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Abstract - The underground buried pipelines of Natural gas are relatively safer than
any other pipelines of chemical plants, because Natural gas is non-corrosive fluid. But
Natural gas is supplied normally the downtown area. So, it may be a disaster because
of corrosion which is caused interference facilities, environment and third party accident
which is caused facilities construction. Especially, it is very difficult to find out and
inspect damages of pipeline because of buried pipelines. Therefore this paper
approached to select and manage risk region pipelines according to introduction of
underground buried pipeline’s risk concept. Risk was indicated three parts - corrosion
factor, design and construction factor, maintence and management factor - in this
paper. Therfore qualitive risk of pipelines showed score as quantitative number. Also it
was thought to be helpful in confidence and safety management that the concept of
key index and failure supplementation measures to cost introduces this program. We
developed this risk assessment program using visual basic tool and interfaced GIS.

Key words : Pipeline risk assessment , Failure risk assessment, Failure risk factor,
Failure supplementation measures, GIS.
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Table 1. The Comparision of qualitative
and quantitative risk analysis.
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Table 3. Risk assessment classification and
application example for pipelines
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Fig. 1. The facilities of buried pipeline.
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Fig. 5. The initial screen of program.
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