KIGAS Vol.7, No.2, June, 2003
(Journal of the Korean Institute of Gas)

SAIZEAHI M IEEIPI|E Tl | - A

SEEATIA
(20033 149 49 H4, 2003d 39 219 AH)

Development of Risk Assessment Techniques for City Gas
Pipeline II - Corrosion Analysis

Jin-Han Lee - Kyo-Shik Park - Young-Do Jo and Jin-Hee Park’
Institute of Gas Safety Technology, Korea Gas Safety Corporation
*Kukdong City Gas Co., Ltd

(Received 4 January 2003 ; Accepted 21 March 2003)

2 o
2 AFNE olul Ausel A= ¥HAFY FELES FH4L o8 wg,
&, AF29 ERRE dIst AAE ANGUY. EP o SARES B &4T
¢ AIZT & Y PHS ANHL 47 PASE R E AWsE YWD 3
F EAREE 42 & Y8 BYT o) AFE nFuBY ¥ BE DAFI of
Zol e FE34A 282 & AL Aol wuAT

Abstract - In this work, procedure evaluating failure modes such as pipe rupture,
large scale leak, and small scale leak was suggested using equations to assess
remaining strength by corrosion failure. Additionally, the method to predict probability
of failure was suggested according to the aforementioned failure modes, and by
combining data on corrosion rate, probability of long-term failure can be induced. This

work will be very useful in predicting lifetime or exchanging period of pipeline.
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Fig. 1 Selection of failure mode.
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Fig. 2 Probability evaluation using
distribution of resistance and
load.
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Fig. 3 Probability of failure before a
given Time.
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Fig. 4 Probability of failure as function
of time (for large scale leak).
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Fig. 5 Probability density function for
corrosion growth rate.
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Fig. 6 Probability of failure as fuction of
time (for small scale leak).
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