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The number of detected flaw
The number of physical flaw (4)
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Fig. 1 The schematic diagram of a statistical simulation for estimating flaw

growth history.
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Fig. 2 The crack growth rate data and regression with the 4th order
polynomial.
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Table 2 The POD value corresponding to the flaw size in each ISI.

POD
|;|\ Size| 05~1.5| 1.5~2.5 | 2.5~35| 3.5¢
4~9 0 0.4 0.8 1
10~12| 0.4 0.8 1 1
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Fig. 3 The simulation results of effective POD.
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