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A Study on the Consequence Analysis of an Explosion in the Gas
Facilities
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Fig. 1. Classification of Explosions
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Fig. 2. Example of a Propagating Reaction
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Table 1. Summary of Explosion Models

Type Name of Models Short Description
TNT Equivalency Decker(1974), Non-unique yield factor is needed
TNO Method Wiekema(1980), Assume whole vapor cloud
TNO Multi-Energy Van den Berg(1985), Charge strength is difficult
Baker-Strehlow Baker et al.(1994), Can be over conservative

Empirical Model Baker et al.(1999), Blast curves were validated by

- -T:
Baker-Strehlow-Tang experiments with flame speed, Mf.

CAM Cates et al.(1991), Congestion Assessment Method
Sedgwick Loss Thyer(1997), It is based on Puttock's CAM model
Assessment
SCOPE Shell's Thornton
Phenomenological Research(1991),SCOPE2(1994),SCOPE3(2000)
Model i i
CLICHE Advan.tlca Technologies Ltd.(1982), Confined
explosion
EXSIM Norway and U.K, Current version 3.3(2000)
CMR in Norway(1986), FLame ACceleration
CFD Model FLACS Simulator
Century Dynamics Ltd. and TNO in
AutoReaGas Netherlands(1993)
CFX-4 AEA Tech. in U.K(1996), Current version 3.0(1999)
Advanced CFD Mantis Numerics Ltd. and Advantica Tech.
Model COBRA Ltd.(1997)
REACFLOW Joint Research Centre of E.U. in Ispra, ltaly
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