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Fig. 1. Algorithm of environmental consequences and business interruption loss.
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Fig. 2. Risk matrix of pipes and static facilities determined by damage areas.
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Fig. 3. Risk matrix of pipes and static facilities determined by financial risk.
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Table 1. Comparisons of inspection frequencies estimated by the damage risk

and the financial risk.

Inspection
frequency(yr/No) ! 2 3 4 5 6 8 | Total
. Damage 8 11 2 2
Pipe Financial 6 14 1 2 23
Static | Damage 2 1 8 R
facilities Financial 1 1 ) 7
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