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ABSTRACT

The investigation on the verification of availability simulation for small-scale plant has been carried out. This study focuses

on the availability variation induced by number of equipment and iteration with failure density function. The equipment

classification of small-scale plant and failure type and the methodologies on Monte-Carlo simulation are established. The

availability deviation with programs showed under Max. 1.7% for the case of normal function. This method could be used to

availability evaluation of small-scale plant, but calibration of the failure density function is necessary for general application.
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Fig. 3 Schematic diagram of system event

s=EFAI A =28 M198, M3, 2016



B>

2.3 Monte—Carlo A|E2{|0|M

3o
©

N
ik £

N Ao
it 1o
(]
fe
o
il
12 Mo

o ﬂ.l]O |
1
192
ol
R
T
)
1 rir
T nﬁ% o |m

rz 0

s

2

o

U
Y

iy o

§iid
=l
o =
do
U
4
Y
2 ru%
N ne.
el
e _b'
N o, rr
pile
— Ol X,
Elerizy
o 9
L Ny
1@ 8 o
2o
e lo ru 4
£ o & >

Monte—Carlo AlEd|0]4L W<=(random number)2FAY

I} 7heet darR|Ee) REEA Y] B4 7HAAL jleu®

HHES AHgate] Asllo] Aga helet. weba A
Beloldl +9e Bo At U 2w g @7 9

A we MEges oy,
BEAE 45 slol 4] mPo] BEabE] dstel £
shem Algdolde] A% Aale et 2t

@ BAHL: WAUEGS B AR LA
2 Astel HEE Al

=

@ el 44 SEEeR IES 4%

® gHeHse] SHEREE 44 Aol W A
T, A, efoledere dEAd SERER
44

@ FEH] T A BRERE] WY YollA
Aol ofet MFES 7MY

® FAHFEREE o8 Fut IFE A 7] Ho]
ElE 0|83t s kA olA Ht 1AES A

©® g7 = AlollA = Bl 27190 HlolE o ¢
o FEHFOAE) S vask 1 o5E

sofl whet AgoliEzlol A AAl =R AR, &
]

S
>R
o
2

®
o
N
© ~

>

ot
ol ;},4:
P\l"

H
*
T

5
©
z

Rl

e

>

w
m
H
¥a
k

[

/\1-7]
=3

ik
=
%
2
oo
N
rE
o

ol-g3to] Fig. 49} o] AqfiL
ATt 71 S5
Goto] o 22 ANE ==

it

Al

[
i)

y Mo
oN

J
OREDA(2009) 14-8-%
Shal S 43Yshelrt,

Figure 58} 6 % 7% 7|29 i =gkp7}
THE, HRE, Qo] EREE WE F 9] KIC
& Z2IHA 7|A A 5ol THE 7HEE Aol & H]
olt}, o] wf 2 7+ 7HEE Ato] vl ApogkE 7]

-
o ox
ol
‘F

(o2
o T

F

o
32

T

N
N
=

Z

=
2

o wg

3

Kl

A
=
e

S=ERMIIHSE =28 M193, M3, 2016

T2 SHE J|XtMel nEY

Zefet JHBE0| DXl Ee Bt

Z2aYelA AXE THE o Yiro] Aatsigic

Figure 5= 7|AH 9] AU =47 AR 2E =
AR ST 504 A9 Zizke] MgEE
91.39%%} 91,13%=%, 7|AHA4=7} 58711Q1 7-¢-2] Z+2+e] 7}
L= 95.66%2 95.63%=, 71AF47F 1627121 A9
Z}2¥o] 748 k= 90.05%L}; 90.02%% A= St

— Flare
Liguefaction N2 rejectionf—s BOG

I o

C3 Refrigeration

NG | [ntake
facility

MR Refrigeration

I T

Fractionation

Refrigerant

Storage

Fig. 4 Configuration of small-scale plat for availability simulation
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Fig. 5 Comparison of availability with number of equipment for
the case of exponential function
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