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Résumé

Le cadre de modélisation de processus de Markov déterministes par morceaux(PDMP) peut gérer les dépendances entre les
modéles basés sur la physique, entre les modéles multi-états et entre ces deux types de modéles.Incertitude épistémique peut
se produire a cause de la connaissance incompléte ou imprécise sur les processus de dégradation et sur les paramétres de
contrdle: pour tenir compte de cette incertitude, nous décrivons les parameétres du modéle PDMPcommedes nombres
flous.Dans cet article, nous étendons la méthode des volumes finis (FV) pour quantifier la fiabilité (floue) du systeme. La
méthode proposée a été testée sur un sous-systeme du systeme du refroidissement du réacteur a I'arrét (RRA) d'une centrale
nucléaire, une comparaison avec la solutionde la simulation de Monte Carlo (MC)est offerte.

Summary
Piecewise-deterministic Markov process (PDMP) modeling framework can handle the dependencies between physics-based

models, between multi-state models and between these two types of models. Epistemic uncertainty can arise due to the
incomplete or imprecise knowledge about the degradation processes and the governing parameters: to take into account this, we
describe the parameters of the PDMP model as fuzzy numbers. In this paper, we extend the finite-volume (FV) method to
quantify the (fuzzy) reliability of the system. The proposed method is tested on one subsystem of the residual heat removal
system (RHRS) of a nuclear power plant, and a comparison is offered with a Monte Carlo (MC) simulation solution.

Introduction

In real applications, industrial components always undergo degradation processes until they become completely failure. For
multi-component systems, the degradation dependency within one component or/and among different components need to be
considered under certain circumstances, e.g. the wear of rubbing surfaces can be influenced by the environmental stress shocks
within the micro-engine(Lei et al., 2012) and the vibration of the pump due to its degradation can aggravate the degradation of
the valve in RRA system(Lin et al.). This leads to a challenging problem to model the degradation processes of such systems.

Piecewise-deterministic Markov process (PDMP) approach was employed in our previous work(Lin et al.) to handle the
dependencies between physics-based models, between multi-state models and between these two types of models. To solve
this model, Monte Carlo (MC) simulation (Marseguerra and Zio, 1996)was used since the analytical solution is difficult to obtain
due to the system complex behaviors e.g. stochasticities of multi-state models and time-dependent evolutions of physics-based
models.However, the major shortcoming is thatMC can be quiet time-consuming.

Epistemic uncertainty can arise due to the incomplete or imprecise knowledge about the degradation processes, for examples
the limited amount of available information/data and the human errors attributed to insufficient inspection (Liu et al., 2008). For
physics-based models, the parameters (e.g. wear coefficient) and environmental factors (e.g. temperature and pressure) may be
unknown or elicited from expert judgment; for multi-state models, the state performances may be fuzzy due to the imprecise
discretization of the underlying continuous degradation processes and the transition rates between states may be difficult to
estimate statistically due to insufficient data, especially for those highly reliable critical components.

Efficient numerical scheme is needed for the multiple dependent degradations (modeled by PDMP) associated with epistemic
uncertainty to avoid the computational burden of MC simulation.In this paper, we extend a finite-volume (FV) method (Cocozza-
Thivent et al., 2006)to quantify the (fuzzy) reliability of the system. A comparison is offered with a Monte Carlo (MC) simulation
solution to show the efficiency of the proposed method.The rest of the paper is organized as follows.Section 2 introduces the
PDMP for multiple dependent competing degradation processes. Section 3 presents the FV scheme for PDMP. Section 4
presents the PDMP under uncertainty and the extended FV scheme for system reliability quantification. Section 5 presents a
case study on one subsystem of the residual heat removal system (RHRS)(Coudray and Mattei, 1984) of a nuclear power plant
and numerical results and analysis. Section 6 concludes the work.

PDMP for systems degradation considering dependency

Physics-based models (PBMs) (Daigle and Goebel, 2011)and multi-state models (MSMs)(Lisnianski and Levitin, 2003)are two
modeling frameworks that can be used for describing the evolution of degradation in structures and components. The former
aims to develop an integrated mechanistic description of the component/system life consistent with the underlying degradation
mechanisms (e.g. wear, stress corrosion, shocks, cracking, fatigue, etc.) using physics knowledge and equations, while the latter



can be built upon material science knowledge, or degradation data from historical collection or degradation tests, to model the
degradation processes in a discrete way.

The following assumptions are made on the multiple dependent competing degradation processes of a system:

1. The system consists of two groups of components: the first group contains M components, L= (Ly, Ly, ..., Ly), whose
degradation processes are modeled by PBMs; the second group contains N components, K = (K, K, ... , Ky), whose
degradation processes are modeled by MSMs.

2. All degradation processes of the system follow the PDMP, taking into account the degradation dependency of
components within each group and between the groups.

3. For component L,,,m=1,2,..,M, d; time-dependent continuous variables are used to describe the degradation
processes denoted by vector m(t): their developmentin time is described by a set of first-order differential equations,
i.e. physics equations.

4. For component K,,n =1,2,...,N, its degradation state space is finite, denoted by Sy = {0,1,...,dx }, ranging from
perfect functioning state'dy ' to complete failure state’0’. The component is functioning or partially functioning in all
generic intermediate states. The transition rates between two different degradation states are used to describe the
speed of reaching another degradation state. The performance level of one component (e.g. vibration of the valve due
to degradation) at each degradation state and the impact on the other components are considered as deterministic.

The degradation condition of the whole system is, then, represented as follows:
/ / X—L;(t)\ \
_ | X,® | = X (1) |
Z(t) = i € E=R% x S{1}
\ X, (© )

Yi (0, Yi, (O, ., Y, (©) = Y(©)

where Y¢_(t),n = 1,2,...,N denotes the degradation state of component K, at time t, E is a hybrid space ofR% (d, = d,, +dy, +
. +dy,)and S (S =Sk, x Sk, ..x Sg,.).

The evolution of the degradation processes Z(t) |nv0Ives the stochasticbehavior of Y(t) and the deterministic behavior of X (1),
between two consecutive jumps of Yo, given Y(t). Let Yk € S,k € N denote the state of the N components in the second group
after k transitions (a transition occurs as long as any one of the N components changes its state) and Ty € R*, k € N denote the
time of arrival at state Yk Y(t) is written as follows: N R
Y(0) = Yy, Vt € [Ty, Teiq [{2}
The probability that Y(©) will step to state j from state T in the next infinitesimal time interval [T,, T, + At], given (T(t))oggn, is as
follows:
P[Yort =1 Tast € [To, Ty + At|(Z (©)omisr,, 0kl = P[Yars = Tors € [Ty, T, + AT|Z(T,) = (X (T,),1), 6]

= &(X(T,) | 0¢)AtVn = 0,77 € S, # }{3}
where eK represents_the external influencing factorsof the components in the second group and the related coefficients to the
transition rates, %(J,X (T, |6 ) represents the corresponding transition rate. The evolution of X (t), when t € [Ty, Tysa Lk €N, is
deterministically described by a set of differential equations as follows:

X, 0\ [ &Eo.p)
o= X0 | =] 6, “FO.,) | =6 o6
X O\, F®w.efpr,)

where f; £V ,n=1,2,..,M are the set of physics equations, given the influence of the degradation state Y, of the second group

components, eL“,n = 1, 2, ..., Mrepresents the external influencing factorsof the component L,, and the physical parameters used
in the physics equations.

The reliability of the system at time t is defined as follows:

R(t) = P[Z(s) & F, Vs < t}{5}
where F = Fy x Fy & E denotesthe space of the failure states of Z(t) where F; denotes the sub-space of the failure states for
X(t) and Fy denotes the sub-space of the failure states for Y(o). Let p(%1 |9L,9K) % € R%,7 € S denote the probability density
function (PDF) of processes (X (1), Y (t)), being in state (X,7) at time t, which satisfies: L

fRdL Yies pt(ivT [0, ek)di = 1{6}

The reliability of the system can be calculated as: .
RO = f; eFy Yie 7y Pe (i‘f 0L, Gx)d§{7}

The PDF pt(i,f |9_L), ﬁ) obeys the Chapman-Kolmogorov equation (Devooght and Smidts, 1996)as follows:
d e T T A T T A e I P N
—pt(X,l |eLl eK) = Z] #T)‘f( LX | GK) peX) |eLreK) - }\T(X | eK)pt X1 |eLr el() - dlv<fL (XrtleL)pt X1 |eL’eK)> {8}

where ?\»(i | 5,:) i ﬁ}\»(j’,i | e—.{) is the transition rate departing from the state 7. Among the right-hand parts of equation {8}, _the
first two terms are due to the stochastic behavior of processes Y(t) the flrst term accounts for the transition of processes Z(t)
into state (i,X), the second term accounts for the transition of processes Z(t) out of state (7,X); the last term is due to the
deterministic behavior of processes X(t) which represents the volume densu) of the outward flux of the probability field around
the point (1,X). Given the initial probability distribution of the system pO(X 1 |6L,9K) its evolution in time and that of the system
reliability can be obtainedsolving equations {8}and {7}, respectively.



A challenging problem is to calculate the probability density function pt(i,ﬂe_;, ﬂ) because the analytical solutionis difficult to
obtain due to the complex behavior of the processes(Labeau, 1996). MC simulation methods can be applied for such numerical
computations, but the major shortcoming is that they are typically time-consuming(Eymard and Mercier, 2008). FV methods is an
alternative that can lead to comparable results as MC simulation,but within a more acceptable computing time (Eymard and
Mercier, 2008).

Finite-volume scheme for PDMP

Instead of directly solving the probability density function pt(i’,f |GT, ﬂ) through the Chapman-Kolmogorov equation{8}, an
approximate solution can be obtained by the FV scheme by discretizing the state space of the continuous variables and the time
space of PDMP. The approximated solution converges towards the accurate solution under certain conditions. Here, we employ
an explicit FV scheme to PDMP, developed by Cocozza-Thiventet al. (Cocozza-Thivent et al., 2006).

3.1 Assumptions

This approach can be applied under the following assumptions:

1. The transition rates 2;(j,- | 9—,;) vi,j € S are continuous and bounded functions from R% to R*.
2. The physics equationsff(-,-lE), vi € S are continuous functions from R4 x R* to R% and locally Lipschitz continuous.
3. The physics equationsff(-,tlej), vi € S are sub-linear, i.e. there are some V; > 0 and V, > 0 such that

V¥ € Rt € R* fL‘(z,t|FL)| <V, (IRl + [t]) + V,

4. The functionsdiv(fLr(-,-|§)), Vi € Sare almost everywhere bounded in absolute value by some real value D > 0.

3.2 Numerical scheme

For the ease of notation, first we let E(-,-): RY x R — RY denote the solution of:

0 s 2N i 3 =\ N

2gi(%t10,) = £, (4°(%,t18,),t|0,) Vi€ 5,7 € R, t € R{9}
with

g'(%,016,) =% VieSs,x e R{10}

and ;l(a?t | 97) is the result of the deterministic behavior of X (t) after time t, starting from the point # while the processes Y (t)
hold on state 7. -
The state space R of continuous variables X (t) is divided into an admissible mesh M, which is a family of measurable subsets

of R% (M is a partition of R%) such that (Cocozza-Thivent et al., 2006):
(1) UgepncA = R%E

(2) VABEM,A=B=>ANB=0.
@) my=J dx > 0,VA € M, where m, is the volume of grid A.
(4) supsepcdiam(A) < +oo where diam(A4) = supyzgealX — ¥|.

Additionally, the time space R*is divided into small intervals R* = U,—o 1, [nAt, (n 4+ 1)At[ by setting the time step At > 0 (the
length of each interval).

The numerical scheme aims at giving an approximate value for the probability density function p, zneﬁ,a;) on each {i} x
[nAt, (n + 1At[x A, Vi€ S,n € N,A € M denoted by p,(AT]6y,6x), by assuming that:
p(X 116, 0k) =p,(AT]6.,06¢), Vi €S,XEAtE [nAL (n + DAL[{11}
Given the initial probability density function p, (%] 8, 6x ) of the system at time t = 0, p,(A,T| 8;,6), Vi €S, A € M can be
obtained as:
. Po(Ar“ eLreK) = fA Pi(i‘” 614:91<)dX/TY1A{12}
Then, Pn+1(&fl 0., 0x), VIES A€ M, n € N can be calculated considering the deterministic evaluation of X (t) and the stochastic
evolution of Y (¢t) based on p, (M, 8,6 ) by the Chapman-Kolmogorov forward equation (Davis, 1993), as follows:
. | dl L
Pos+1(AT]0,,6¢) = mpn-ﬂ(Arl 16,,0x) + Atzl'esmpn+l (A716,,0¢){13}
where
a, = [, &(%|8¢)dx/m,, Vi € S,A € M{14}
is the average transition rate from state j to state 1 for grid A, ) -
b} = Y;.1a,, Vi€ S,A € M{15}
is the average transition rate out of state T for grid A, L . L
] ) B ] ) Por1(AT]6L,6k) = Tpear mhy pn(_Brﬂ eLrek)/mA’V_’T_E _S,AEM{:_I-6}
is the approximate value for probability density function on {i} x [(n + 1)At, (n + 2)At[x A according to the deterministic evaluation
of X (t),

i

Mo = Jien e )en) Y2 VT € S A B € M{LT}

is the volume of the part of grid B, which will enter grid A after time At according to the deterministic evaluation of X @®.

The approximated solution pn(A,‘f|(TL,ﬂ) weakly converges towards the unigue solution of equation {8}when At— 0 and
|| /At —» Owhere | M| = sup,cpcdiam(A)(Cocozza-Thivent et al., 2006).

PDMP under uncertainty




Fuzzy set theories and techniques introduced by Zadeh(Zadeh, 1999)have been employed in reliability models under epistemic
uncertainty when the crisp values are insufficient to capture the actual behavior of components. In this work, the following
assumptions are madetoextend the previous PDMP model with the consideration of epistemic uncertainty:

1. The values of the externa| influencing factors and physical parameters HL in the physics equations fL Xt |0L) vie
S, % € R4 and equations g (x t] 97),\11 € S, % € R%,t € Rfor the deterministic processes X(¢t) can be fuzzy numbers,
denoted by GL

2. The values of the external influencing factors and the related coefficients HK in the transition rates for the stochastic
processes Y(t) between two different states /1»(} x| GT{),V t € R*, ¥ € R%,7,7 € S,7 # j can be fuzzy numbers, denoted
by GK

The values of the probability densﬂy function, (t X1 |9L, K)and reliability function R(t)have, therefore, changed from crisp values
to fuzzy numbers, denoted byp(t X1 |6L,6K and R(t) respectively. In the next section, we extend the approach presented in
Section 2 to quantify the dependent degradation processes modeled by PDMP under uncertainty.

4.1 Quantification of PDMP under uncertainty

Let [a]m~ ,3, | denote the o -cut of a fuzzy number &, where a, and a, are the boundaries;then, the a -cut of
p (t X1 |9L, k), Vi€ S,% € R, t € R can be obtained basednnlhe extension prlnmple (Zadeh , 1999)as:
P(tXT |6L,6K le« = [mlnﬁ [e p(t %1 |9L, K) maxg. ﬁ] p(t X1 |6L, K) {18}
eKe[eK] eKe[eK]
The apprommate,s,olutlon for [ %1 |GL,GK ]u,v‘ € S,X € At € [nAt, (n + 1)At[ denoted by p, (A i |9L, ) then can be obtained

by varying GL in SL and GK in K] as follows —_ — o L
[Pn (A,l |6L,9K)]a = [mlnﬁe[ﬁ]u pa(AT |6L'6K)'maxeﬁ’e[e:g]u pa(A,7161,6¢)1{19}
axelox] dxelox]
wherep, (A, |ST, @) is obtained by equation{13}through FV scheme. The parametric programming algorithms can be applied to
find the solutions (Liu et al., 2008).

The approximate solution for the a-cut of fuzzy reliability R(t) of the system at time t € [nAt, (n + 1)At[ can, then, be obtained as
follows:

[ﬁ(t)]a = ZAEM ZTE .’FV[I?; (ArY |é:, al:)]a f{YEA Rgff} a)-(){20}
In most cases, the original R(t) is monotonic with GTand é;; then, we can directly obtain that instead of using equation{19}:

[ﬁ(t)]a = [ZAEM Yier, Pn (A,Y |9_La,9_;<a) f{feA ey dx, Yaem Xig,; Po (A:T 101 eka) J'{QEA Rers) dx ({21}

lllustrative case and results

The illustrative case refers to one important subsystem of a residual heat removal system (RHRS) consisting of a centrifugal
pump and a pneumatic valve. The definition of the system has been provided by Electricité de France (EDF). Upon discussion
with the experts, a degradation dependency between the two components has been considered, as follows: the degradation of
the pump will cause it to vibrate (Zhang et al., 2006) which, in turn, will lead the valve to vibrate and therefore aggravate the
degradation processes of the latter (Moussou et al., 2001).

Given its series logic structure, the subsystem is considered failed when one of the two components is failed.

5.1 Centrifugal pump

The degradation model of thecentrifugal pump is a modified multi-state model from the one originally supplied by EDF. Itis a
continuous-time homogeneous Markov chain with constant transition rates as shown in Figurel:

° : ‘ : ‘ : °

Figure 1.Degradation processes of the pump.

There are four degradation states for the pump to represent its different degradation conditions, from the perfect functioning state
‘3’ to the complete failure state ‘0’. Due to the degradation, the pump can vibrate when it reaches the degradation states ‘2’ and
‘1. The intensity of the vibration of the state ‘2’ is assigned as ‘smooth’ and that of the state ‘1’ is assigned as ‘rough’ by the
experts. Let Y, (t) denote the degradation state of the pump at time t and S, = {'0’,‘1’,"2’,"3’} denote the degradation states set.
The pump is functioning until it reaches the complete failure state ‘0’; A5,, A,; and A;, are the transition rates of the degradation
process.

5.2 Pneumatic valve

The degradation model of the valve is a physics-based model developed by Daigle and Goebel (Daigle and Goebel, 2011). The
simplified scheme of the pneumatic valve is shown in Figure2.
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Figure 2.Simplified scheme of the pneumatic valve (Daigle and Goebel, 2011).

The pneumatic valve is a normally-closed and gas-actuated valve with a linear cylinder actuator. Top chamber and bottom
chamber are separated by the piston, and are connected to a top pneumatic port and a bottom pneumatic port, respectively. The
position of the piston between fully closed position ‘0’ and fully open position ‘x;’ can be controlled by regulating the pressure of
the pneumatic ports to fill or evacuate the two chambers. A return spring is linked with the piston to ensure that the valve will
close when pressure is lost, due to the spring force.

There are several common degradation mechanisms of the valve (e.g. sliding wear, internal leaks, external leaks, etc.). In this
case study, as degradation mechanism we have chosen the external leak at the actuator connections to the bottom pneumatic
port due to corrosion and other environmental factors, for two reasons: 1) it is more significant than the other degradation
mechanisms according to the results shown in (Daigle and Goebel, 2011); 2) the uncertainty associated with the wear coefficient
estimated from a limited amount of data should be taken into account. The leak will lead the valve to be more difficult to open but
easier to close. The threshold of the area of leak hole Dj is defined as the value above which (D, (t) > D;) the valve cannot reach
the fully open position within the 15s time limit from the fully closed position, after an opening command is executed.

Let Dy, (t) denote the area of the leak hole at the bottom pneumatic port at time t, the development of the leak size is described
by:

Dy (t) = wy (1 + By, {22}
where w, is the original wear coefficient and where By ) is the relative increment of the developing rate of the external leak at
the bottom pneumatic port caused by the vibration of the pump at the degradation state ‘2’ or ‘1’ (if we ignore the degradation
dependency, then Byp(t) = 0). All the other physics equations of the valve and the parameter definitions and values can be
founded in(Daigle and Goebel, 2010).

The threshold of the area of leak hole D; = 1.06e — 5 m? (maximum damage) can be calculated: once exceeded, the valve will
not reach the fully open position within the 15s limit, as shown in Figure3.

Maximum Damage
No Damage
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Figure 3.Valve behavior with different sizes of the external leak.

5.3 PDMP for the system under uncertainty

The degradation processes of the whole system are modeled by PDMP as follows:

2.4 _ (Dp(® N

700 = (Yp (t)) € R* x5,{23})
The space of the failure states of Z(v)is F = Fp, X Fy, = [Dy, +0) X {'0"}. We have GT = (o, By, ) and 6_,{ = (A32,221,A19) Which
are the uncertain parameters. They are assumed to be triangle fuzzy numbers (TFNs) represented by a triplet (a;,a,,a;). TFNs
are widely used to represent uncertain parameters in reliability engineering(Ding et al., 2008), because they are easier to be
manipulated and to be elicited from the experts. However, the proposed framework is generally suitable for fuzzy numbers with



other types of membership functions. The values of &y, By, ), As2. Ay; and Ay, are shown in Table 1. The fuzzy numbers are
assigned by considering a relative uncertainty of +10% of the original parameters values.

Table 1.The values of the fuzzy parameters in PDMP.

Parameter Value
[ (9e-9, 1le-8, 1.1e-8) m2/s
B, (9%, 10%, 11%)
B, (18%, 20%, 22%)
Az (2.7e-3, 3e-3, 3.3e-3) s-1
Ay (2.7e-3, 3e-3, 3.3e-3) s-1
Ao (2.7e-3, 3e-3, 3.3e-3) s-1

The initial state of the system is assumed as follows:
7 _ D, (0) (0
%= (o) = ()8
which means that the two components are both in their perfect state. The initial PDF of the processes (D, (t),Y,(t))io.

Po (x,i 1o, 5,:) hence equals to 1 if (x,1) = (0,'3") and to 0 otherwise.

5.4 Results

The comparisons between the results of the reliability of the system at cut level a = 1, i.e. without fuzziness in the parameters
values, over a time horizon 1000s calculated by MC simulation and the FV scheme are shown in Figure4. For the FV scheme,
the state space R* of Dy (t) has been divided into an admissible mesh M = U,y .. [nAx, (n + 1)Ax[ where Ax = 1e — 8 m?/s
and the time space R* into small intervals R* = U,—y 1. [nAt, (n 4+ 1)At[ by setting the time step At = 1s. All the experiments
were carried out in MATLAB on a PC with an Intel Core 2 Duo CPU at 1.97 GHz and a RAM of 1.95 GB. The MC simulation
method (Baudrit et al., 2008) with 10° replications (named MC2), and the proposed FV scheme are applied for the fuzzy reliability
assessment of the system. The average computation time of MC2 is 9.40 s, while that of the FV scheme is 0.20 s. The system
reliability decreases more rapidly after around 885 s, because at that time the valve could fail, corresponding to the situation
when the pump steps to the state ‘1’ very quickly and stays there until thevalve fails.

The quantitative comparison of the results over a time horizon 1000 s is shown in Table 2. Compared with the results of MC2, the
mean absolute relative difference (MARD) of the results of the FV scheme is 0.17%.
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Figure 4.Fuzzy reliability at cut level a = 1(no fuzziness) obtained by MC2 and FV scheme.

Table 2.Comparison of the fuzzy reliability of the system at cut level a = 1(no fuzziness) between MC2 and FV scheme at
different times.

Method MC2 FVv Relative
Time scheme difference

100s 0.9965 0.9964 -0.01%
200s 0.9769 0.9773 0.04%
300s 0.9372 0.9379 0.07%
400s 0.8799 0.8805 0.07%
500s 0.8094 0.8102 0.10%
600s 0.7305 0.7321 0.22%
700s 0.6496 0.6513 0.26%




800s 0.5696 0.5714 0.32%
900s 0.4873 0.4874 0.02%
1000s 0.1801 0.1811 0.56%

The results of the fuzzy reliability of the system at cut levels a = 0 and a = 1 over a time horizon 1000 s obtained by MC2 and FV
scheme are shown in Figure5. The lower boundary of the fuzzy reliability of the system at cut level a = 0decreases more sharply
after around 790 s, earlier than the fuzzy reliability at « = 1. It is seen that the system fails after around 964 s, because at that
time the valve is completely failed. The upper boundary of the fuzzy reliability at a = 0 does not experience a rapid decrease
because the valve is mostly functioning over the time horizon.
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Figure 5.Fuzzy reliability at cut levels a = 0 and a = 1 obtained by MC2 and FV scheme.

The membership function of fuzzy reliability R(t) at mission time t = 800 s at different cut levels a € [0, 1] obtained by MC2 and
FV scheme are illustrated in Figure 6 (we have uniformly chosen 51 points in [0, 1] with a step equal to 0.02 assigned to «). The
average computation time of MC2 is 201.94 s respectively, while that of FV scheme is 15.91 s.
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Figure 6.Membership function of fuzzy reliability R(t) at mission time t = 800 s obtained by MC2 and FV scheme.

The quantitative comparison of the results of the membership functions obtained by the MC simulation methods and FV scheme
is shown in Table 3. Compared with the results of MC2, the MARDof the results the FV scheme is 0.27%.



Table 3.Comparison of the results of the membership function obtained by MC2 and FV scheme.

Method MC2 FVv Relative difference
scheme (Minimum/Maximum)
Cut level

a=0 [0.5062, 0.6330] | [0.5057,0.6350] -0.10% / 0.32%
a=0.1 [0.5137, 0.6271] | [0.5148, 0.6285] 0.21% / 0.22%
a=02 [0.5209, 0.6203] | [0.5220, 0.6221] 0.21% / 0.29%
a=03 [0.5266,0.6141] | [0.5283, 0.6157] 0.32% / 0.26%
a=04 [0.5329, 0.6088] | [0.5344, 0.6093] 0.28% / 0.08%
a=05 [0.5386, 0.6015] | [0.5405, 0.6030] 0.35% / 0.25%
a=0.6 [0.5440, 0.5955] | [0.5466,0.5966] 0.48% / 0.18%
a=07 [0.5513, 0.5892] | [0.5528, 0.5903] 0.27% / 0.19%
a=08 [0.5577, 0.5825] | [0.5590, 0.5840] 0.23% / 0.26%
a=09 [0.5626,0.5756] | [0.5652, 0.5777] 0.46% / 0.36%

The above results show that the FV scheme achieves comparable results as MC2, withless computational burden.

Conclusion
In this work, we have consideredmultiple dependent competing degradation processesin system components modeled by PDMP.

Uncertainty is included by describing the model parameters as fuzzy numbers. For the calculation of the system (fuzzy) reliability,
the FV method has been extended and shown to lead to comparable results as MC simulation,but with reduced computing time.

Acknowledgement

The authors would like to thank Mrs. Dominique VASSEUR, Mr. Antoine DESPUJOLS and Mr. Emmanuel ARDILLON from the
Department Industrial Risks Management (MRI), Electricité de France R&D for their insightful comments. The work was
supported by Electricité de France Contract No.8610-5910112096.

Références

BAUDRIT, C., DUBOIS, D. & PERROT, N. 2008. Representing parametric probabilistic models tainted with imprecision. Fuzzy sets
and systems, 159, 1913-1928.

COCOZZA-THIVENT, C., EYMARD, R. & MERCIER, S. 2006. A finite-volume scheme for dynamic reliability models. IMA journal of
numerical analysis, 26, 446-471.

COUDRAY, R. & MATTEI, J. 1984. System reliability: An example of nuclear reactor system analysis. Reliability Engineering, 7, 89-
121.

DAIGLE, M. & GOEBEL, K. Model-based prognostics under limited sensing. Aerospace Conference, 2010 IEEE, 6-13 March 2010
2010. 1-12.

DAIGLE, M. & GOEBEL, K. 2011. A model-based prognostics approach applied to pneumatic valves. International Journal of
Prognostics and Health Management, 2, 008.

DAVIS, M. H. 1993. Markov models and optimization, CRC Press.

DEVOOGHT, J. & SMIDTS, C. 1996. Probabilistic dynamics as a tool for dynamic PSA. Reliability Engineering & System Safety, 52,
185-196.

DING, Y., ZUO, M. J., LISNIANSKI, A. & TIAN, Z. 2008. Fuzzy multi-state systems: general definitions, and performance
assessment. Reliability, IEEE Transactions on, 57, 589-594.

EYMARD, R. & MERCIER, S. 2008. Comparison of numerical methods for the assessment of production availability of a hybrid
system. Reliability Engineering & System Safety, 93, 168-177.

LABEAU, P.-E. 1996. A Monte Carlo estimation of the marginal distributions in a problem of probabilistic dynamics. Reliability
Engineering & System Safety, 52, 65-75.

LEI, J., QIANMEI, F. & COIT, D. W. 2012. Reliability and Maintenance Modeling for Dependent Competing Failure Processes With
Shifting Failure Thresholds. Reliability, IEEE Transactions on, 61, 932-948.

LIN, Y.-H., LI, Y.-F. & ZIO, E. Modeling Multiple Dependent Competing Degradation via Piecewise Deterministic Markov Process.
Manuscript sumbitted for publication.

LISNIANSKI, A. & LEVITIN, G. 2003. Multi-state system reliability: assessment, optimization and applications, World scientific.

LIU, Y., HUANG, H. & LEVITIN, G. 2008. Reliability and performance assessment for fuzzy multi-state elements. Proceedings of the
Institution of Mechanical Engineers, Part O: Journal of Risk and Reliability, 222, 675-686.

MARSEGUERRA, M. & ZIO, E. 1996. Monte Carlo approach to PSA for dynamic process systems. Reliability Engineering & System
Safety, 52, 227-241.

MOUSSOU, P., CAMBIER, S., LACHENE, D., LONGARINI, S., PAULHIAC, L. & VILLOUVIER, V. 2001. Vibration investigation of a
French PWR power plant piping system caused by cavitating butterfly valves. ASME-PUBLICATIONS-PVP, 420, 99-106.

ZADEH, L. A. 1999. Fuzzy sets as a basis for a theory of possibility. Fuzzy sets and systems, 100, 9-34.

ZHANG, S., HODKIEWICZ, M., MA, L. & MATHEW, J. 2006. Machinery condition prognosis using multivariate analysis. Engineering
Asset Management. Springer.



