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Application of Continuous Indentation Technique tc Integrity Assessment of Welded Structures
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Fig. 1. Advanced Indentation System 2000 Fig. 2. Comparison of flow curves at
attached to main steam line in fossile base/HAZ/weldment of main steam line
power plant. in fossile power plant.
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Table 1. Comparison of tensile properties obtained by
continuous indentation and tension test.
AlE 3 gEUE(MPa) | AFZHT(MPa)
1 541 745
2 594 786
3 589 794
4 579 800
5 581 776
B 577 780
CIEAIE Z 1} 539 762
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Fig. 5. Difference in FFS assessment result between (a) weld-metal-based FAD and (b) HAZ-based FAD (a: flaw
depth). '
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Fig. 4. Difference in assessment result between

Fig. 5. An example showing difference in flow
fresh-material-based FAD and

curves with the variation of microstructure in API
degraded-material-based FAD. X65 steel.
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