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SYSTEM DEFINITION

and Surccess Criteria
- Assemble Bdoamation

h

QUALITATIVE RISK ASS ESSMEMT
- Define Faihure Iode s

- Defave Faihare Caases

- Jdentity Comse quatices

- Rank Sub

- Ramk Compromerits /Elammants

|

{1)FAILURE MODES, EFFECTS, AND CRITICALITY ANALYSIS
- Redefinne Faibme odes

- Redefine Faibme Caases

- Redefine Faibme Comsequences

- Agszess Faibare Probabilitie:

- Assess Comsequuenic es

- Risk Evahuation

» Risk-Baced Ranking

+t ® ¢+ ®

QUANTITATIVE

»
(2) IMSPECTION PROGRAM D EVEL OPMENT
**. Choose Camdidate Inspection Strategies
(Frequency, Methods., Sumpling Proce dures
- Define Potertial For Daumage States
- Define Potertial For kspecticen Damage
- Defirm Reliability of iaspection Ivethods
- Estimate Efect of Inspection o Faibare Probalyilities
**. (hoose Strategy wid Pexform hwpe ction
*+. Perform Sens itiv ity Soadies
**. (hoose Appropriste Action

ANALYSIS

Up date State of Knowledge

* With ind Withuout UhuceTtainty
+4 Decisiom Risk Anabsic
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COMPONENT FALLURE FALURE PROB/  FALLURE SAFETY/  ECONOMIC/  SAFERRIE/ ECONOMICRIE
SYSTEM  MODES  CAUSE UNCERTAINTY EFFECTS UNCERTAINTY UNCERTAINTY  UNCERTAINTY UNCERTAINTY REMARKS
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« OPERATION EXPERIENCE COMSEQUENCS
DATABASES ANALYSES
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1. tHOOSE CANDIDATE INSPE € TION S TRATEGIRS

O Define poteraial for damage skabes UPBATE
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2. CHOOSE AN CANDIDATE STRATECY AND PERFORM INSPECTION
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@Ay OBTAIN MORE
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PRESENT VALUE OF COSTS (1000%)
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