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Offshore structure may be considerably vulnerable to fatigue failure while initial flaw propagates under cyclic loading, so crack
propagation analysis/fracture/yield assessments about initial flaw detected by NDT are necessarily required, In this paper, case
studies have been conducted by flaw assessment program using engineering criticality analysis (ECA) approach, Variables such
as flaw geometry, flaw size, structure geometry, dynamic stress, static stress, toughness, crack growth rate, stress concentration

factor (SCF) a

ffected by weld are considered as analysis conditions, As a result, the safety of structure was examined during

atigue loading life, Also, critical initial flaw size was calculated by sensitivity module in the developed program, The flaw

assessments analysis using ECA approach can be very useful in offshore industries owing to

engineering criticality analysis of potential initial flaws,

the increasing demand on the

Keywords : Flaw assessment(Z &™), Fracture mechanics(Zl|24sl), Crack propagation analysis(mEEIXGHA]), Initial flaw(ZE7 |
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Count Depth(mm) Length(mm)
1 6.094 50.000
2 6.245 43.333
3 6.409 36.667
4 6.607 30.000
5 6.815 23.333
6 7.061 16.667
7 7.395 10.000
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