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Research of corrosion decision on a region weld in MFL system
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Table 1 Specification of Weld

Lo Size
1 w2zt 30.7°
3 2EZLL 3.75mm
3 FEW 2mm
FEGA 1.8mm
1| g4ar)
i 3mm
04, 08, 16, 2
. | fect®] 7+ , 08, 16, 2,
5 | Weld 9} Defectd] 13 24, 26, 28, 3H)
L
15
. 10 - o’f
% 3 P W0 wv“"'/\ (]
2o d : ) i T
é $120  -80 40 0 40% 80 ,.' 120
= .10 i |
2 \ |
g -15 L i
=1 i i/
.:“‘P-ZO L4 e
= |y ]
25 \
apna)
30

Axial Coordinate {mm]}

(a) Axial Component of MFL Signal
40

w
(=4
>

o3

<

.
s

3(

-80 40 0 40 80% 120

Magnetic Flux Density [G]
(=

10:120
20 s
¢
L
30 b
-40
Axial Coordinate [mm}

(b) Radial Component of MFL Signal
Fig. 4 MFL Signal of Defect
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Fig. 5 MFL Signal according to
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Fig. 8 Defect Signal and Distortion Signal Comparison
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