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A Study on Signal Properties for Fault Type of Pump Mechanical Seal in
Power Plant
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Fig. 1 Mechanical Seal Experimental Equipment
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Fig. 2 Mechanical Seal Fault Specimen

Table 1 Fault type of mechanical specimen

No. Fault Type No. Fault Type
1 Normal 5 Wear(Small)
2 Scratch Wear(Medium)
3 Indentation 7 Wear(Large)
4 Notch
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Fig. 3 PV versus torque(normal condition)
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Fig. 4 PV versus torque(scratch fault)
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Fig. 5 PV versus torque(indentation fault)
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Fig. 6 PV versus torque(notch fault)
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Fig. 7 PV versus torque(very small wear)
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Fig. 8 PV versus torque(small wear)
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Fig. 9 PV versus torque(large wear)
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