fig. 1. Evaluation procedure.
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Table 2-1. Minimum Safety Distances to the Storage Capacities

Storage Isolate Distance Range before after
Capacity(T) |L = 6.37 + 329 V m--L = 19.69 + 157 V m| Revision | Revision
10 15-30.1 17 24
20 15-34.4 21 27
30 15-37.7 24 30
40 15.8-40.0 27 33
50 16.9-43.0 30 36
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Table 3-1. Risk Priorities for Seoul LPG Stations determined by IAEA Method
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Table 4-1. Risk matrices of LPG Facilities
Sub Total
Score 1 2 3 4 5 (Max)
I'Sg.)"‘ge 1-10 11-20 21-50 51-100 100- 5
2 Built 2000- 91-2000 86-90 81-85 -80 5
(year)
3.No of Vehicles 300 500 1000 1500 2000- 5
Weight
>200m 200m(s 150m(d 100m(3 50m(2
4. Mass Facility (5) (4) (3) <50m(2)
0 +1 +2 +3 +4 n
o Min | Max | Min | Max | Min | Max | Min | Mix
0 5 0 8 0 9 0 8
5'?‘;:“ Park Green injfnstz; A Residence Commercial 5
6. Risk , 107- 10°- 10°- ,
(FXC) 1o 10° 10” 10° > 10 3
Total Risk Classification
Score 111 1222 2333 3444 45.55 Total
W5Core
Classification E D C B A 55
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Table 4-2. Comprehensive Risk Range Calculated for Selected Companies

Classification of Facility Fﬁ:y
Establish Storage District - Mass Market No of Risk T
i i Vehicl
District D(s:;we \::‘f:t (year) (Ton) Type - Hopital chicles
- (K.E;MH,U)School
0 0
;f;i 50 +4 Substance Generally C
Residence 3 9 113
100 +3 LPG 3595 3 6 1800
GS (BLEVE) 7 , F. 38
5 150 2 81.11.18 5T 1.7kt s 5 @ -
' @ 12631 3x1
200 +1 & @ 2 )
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LPG S8 oA ZZA ot dojdrid R MAZ Fa§ A= ¥eE BLEVE
o] &% Fireballo] €3 Hajd ZAeolc).

1) LPG A 2 12415 ton)o]] tidt AlE#| o] (EFFECTS 4.0 / Phast 6.0) 23}
AR Consequence ZHolME IAEAYE Y ZxE digF 11302 50-100m7HA &) A&
ol ¥4 HAx 114Ho2A A e AIAAE Yeplln glod, 55 IAEA
dog A HEE 3x10-0824 My £97|7e sy ¥He ol
F den RYEHZ HddHE] AR HAHA QIR @of AFAHA AT A
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2o 23 4%3]——:3] E A Ed o] A3} Heat radiation vs. distance?] T A S AHrRH
100m-26kw/m’(1% o] Woll 100% A}w, 10 ool Fth3h Atsl), 200-14kw/m(13 o]
o 1% A, 102 oujd 1= 3ol

Study Folder Z2 X Flash Fire Envelope
T ]
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E 110 / /7 \\ \%
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o ] l {
(EJJ 90 i \ / / Ji
§‘|90 b \\ _./! /
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Cl_zgo \\ b“' ] a
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Fig. 2. Flash Fire Envelope
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G 200 300 400 500 800 7Q0 800 900 1,000
Distance {m]

Distance (m) 50 100 150 200 Total
Mortality Average (%) 60 18 3 0
Fatality (person) 60 54(114) 16(130) - 130

Fig. 3. Mortality vs. distance for the BLEVE in LPG vessel.

VL 48
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