KIGAS Vol. 14, No. 6, December, 2010
v (Journal of the Korean Institute of Gas)

St ST oM 2o AtALR[of gt AT

ord &t - x| 2 ‘THE
FTAWA VAR, A TF A A Al LA T
3109 49 A, 20109 129 289 7, 20109 129 289 A=)

SEFEE

A Study on Accidents of Buried Pipeline Crossing River

Young Wha Ma * Ji Yun Kim - "Kee Bong Yoon * “Young Do Jo
Dept. of Mechanical Engineering, Chung Ang University, Seoul 156-756, Korea
"Dept. of System Research, Korea Gas Safety Corporation, Gyunggi 429-712, Korea
(Received 4. October. 2010, Revised 28 December. 2010, Accepted 28. December. 2010)

o OF
a0

o] shdeat el AlARE SRlske] EAEISIT) ol Sl St EAlTkm o] el Al i
AEE Al 913 71 Alm g 885 et Alaale] AP sRE Stehs M ATkm ek ARaLe]
Fodde S4E FAHUE Fl o7 v = 9 Ak frdel] o7 Bkl Tk A0 A9 wrk sy
AR ANA F2jo] LAY Ak flo] HAT) webd Sl sl S} v dulde] elola B8R AR AAS
At = SRSl sk shale] eldh 5445 rtet wide] yalide] ek dut AAvknlEe
ARTAM AL Ao e dRlo] SRR TR gokellt) olF F Fadde wjdEol whE) AA
Abarell A ZFAERs Hlge] Ao)7h AT

Abstract — Records of accidents for buried pipeline across the river were gathered and causes were analysed. The
results are intended to be utilized as basic data for determining a reasonable criteria for the depth of buried city gas pipeline
crossing the river. Accident of river-crossing buried pipeline was mainly caused by flood. Sometimes corrosion was detected
at the failed location of the pipe. In order to determine reasonable and efficient depth of burial of the pipeline, hydraulic
evaluation of the river and structural analysis of the pipeline are necessary. Published data for the buried natural gas pipeline
incidents were also investigated and summarized. Main causes of buried natural gas pipeline incidents were external interference
and corrosion. However, the two main causes of incidents showed significant difference in the proportion of the entire incident,
depending on burial environment.
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Fig. 1. Number of natural gas pipeline inci—
dents during 1985-2008[1-3].
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Fig. 2. Distribution of cause of natural gas pipe—
line incidents occurred in Europe from [1].
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Fig. 3. Distribution of cause of natural gas
pipeline incidents occurred in U.S.A
from [2].
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Fig. 4. Distribution of casuse of natural gas pipe—
line incidents occurred in Canada from [4].
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Fig. 5. Distribution of cause of natural gas
pipeline incidents occurred in Russia
during 2000 ~ 2004 from [3].
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