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Abstract: In order to evaluate feasibility and effectiveness of Fluent simulation for LNG release & disper-
sion, based on the datasets of LNG release field trials ( Burro and Coyote) and the research results from the
oversea Heavy Gas Dispersion Evaluation Protocols, an effectiveness assessing method of Fluent simulating
LNG dispersion was presented. The assessing procedure was initiated by application of CFD software Fluent.
The Statistical Performance Measures were then employed to evaluate the accuracy based on the assessment cri-
teria as per statistics error between experimental data and those from predictions. It shows that Fluent could
predict the characteristic of concentration variation from LNG release & dispersion effectively and accurately.
It suggests that the results from Fluent simulation are reasonable and Fluent is a suitable CFD software for risk
evaluation of LNG release & dispersion.
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XFLNG (WAERIRA) Wy S o £ 24 SCIRp o F (s B9 . SC 0 0 55 A0 436 B0 31056
RS2, PR35 24 B K AR (U1 Maplin Sands, Burro, Coyote 1 Falcon R 55 ) 25k T 5
LNG MY B IE T A AN, I B0 AR R T & (i e 5 . BEE T ML R P &k e
LNG s o8 0 BU i T 28 S . XU /N DL R n] 3Bk i A, O el 2 (A 9% ik
WA b T A BB AR AR TT Sy, Hp CFD (PHFRAR Ty 2%) BRI 2840l LNG it s 4 i
Mdchy TH, REEBAFERR AW Y REWk, %11/ CFD & (41 FLACS, FEM3) H
TR L | PR AMERE R, KORBRE T HAE LNG RS T E e 1 . BE&E 21071 CFD
R D AR, AT YD ARGE . Sl A CFD Rk R 75 ol LA 2 FH e LNG ik
PR AL TR, HETRATY CFD #{4A Fluent, CFX, STAR - CD %%, HH Fluent j& H
HE PR AT A CFD #fd4

ASCEAE BT EANE 21 Coyote , Burro LNG Mwd Bl EdE, =% E AN E AR I H A
FERUR, WHREIEM Tk, % LNG MY BL Fluent BUUUA BT IR |

1 LNG jttiR# 81 Fluent #UB RUEEM ik

9T VAR R B YRR B AE AU B U e R R B e “3E A (Fit) 7, Han-
na S NAHYETIFJE T ZAE Y WO A AU TPAR ) TP ik R T AR I B S 4
BAIRBAUE R 22 . Horb, BRI i 8 S HOBEALIEAG L H - (SMEDIS Project) AEAEHE T 458
BRSSP, T E R HIT T U R RPN O vk, R EMERR S5 Z 2 i0e % (HSL) 1E
SMEDIS Project iff 57 574l I JT '€ T LNG

LNG ity 7185 Fluent 477 5

dﬁ‘ﬁ*f ﬁﬁ*ﬁﬂﬂz 'TE ﬁ 7%"§ aﬂ: % , j—% l‘? ﬁﬂ: % Fluent simulation of LNG release &
T LNG M B 0 A5 R B4 dispersion feld s
R ATGA TH AT i |

LNG dﬁ{ﬁ ;J:JL ﬁ& Fluent 1:% :}u ﬁ %E AI@ 111'2 ’ﬁl\ jj‘ Test values Fluent predicted values
AR 1) AR LNG B 501 5, Y
ST Fluent B4 X 52 6 4 B 203152, W T
BEdtl ING T 9808, 2) R A —
] R 2 DA 8 B S IR R i 22 53 A O %
Xt Fluent FE48E 5 8056 52 0 (B AF I 22 42

RPEPERS T A _E R BT R, A DL A ,Q?. Fluent F1

i 2 A b v

-H‘ﬁ\*ﬁ , i_l»%: 'L‘IZ'; %”vﬂ_ﬁ %{E’ 3 ) ﬁ*ﬁﬂﬂ—ﬁ [ Assessment criteria
2RSSR, SR 22 FO0N bR, 15 S i
Fluent 1;% :fu IEl-lf 7l§ ﬁ &ﬁ E,:J -HZ 'ﬁl\ % ‘VE\; 5 4 ) Non-Compliant Compliant 57 HAMASE Y v 2= S v EE 4
. - re »| Comparision of statistical error

5 Bl T SCHRR F, AT RE AR U Al 55 5 from other models
T H ( PHAST. DEGADIS, FLACS, v \
FEM3 25) %f LNG g9 sl e | A% i HAR
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GiitE, L5 Fluent B4 09 R 25 5211
{E*ﬁ H_’;ﬁ }Eﬁﬂ:éﬂjﬁfﬁ Fluent *ﬁ*u%%qﬁii & 1 Fluent #E?L‘l LNG iﬂiﬁ?ﬁﬁﬁ%{'lﬁﬂz{ﬁiﬁ*i

N ’ e s N Fig.1 Flow Chart of Effectiveness Assessment of
A%, Fluent BELL LNG it Vi 4 A A 47 5L Fluent Simulation for LNG Release & Dispersion
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B R VIR B AR AR i, 0 HLIW RS BBy, iR Boe &, ikt LNG ey i
Fluent BAUA R PPO 191056 56 WX

TRZEGET AT (SPM) SR E I I B 2 DA A TS BIORE B AR 2 43 5 vk 10, %0 TR e SE R 27
SIHTGEt Fluent BEAUME-S B R GGI AR 1R] 00 B Tl i 2205 1), A4 . M 22 (FB) . JLT-F-2 4l
2 (MG) | JUF¥7722 (VG) | AAXTT57 %22 (MRSE) | VA—{L3 75122 (NMSE) 54835k,
FmzE R RA AT

FB =2(X, - X,)/(X, + X,) ;MG = exp (InX,/X,);VG = exp (InX,/X,)>;

MRSE = (4 + (X, —=X,))/(X, + X,)?; NMSE = (X, = X,)%/ X, x X0

A X, WSEME ; X, WERUEEY; X, Sl X, AR,

FAC2 € [0.5,2.0] F/RBHBHE AN SE IS L ARS8 b7 i A £ 0s 19 LU A

FAC2, NMSE ., MRSE. VG, MG fl FB WJHAE(ES 01, 0, 0, 1, 1 f0,

AT SPM Fik, MEANRE EHEATN FATAY B BIBR AR s s, BT EAE
AT ) f 22 0 AR vfE . Hanna 4577 220t ZARMESY, 45T B WO (0 22 ) B A v R 2 (8, B
0.7<MG<1.3; VG<1.6; - 0.3 <FB<0.3; FAC2>0.5; NMSE <4, XJ&HuiER AN ES
PO g 22 F AR AE . SR LNG R4 #0020 T — M E A, B, HSL 7 Hanna 1 HES
P HOR R 22 FUMAR ERF ST RS L, EEXT LNG BRSSO, L1 16E T LNG I3 BB 5 i fw
ZHBIFRAES ) Bl - 0.4 <FB<0.4; 0.67 <MG<1.5; NMSE <2.3; VG<3.3; FAC2>0.5,

2 EF Burro MBI HIRERN B RIETEM
2.1 Burro iKEE1ER

Burro i35 F1 Coyote IlB#EFE— RN | m, HAEN 58 m BY/KM BIF M, 1 ikt 1 i
LNG U7 & 28, TR/ MK T b e AU 26 R o i, it 8 19 NG T 7 vl T
I, 25 ARIIEAE B AR /R M R R XU 57, 140, 400, 800 m [RIFNAL, 45 MM 4E b B B
M1, 3, 8 miWmEEALR 1| ADRRTMELRS, HTWEISWEE, AKX Burro 3, 5, 7, 8, 9
TR IR 1 PR,

#1 Burmo3,5,7,8,9 SEELWRHIE
Tab.1 Main test data of Burro 3,5,7,8,9

. R i 2% . - ‘ S XL SRt S ES=]

SO WEE  iNcwr  seemwngm | TOMUR O RDHRIE SRR
- Release rate % Rel o Mean wind velocity Relative humidity Ambient
Test data /(m® + min™") LNG temp clease time/'s /(m-s") /% temperature/ C
Burro9 18.40 - 164 79 5.7 13.1 35.4
Burro8 16.00 - 164 107 1.8 4.5 33.1
Burro7 13.57 - 164 174 8.4 5.6 33.7
Burro5 11.30 - 164 190 7.4 5.6 40.5
Burro3 12.20 - 164 167 5.4 5.2 33.8

2.2  Burro iXI& Fluent fAE
2.2.1 B 5 B E

B Oy FA A 1) RST & PR S T B, BT R, AR BORZ MR BRI AR AL
K, WERELGEE . WS RN, R R LNG MR K R, 255 FE I A I el i
%, SEGFEWSUNME, THEAEE AR, BT Burro %A LNG e B 7RI R AE 20 1 RS
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HAREHRIFRER, HIEA R MELE THE R TR RS, 4546 T ING KR HUSE
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TR IS K A TRk 1/3 LAk, o O S e K 1000 m, 29 K0 AR 17 £, A
BE T MR shis 8l k8,
2.2.2  PIAKTI A B A S A

DS R A XTSRS B A FEE AR, S T R A R B A, RIS ORI R
F T A3 VRRI A3 B0 AR AT RS R 4, R AN T R 00 0 29 b, 43R FH S T (AR 45 g 1)
¥, 2, B3 R, PSR EEIETT S E, 1) KB T X I LNG W EAR LR K, T
of 7K b B ST DX 3 %) DO A Ol 2 AR, T MK Tt DU R ) A R A 1 R A AR B 2) ke K B
SR M AT IE , RGNS BT D XA T AR S 43, A i AGRIIE , SR K4y, 2k
M ETE X SCR ) Araek” sr#IR04y, %07 R B A T s 3) A T RE R I oK A0 SR B A
LR SO, X E AT AR AR A, AR S R 0.02 m, FTRIETF O 12, MR
EHVECH 4, wHERA 11, TR FRE RIS IE 4 s, A, BRI T B2 Y B AE 50
~300 Z[a], i 2 RE I R BE M A (Y AE 30 21 500 Z0E]) , b BUEMAS Y {EWE S iR,
FEATF R RS R4 B e R AN 6 fits, A% ALk 155 Ti4~, 83. 7% Mg AR /N T
0.1, &FMEERIRENT 0.6, BAHIMAEE, 5L TRIEN, AR H T R
RN AN TR, THRAS S, B RR A 2% i AE,

B2 iEREAMEMES R 3 il 7k it B i X 3 I 4% Xl 4
Fig.2 Partition meshing effect of modeling domain Fig.3 Meshing in the vicinity of release pool
3.00e+02
2.50e+02
2 2.00e+02 1 it
= i
Z 10021 gl
= S U TR
Z 1.00e+02 1
5.00e+02
. 0008+02 =
Position/m
B4 mEiaFEXS E5 #EAREYE HE
Fig.4 Creating boundary layer for ground Fig.5 Screenshot of Boundary layer Y*value on ground
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Ma = ’U/C < O 3 ) E?Im‘}i%?ﬁiiﬂ ’ lﬂff&ﬁﬁ From value To value Count in range % of total count (1550400)
AR RIZER A VELOCITY_ INLET, [HB, BT o o1 s s )

108052 6.97

0 1}
I LNG s om B R T, N T HERITA El 54 4*;313 478
LNG Z& AT, 5 LNG Tt A F i s oy i 0e e L
MASS_ FLOW_ INLET, Milfii& 4 WALL, {jH& be o ’ b0
VA A O TR T T 52 X9 SYMMETRY (6 kit e o 0 000
S, MY T AMEEADLEREE, Filwml o o 1550400 10000
BRI M1 B OUTFLOW ( ;':l:';{nzﬁﬁ) , LER RS easured nininom value: 1 305732-010
ARG, JAT NG WY BRSO
M5 A PRESSURE - OUT (JESHHIM), XFEEE B 6 itEifiSH Mk Skewness %iit &
Y DA AN 2 S I si Fig.6 Statistical screenshot meshing quality of

modeling domain Skewness

2.2.3  fFEIHERES

1) W EIHR, B TRy LNG i Bl i &8 R KL 235 TP ey,
WX R (A RS AUL B 78532 SRS KA R I R . U Rt R IE S 80 T 3R AE, P RUCR A48
FOPB R, Bkt XCR TG T s RE & A R HOR e, 12 XU I A bk sh KU i 2 2000 S AR
UDF (P A%fE)y) il Fluent % 0 R XA E VELOCITY_INLET 464 . 78 XU B3,
A RLSEHE LNG s A 1T MASS_FLOW _INLET B s i & 0, ANEshiem i, RAHEME
FAASTH, AUR%E B R AT R4 B AR, T DA AL 3 Realizable k — o #7307 b AT 19 3 O
TR BT PR, Pressure — Velocity Coupling (JE RIS ) R SIMPLE 720, Bk =0k
B,

2) LNG sy 805 Bt 5, Xt g shag ity R mdl s fiiz e, WIR-A M &N methane — air
(Wt - R, WEAERESITE,; RN, il LNG MR E % UDF #2/%, £ Fluent %
JHEE 15 MASS_FLOW_INLET %68, LNG #7538 8 B 11 b, #E N - 163 °C; LNG HHEd
Je, FEA IR B SRR, HuTE S T (PR AR AR IS, DR LS 0 R A0 AR S 8 R A i il i T T 9
A5 UDF R2)7, #RA S WALL M fe s IR, LNG s Sus ik a6 s, T
Yk AR BEN Y R R AR A, A T RE R, LRI N FARRE R K (Fedfi% 0.1 ~
0.2), BHEZAE0.01 s, Bije ol B0 # KR ) 2K
2.3  Fluent 3F Burro (A E & R B LN

K Fluent X} Burro SIS0 AR MRBTHLEE B iR IO XUl 57, 140, 400, 800 m 4k
RS, ISR S AR LA, 45, Fluent FEASREFN 5t K vk i &k JBAS 4L, Wnse 2 Fiin
(FR2 “SCMMAE” FRAZEHIIE | m & RIS R ; <" FoR BT ARG B i S
BB SR ) o 33 H SPM X% 2 PRSUE M SCE w22 51T 5T, 15 A S0 fn R 5 L5 25 A
[y SPM 255, N3 3 FivR . a5 HSIHERE B BIARE LSS R0, Toil & B S 4038 J2: R 4 S 46
ZEG55H, Burro i35 Fluent B4R 2285 HHH (FB VG MG MRSE NMSE FAC2) #8454 2220 bR
WERLE, THT Fluent BAFXT Burro i ESAR AL 18 FH A 54

R T HEE Burro R FVSEES Fluent L8155 HABBIRIBIRLIG “H R B, AL T O R Hansen
RIS R, O DEGADIS, PHAST %5 H AWM RIXT Burro R 51X IR0 JLATF- 39 22 (MG)
FULPEE 5 22 (V6) FRFELERI— N YAR Sl VG | AR MG (L E, sl 7 iy < F5 50
IR ARRRAS (1,1) BRI BT e S, IR« PRAES BRI A P o A AR A < AR
FGE, UEBIZAE AN Burro RN SCEG AT R, E 7 nTUL, AH AR | Fluent A5 55 A
bR (1,1) IR EST, F8 7R Fluent XJ Burro AR 2 B HERS

http : /xuebaobangong. jmu. edu. cn/zkb



50 # FEZME 4. Fluent 45 LNG MR 808 2T M <45 -

F 2 Burro I EMES Fluent FMMERT EE
Tab.2 Comparison of Burro test and Fluent predicted data

Fse S AR08 Volume fraction of CH,/ %

TR
Downwind ﬁt%‘i{mﬂfﬁ Test data Fluent *ﬁ%ﬂﬁ Predicted data
distance/m
Burro3 Burro5 Burro7 Burro8 Burro9 Burro3 Burro5 Burro7 Burro8 Burro9
57 22.40 19.04 17.94 - - 20.78 17.36 19.19 26.70 10.09
140 8.99 9.60 7.13 16.49 9.60 7.43 8.02 8.96 17.08 8.75
400 0.80 2.42 3.86 4.25 3.96 1.12 2.02 4.73 5.73 3.37
800 0.40 0.41 0.80 1.93 1.40 0.62 0.27 1.36 2.56 1.10
*& 3  Burro IFIKLE Fluent IR ZE St 64.0
Tab.3 Statistics error between Fluent
prediction and Burro data 32.0
B
I AIRTOX
THIF S FB MRSE MG VG FAC2 16.0 "
NO. trial
Burro3  -0.125 0.085 0.880 1.091 1 ,\DS-O
SN
Buro5  0.216 0.061 1.243 1.064 1 4.0
2.0
Burro 7 -0.254 0.092 0.773 1.100 1
1.0
Burro 8§ —~0.204 0.056 0.814 1.058 1 0.125 0.250 0.500 1.000 2.000 4.000 8.000
Overprediction MG Underprediction
Burro 9 -0.192 0.046 1.214 1.048 1 7 B#WHERI Burro iR MG 5 VG 1R
=45t
Burro series -0.038 0.070 0.962 1.074 1 Fig.7 Models performance measures(MG

and VG) for Burro series

3 ET Coyote MIAIKIGEIBERNE %I'riﬁm
Coyote RINREIEFE Burro 50 1Y [F]— 7Kt EFFJRAY, HORGE LNG Htmas A e, e i A
/J\, ER Y HOERE AN, RIAET KU B 25 s 5 140 ~ 400 m ZIEﬂf/J\YEI%Wﬂcﬁ/:\ﬁMﬁEU\ iy
, SRR s MR TR E T, Coyote 3. 5. 6. 7 SikI FEEIE N 4 R,

&4 Coyote 3.5.6.7 SiXIEFEHIE
Tab.4 Main test data of Coyote 3,5,6,7

IR ik 3% =N S AT IR S S S =
s QR NG B O
est data /o’ - min~" /C Release time/s /m-s”! /% temperature/C
Coyote 3 13.5 ~164 65 6.0 11.3 37.9
Coyote 5 17.1 ~164 98 9.7 2.1 27.9
Coyote 6 16.6 ~164 82 4.6 22.8 24.3
Coyote 7 14.0 ~164 111 6.0 2.2 25.3

[FIEERY, SCH] Fluent XF Coyote iRUGEEAE , F4 IR B 37 00 A% AR A i =S (A B, 76 B PR ik
AR A WA s, HEAT O LS A W S A AR B R TR AR A O, P A O B4 4% IR ST A A
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10 -
or Fluent predicted - Test
L p— Fluent predicted Test
8 \
7 = A
6 —
6 —
“S ¢ O~
H S,
4t s
3 —
2 2
1 —
0 3 H 0 4
0 20 40 60 80 100 0 20 40 60 80 100
tls t/s
& 8 Coyote 3(140,0,1)4h {2k 72 43 £ A 18] B 9 Coyote 5(140,0,1)4b{a 72 43 £ — B i8]
SiE S A & SEME 5 A bk B
Fig.8 Comparison of Coyote 3test and Fluent Fig.9 Comparison of Coyote 5test and Fluent predicted
predicted volume fraction on point of (140,0,1) volume fraction on point of (140,0,1)

e, K8, 9 433lh Coyote 3. 5 5% T JxlIa] (140, 6~ ——— Fluent predicted R Test
0,1) (¥f: m) AbSMAMRBUBREN M A5ty sk §
Fluent #2480 1% B S XF L& &1 10 24 Coyote 5
G XA (200,0,1) (B2 m) ASARMARER 535K s 5L
Bt s [BIARFE 1) Fluent ARLFIE A SEI0 % HO A E

% Coyote 3. 5. 6. 7 KA Wi ¥ A0 Fluent 2
BEAE 5 SEMAE FE 17 I 22 Ge 1T IR 82 A AL B, 15 -
(1) Fluent FAULE A 2GS IHE, H5 SLAB fil DEGA- 0 !
DIS BE4AH 8, 5k 5 Fron, W 5 A UL, Fluent

Ft SLAB il DEGADIS g 524 2 I Coyote B4 E10 Goyote 52000 1‘;; o B ] 5
Ny N t y\J,y a3 #H—H I‘H ':J':vJ
R (AR 5B IS e S

Fig.10 Comparison of Coyote 5test and Fluent
predicted volume fraction on point of (200,0,1)

%5 Coyote TIIFHIXLE Fluent BEiMRESIT
Tab.5 Statistics error between Fluent prediction and Coyote data

RS Statistics error MG FB VG NMSE MRSE FAC2
AR Ideal values 1 0 1 0 0 1
PEUTFRUE Assessment criteria (0.67,1.5)  ( —0.4,0.4) < 3.3 <2.3 - >0.5
Fluent 0.932 -0.101 2.330 0.232 0.115 0.87
SLAB 0.732 0.238 5.324 0.628 0.710 0.82
DEGADIS 0.609 -0.402 11.833 0.672 0.732 0.74

4 LHiE

N T VEE A CFD B ARPE Fluent 75 LNG I HCTI b 50 3 R FIAT 2500, P52 € T LNG
T BB A R PPN 7k WO T E SRR A LNG it s 4 5 3 2 51155 ( Burro | Coyote ) {50
B R SPM A EHES Fluent BUM(EHEAT IR 2E G0, LIt T4 R R W], Fluent NMEBEA Y
BAUTIN LNG ks § Ak AR AE | HBAT B RO TENRS BE K Fluent W T LNG it 9 3RV
A B R
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