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A Review for Defect Assessment Criteria of Girth Weldment in Gas Pipeline
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Fig. 1. Comparison between workmanship (WMS) and engineering critical assessment (ECA)
defect limit (1)

Tablel. Application limits of different assessment methods

Modif. Line- WES CSA API
COD-model| spring D 6433 2805 7184 1104 BS 4515
Application
plates plates plates plates - - -
- pipes pipes pipes pipes pipes pipes
Dimensions
Thickn. - - t>10mm - - - 10<t<30mm
Diam. - - - - - - >200mm
Stresses
Yield str. - - - - - - zgggﬁgz
Resid. str. - - >0. variable 0. yield str.| yield str.
Defect
Surface yes yes yes yes yes yes yes
Buried no no ves yes yes yes yves
Max. depth - - plast. 0.5t 0.5t 0.5t 3mm
collapse
Max. length - - - - 0.1D 0.4D -
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