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Fig. 7 A typical corrosion defect assessment procedure



98

HA 5

Initial Susceptibility
Assessment

Implement Field
investigations

NO

Periodic
Monitoring

Estimate Consequences
and Prioritize for
Mitigation

k2
Select Mitigation |
¥

Schedule and
Implement Mitigation

Fig. 8 The SCC management program developed
by NEB

Fig. 9 A test equipment for SCC experiment

Fig. 10 The chamber unit for environment simulation

BS7t Bot e golX e d7aRE AY FHE3lr] of
HArle BEAdo]l gk webA SCCe AAAE £
RAgto BAZAgwrlele g A3, Srhds
FFP 329 7|38 /Mg gsia gk

3. gsy

RadAe F5eulge] Fo widler gudl
wjge] Frhdel ddtel naAsigoh Stdzel 9
€ 3 F5eTe Ax 9% 7Headhs A9
w2z} BB wE ehdgeAxe] gl o o
& ]l tHAAFI R viES wie AT BA
g & 5 ek AF7A FHedA AR e $F
fulge] AAH L 1960 el FA3E BEEQ

WMS7)&oletar & = gtk Farado] Aepd A
2 5] WMSTIES ZE3h, AURA B
7k2 Qs EEad s B4 2 wAE gsiAd
Hig fRRgo] £Q5= AEza sierbke] oA
AEE FEThE SHA Hrh At FEH Ay
7t 718 e SEARe Fodgdels ojE
et & ARAZ=el A AEQ A FrE A
o] d7wEE M W, AT B A7) ofF
Aol & AoZ #AYHM, o9 i 2ZEY
2 B3 AP g4 FRox B wHo| majopdt
Aoz Hel

H

= e

[1] Office of Pipeline Safety, Web Site, US Department
of Transportation, (1999)
[2] The American Petroleum Institute APl Standard



Hlu = AR A 21 d Al 1 5 (20019 29) 99

1104, Welding of Pipelines and Related Fucilities
Section VI, (1991)

3} AT 3, Wi B £ L v EnE
QAR (1999

(4] Guidonce on Methods for Assessing the
Acceptability of Flaws in Fusion Welded Structures,
BS 7910, British Standard Institution, (1997)

[5] The American Petroleum Institute API Standard
1104, Welding of Pipelines and Related Facilities
Appendix A, (1991)

[6] API Recommended Practice 579, Fitness—for-
Service, First Edition, (2000)

[71 CSA  7662-Appendix K, Canadian Standards
Association, Standards o  Acceptability  for
CGircumferential Pipe Butt Welds Based on
Fracture Mechanics Principles, Oil and Gas
Pipeline Systems, (1994)

[8] Method of Assessment for Defect in Fusion-
Welded Joints with Respect to Brittle Fracture,
JWES 2805, Japan Welding Engineering Society
Standard, (1980)

[9] Specifications for Field Welding of Carbon Steel
Pipelines, BS4515, Appendix H, British Standards
Institute, London, (1987)

[0} 7k2mj#e) A58 AR WE, 7tk
A%, (1999)

[11] American Society of Mechanical Engineers, ASME
B31G-19L, Marnual for Determining the Renaining
Strength of Corroded Pipeline, (1991)

[12] RSTRENG for Window, User's Manual, Technical
Toolboxes, Inc., (1589)

(13] sjebF2 091 byt 2 adae, g=viad

AF 7R, (2001)

{14] Chell, G. G, "Application of the CEGB Failure
Assessment  Procedure, R6, to Surface Flaws,”
Fracture Mechanics: Twenty-First Symposium,
ASTM STP 1074, J. P. Gudas, J.A. Joyce, and E.
M. Hackett, Eds, American Society for Testing
and Materials, Phiadelphia, (1990)

[15] Kanninen, M. F., Pagalthivarthi K V., and
Popelar, C. H., A Theoretical Analysis for the
Residual Strength of Corroded Gas and Ol
Transmission Pipelines, Symposium on Corrosion
Forms and Control for Infrastructure, San Diego,
Califormia, November 3-4, (1991)

[16] Sims, J. R, Hantx, B. F,, and Kuehn, K E, A
Basic for the Fitness for Service Evaluation of Thin
Areas in Pressure Vessels and Storage Tanks,
Pressure Vessel Fracture, Fatigue, and Life
Management, PVP-Vol. 233, ASME, (1992)

[17] Ritchie, D, and Last, S, Burst Criteria o
Corroded  Pipelines-Defect Acceptance Critera,
Private Communication, April, (19%)

(18] Stephens D. R, Leis, B. N. Kurre, J. D, and Ru,
D. L, Development o an Alternative Failure
Criterion for Residual Strength o Corrosion
Defects in Moderate- to High-Toughness Pipe,
Battelle Report to PRC International Report, A. G.
A, Catalog Number 15179, January (1999)

[19] DNV, RP-101, Recommended Practice for
Corroded Pipelines, Det Norske Veritas Norway,
(1999)

[20] NEB Public Inquiry into Stress Corrosion Cracking,
National Engergy Board of Canada, (1996)



