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Abstract : During the last ten years, effort has been made for reducing maintenance cost for aged equipments and
ensuring safety, efficiency and profitability of petrochemical and refinery plants. Hence, it was required to develop
advanced methods which meet this need. RBI(Risk Based Inspection) methodology is one of the most promising
technology satisfying the requirements in the field of integrity management. In this study, a qualitative assessment
algorithm for RBI based on the API 581 code was reconstructed for developing an RBI software. The user-friendly
realRBI software is developed with a module for evaluating qualitative risk category using the potential consequence

factor and the likelihood factor.
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Fig. 1. Overall RBI procedures
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Likelihood Factor Likelihood Category
0-15 1
16 - 25 2
26 - 35 3
36 - 50 4
s1-75 5
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Table 3. Conversion of consequence factor into conse—
quence categony®

Damage Consequence | Health Consequence |  Consequence
Factor Factor Category
0-19 < 10 A
20 - 34 10 - 19 B
35 - 49 20 - 29 C
50 - 79 30 - 39 D
> 80 > 40 E

LIKELIHOOD CATEGORY

A B C D £
CONSEQUENCE CATEGORY

Fig. 3. Qualitative risk-based ranking matrix
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Fig. 5. Module for damage conseguence analysis

Fig. 6. Module for health consequence analysis
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