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Abstract - Established in the 1960s, high pressure underground pipelines in Ulsan and Yeosu industrial es-
tate are underground as toxic gas as well as combustible gas that is heavier than city gas and low combustion
range.

Especially, industrial pipelines occupy more than 20 years old pipes. In this way, the industrial estate pipe-
line was installed before the introduction of the supervision of construction, However, unlike the city gas pipe-
line, the pipeline is managed without any legal obligation.

In this study, the safety management status of high pressure underground pipelines and urban gas under-
ground pipelines in the industrial estate is analyzed and comparison of laws, extent of damage impact, using the
pipe inspection model for pipe inspection of high pressure piping system with the existing piping system. it is
intended to cuntribute to improving the safety of industrial estate are underground pipeline.
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Table 1. High pressure pipeline distribution length
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Fig. 1. urban gas underground pipeline length
(2016).
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Fig. 2. Number of accidents per year
(1995~2016).
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Table 2. Change of urban gas institution
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Table 3. One-Call System introduction background
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Fig. 3. Reception status of urban gas excavation
work.
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Fig. 4. Excavation work accidents(2005~2016).
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Table 14. Scenario of extent of damage impact

range(combustibility)

Fig. 5. Scenario of extent of damage impact range
(ammonia)-1.
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Fig. 8. Scenario of extent of damage impact range
(NG)-2.

Table 16. extent of damage impact range(NG)
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