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Abstract: The distribution of the prediction accuracy for evaluation model plays an important role in studying the failure
probability and improving the burst capacity model for the crack-containing pipeline. Based on 89 sets of test data, the pre-
diction accuracy of seven evaluation models was statistically inferred by the maximum likelihood estimation and the Kolmogor-
ov-Smirnov test. According to the distribution law, the prediction performance of different models was compared and ana-
lyzed. The results show that, the prediction accuracy of Battelle and CorLAS obeys the Gumbel distribution and the normal
distribution respectively, while those of others all obey the lognormal distribution. The priority order and application of the
seven models are R6-3, R6-1 (or API), R6-2 and SINTAP specifications. BS7910 and GB should be applied to the evalua-
tion projects with high demand, and CorLLAS and Battelle are suitable for the pre-estimation of the projects. The models based
on failure assessment diagram (FAD) , where the two FAD curves are not significantly different, are influenced by the frac-
ture ratio. Therefore, the prediction performance of the model can be enhanced by improving its computational accuracy.
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Table 3 Best-fit distribution of P, for different models
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Table 4 Prediction performance of P, for different models
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