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Fig. 1 Power Generation Fuel Cell System of Posco Energy
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Table 1 Comparison of Yield Ratio of ASTM A992 and
SHN 490

Mechanical Properties (MPa) Yield

Material Yield Ultimate Ratio
Strength Strength (%)
ASTM A992 345 450 76
SHN 490 325 490 66
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Fig. 2 Simplified Design of Base Frame
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Fig. 3 3D Analysis Model of Base Frame
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Fig. 4 Loading and Boundary Conditions of FEA
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Table 2 Comparison of Safety Factor

Loading Improvable Previous
Conditions Design Design
Weight Rates é\g%)s(é Safety R Is:ggg‘
(Kg) (MPay  Factor  Stress oo
9,100 x1 3.3 15 43 15
45,500 x5 16.6 15 215 116
63,700 x7 23.2 13.9 30.1 8.3
91,000 x10 33.2 9.8 43.0 5.8
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