N

S

ELSEVIER

Available online at www.sciencedirect.com
ScienceDirect

Int. J. Production Economics 107 (2007) 404—421

international journal of

production
economics

www.elsevier.com/locate/ijpe

Availability of k-out-of-N systems under block replacement
sharing limited spares and repair capacity

Karin S. de Smidt-Destombes®*, Matthieu C. van der Heijden®, Aart van Harten®

TNO Defence, Security and Safety, P.O. Box 96864, 2509 JG, The Hague, The Netherlands
® University of Twente, Enschede, The Netherlands

Received 4 January 2005; accepted 25 August 2006
Available online 15 February 2007

Abstract

In this paper we consider an installed base of k-out-of-N systems, each consisting of identical, repairable components.
A block replacement policy is used to maintain each system and all components are repaired by a single repair shop.
System maintenance consists of replacing all failed and degraded components by spares. We focus on the downtime
resulting from the lack of spare parts. The control variables that influence the system availability are the maintenance
interval, the spare part inventory level and the repair capacity. We present two approximate methods to analyse the
relation between these control variables and the system availability. Comparison with simulation results shows that we can
generate nearly accurate approximations for the system availability using one of these models, depending on the system
size. The average errors are found to be between 0.1% and 4.3%, compared to simulation. We found that the errors
become smaller when the installed base increases and the number of system components becomes larger.
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1. Introduction

Today’s technological systems like aircraft, mili-
tary or medical equipment are becoming more
complex. At the same time, the users demand a
very high availability which can be achieved in
several ways. First, redundancy of critical compo-
nents can be included in the system design. Second,
the system downtime can be minimised using
efficient and effective maintenance. To this end,
repair-by-replacement of failed components and
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modules is useful. Failed components are replaced
by spares and repaired off-line. Because many
components of technically advanced systems are
(very) expensive, it is often profitable to repair them
instead of scrapping them. Therefore, the main-
tenance time is influenced by the number of spares
and the repair shop capacity. We have a trade-off:
the need for spares is reduced (reducing costs) using
sufficient repair capacity (increasing costs) and the
other way round. Also the preventive maintenance
policy is relevant. Frequent preventive maintenance
is costly (e.g. due to set-ups), reduces the risk of
system failures and causes a more steady workload
of failed components to the repair shop, yielding
shorter throughput times (thereby reducing the need
for spares and costs). The throughput times through
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a repair shop can also be reduced using a proper
repair job scheduling mechanism (priority setting).
We see that the system availability is influenced in
many ways, and that it is important to balance control
variables like the amount of spares, maintenance
frequency, repair shop capacity and repair shop
scheduling. Until now, little research has been done
about such integral trade-offs. In this paper we present
a model to analyse these relations for an installed base
of identical k-out-of-N systems sharing spares and
repair capacity. A k-out-of-N system consists of N
identical components of which at least & components
are needed for a functional system. We focus on
quantitative modelling and analyse the relation
between control variables and system availability.
Fig. 1 shows two examples of systems that we
consider in this paper. The one on the left is the
Active Phased Array Radar (APAR), which consists
of four sides, so called faces. Each face consists of
several thousands of transmit and receive elements.
Not all these elements have to be functioning in
order to have the radar functioning. Therefore, this
system can be considered as a k-out-of-N system.
To give an indication, the APAR is approximately a
2700-out-of-3000 system. The Royal Netherlands
Navy has multiple ships equipped with this radar.
Therefore, there is an installed base sharing the
same spares and repair capacity. This is also valid
for the second system (Fig. 1 on the right), the
Active Towed Array Sonar (ATAS). It consists of
several tens of hydrophones used to detect objects
beneath the water surface (like submarines). Not all

hydrophones need to be functional to have the
system functioning. To give an indication, we say
this is a 58-out-of-64 system.

In this paper, we present approximation methods
to set the maintenance interval, number of spares
and repair capacity simultaneously for systems with
and without component wear-out. In the case
without component wear-out, a component is either
working or failed (e.g. electronical components). We
use exponential distributions for the component
failure times, which are appealing because of their
memoryless property. In case of component wear-
out, we define component states: working, degraded
and failed. Consider for instance the transmit and
receive elements of the APAR. Components are
fully operational if they can send and receive
signals. If one of these functions fails, we call a
component degraded, and failed if both functions
fail. We assume that a component has an exponen-
tially distributed time to move from ‘““working”
state to ‘“‘degraded” state and an exponentially
distributed time to move from “degraded” state to
“failed” state.

Most literature about maintenance models only
look at the maintenance policy, see e.g. the survey of
Wang (2002). Usually, spares and repair capacity
are assumed to be available and the relevant
decisions concern only the maintenance policy such
as intervals for inspections, maintenance (perfect,
minimal, imperfect) and replacements, see e.g.
(Abdel-Hameed, 1995). Sometimes, the action taken
depend upon the number of failures as in the model

Fig. 1. Left: the Active Phased Array Radar system. Right: the Active Towed Array Sonar system.
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presented by Love and Guo (1996) with Weibull
failure rates.

There is only a limited amount of literature that
mentions the importance of integrating the mainte-
nance strategy with spares and repair capacity (e.g.
Gross et al., 1985; Dinesh Kumar et al., 2000) but do
not present a quantitative model. Bahrami-G et al.
(2000) present a model to find the optimal length of
the maintenance interval for equipment that deterio-
rates in time. However, dependency on the number of
spares or repair capacity for the maintenance duration
is not taken into account. Spare provisioning policy
has been taken into account simultaneously with the
maintenance policy by e.g. Kabir and Al-Olayan
(1996), Kabir and Farrash (1996) and Park and Park
(1986). In their models, maintenance strategy is an age
based one and components are non-repairable.
Chiang and Yuan (2001) for instance try to find an
optimal inspection period combined with the best
replenishment period and stock level. Brezavscek and
Hudoklin (2003) present a model with a joint
optimisation of a block replacement maintenance
policy and spare parts policy. Again, the components
are not repairable, which is encountered in most
models that concern joint optimisation of a main-
tenance policy and a spares provisioning policy. The
repair shop is obviously not modelled. In De Smidt-
Destombes et al. (2004) a similar model is presented
for a single system with no component wear-out under
a condition based maintenance strategy. A closely
related model is described in De Smidt-Destombes
et al. (2006) considering one system with component
wear-out. Compared to the last two models, this paper
considers a block replacement policy instead of a
condition based maintenance policy. The second
difference is that the two models mentioned have
spares and repair capacity for only a single system. In
this paper, we consider several systems sharing spares
and repair capacity. For a recent overview of
repairable spare parts inventory analysis under finite
repair capacity, we refer to Sleptchenko et al. (2002).

The outline of this paper is as follows. We start with
the notation and the description of the basic model
with no component wear-out (i.e. exponential time to
failure) and exponential repair time of components in
Section 2. In Sections 3 and 4, we, respectively,
address the analysis of the model without component
wear-out and with component wear-out. Section 5
shows the results of these approximation models
compared with results of discrete event simulation.
We end this paper with some conclusions and
possibilities for further research in Section 6.

2. Notation and model description
2.1. Notation

Throughout this paper we use the following input
parameters:

k minimum number of system
components needed

N total number of system
components

¢ repair capacity

S total number of spares

T interval between two succeeding
maintenance arrivals

M size of the installed base

A component failure rate (without
wear-out)

A transition rate from state 0 to 1
(with wear-out)

A transition rate from state 1 to 2
(with wear-out)

U component repair rate (without
wear-out)

U repair rate from state 1 to 0
(with wear-out)

Uy repair rate from state 2 to 0

(with wear-out)

The next random variables are used:

U operational time of system with
maintenance interval

/(= min{ U, 1})

U system time to failure

D maintenance time

D* time to system failure

p probability that maintenance
time is larger than 0

A; number of components in state
i (=0,1,2) at system arrival

B; number of spares in state i (=

0,1,2) at system arrival

Notation for random variables used for the model
without component wear-out:

R(n) time needed to repair n
components

Z(1) number of repairs during
time ¢
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Notation for random variables used for the model
with component wear-out:

B total number of spares that need
repair (= B| + B»)

T(1,)) time for the system transition
from state (N, 0,0) to
(N —1 _j’ l)])

R;(n) time needed to repair n
components from state
i(=0,1,2)

W, number of repairs during
maintenance of type i (=0, 1,2)

Zi(1) number of type i repairs during
time ¢

2.2. Model description

We consider an installed base of M identical k-out-
of-N systems with hot stand-by redundancy. Hot
stand-by redundancy means that all components,
even the ones that are strictly not necessary, are
operational and are therefore subject to failure with
the same failure rate. Each component fails accord-
ing to an exponential distribution with a failure rate 1
per time unit. We assume that each system is
maintained with a fixed maintenance interval of
length 7. In other words, we use a block replacement
policy with no action taken if the system fails before
its maintenance period. We assume that when a
system has failed and less than k components are
working, the system is not shut down. As an
example, consider the APAR that can still work if
less than 2700 out of the 3000 transmit-and-receive
elements are available, although the performance is
inferior (but better than nothing). Therefore, the
components are still subject to failure after system
failure. During maintenance, all failed components
are replaced by spare components. The total number
of spares for the installed base equals S. The
components are repairable and are processed by a
single repair shop with ¢ identical, parallel repair
channels. If the number of functional spares is
insufficient to replace all failed components, the
maintenance period is extended with the time needed
to restore the lacking number of components. Repair
of a failed component is exponentially distributed
with a repair rate u per time unit. The maintenance
time, D, only consists of the waiting time for spares.
We neglect the replacement time of components.

In Fig. 2, we show the various cycles that we
distinguish when modelling the system. We have a

cycle for each system in the installed base, defined as
the period between two consecutive arrivals of the
same system at the repair shop for maintenance (a
fixed period with length 7), and a repair shop cycle,
defined as the period between the arrivals of two
consecutive systems (a fixed period with length %).
Both cycles start just before a system arrives for
maintenance. The figure shows an example with an
installed base M = 3 systems. The availability of
each system is defined as the uptime of the system
divided by the uptime plus the downtime, which
equals T;TD if no system failure occurs during the
operational time. Taking into account system fail-
ures and defining U(T — D) as the uptime during
T — D, the availability equals:

szw' 0

The maintenance duration D depends on the
number of failed system components and the number
of spares available at the start of maintenance as well
as the repair capacity. Assuming that the failure rate
and repair rate are known, we can control the system
availability by the cycle length 7, the number of
spares S and repair capacity c.

For the analysis of this system, queueing models
seem to be suitable at first sight. The repair shop can
be modelled as a multi-server queue with batch
arrivals, similar to the DY /M /c queue. The time
between the arrivals of batches is deterministic
(equal to %) and the number of components in each
batch is a random variable that, unfortunately,
depends on the system uptime 7 — D and is
therefore dependent on the repair shop perfor-
mance. If the repair shop is highly utilised, the
maintenance duration D increases, so the system
uptime 7" — D decreases and so the work offered to
the system decreases. Theoretically, it is even
possible that D> T, and then there are no failed
components offered to the repair shop M — 1 repair
cycles later. As a consequence, the system is always
stable having a utilisation of at most 1. Of course,
the system availability is very low if the repair shop
capacity is low. We also observe that it is not
straightforward to estimate the repair shop utilisa-
tion in advance because of the relation between
repair shop capacity and component arrival rate.
Therefore, we have to use our approximations or
simulations to estimate the repair shop utilisation.
We conclude that the repair shop can be modelled
as a non-standard queueing system for which no
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Fig. 2. A schematic representation for an installed base consisting of three systems.
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Fig. 3. Arrivals at the repair shop for an installed base of three systems.

suitable results are available in the literature to the
best of our knowledge.

As another option, it seems to be logical to use
renewal theory. However, we face the complication
that consecutive system cycles are (possibly heavily)
correlated, which induces correlations between
repair shop cycles as well. We can explain this using
Fig. 3 as follows. A k-out-of-N system arrives every
T time units for maintenance. Maintenance is
finished as soon as sufficient ready-for-use compo-
nents are available to replace all failed components,
which takes some time D (where D=0 if the
number of functional spares is sufficient to replace
all failed components immediately). The operational

time in the next system cycle equals the time until
the start of the next system maintenance, 7 — D.
Now suppose that the system has more failed
components than average, upon arrival for main-
tenance at the repair shop in the first system cycle.
Then the maintenance duration D will probably be
longer than average and so the operational time in
the next cycle T — D will be shorter than average.
As a consequence, the number of failed components
will be less than average when the system arrives
again at the repair shop for maintenance in the
second system cycle. Hence, we expect a negative
correlation between the number of failed system
components at the start of two consecutive system
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cycles for the same system in the installed base.
From Fig. 3, we see that this also means a negative
correlation between repair shop cycles, because the
start of a cycle for each system in the installed base
coincides with the start of a repair shop cycle. So,
we expect a negative correlation between the
number of failed components arriving at the repair
shop in one cycle and the number of failed system
components arriving M repair shop cycles later.
This correlation is very hard to quantify. Therefore,
we ignore this correlation in our model and assume
that both the repair shop cycles and the system
cycles are mutually independent. In the numerical
section, we see to which extent this assumption has a
significant impact on the accuracy of our approx-
imations by comparison to results from discrete
event simulation.

In the next sections, we focus on the approxima-
tion of E[U(T — D)] given the independence as-
sumption as stated above. In Section 3, we address
the simple case without component wear-out (the
component time to failure is exponentially distri-
buted). We derive a set of stochastic equations for
the maintenance duration D. We present two
approximation methods to solve the system of
equations for D based on the first two moments of
the key random variables involved. The first
approximation is based on continuous probability
distributions (particularly suitable for large systems)
and the second approximation is based on discrete
probability distributions (particularly suitable for
small systems).

In Section 4, we extend our model to include
wear-out.

3. Analysis without component wear-out

As stated in Section 2.2 we need to determine the
expected uptime U(T — D) of the system during the
operational time 7 — D. In the remainder of this
paper, we simply use the shorthand notation U. If
the system is still operational when it arrives for
maintenance (i.e. the number of failed components
is at most N —k), we have that U=T — D.
However, if the system fails before maintenance
starts, the uptime equals the time until system
failure. Let us use U to denote the system time to
failure if there is no maintenance. Then we can write
U = min{T — D, U}. It is easy to find U as we show
at the end of Section 3.1. The unknown variable we
focus on first is the maintenance duration D. Before

we do so, we give a list of the assumptions we use
throughout this section.

1. All components have the same exponentially
distributed time to failure.

2. The failure behaviour of the components is
independent of each other.

3. There are no component failures during main-
tenance activities, as the system is down.

4. During maintenance all servers ¢ are continu-
ously busy (which is always true when the
number of servers is less than the number of
spares).

5. The same assumption is made for the time
between two system arrivals.

6. Consecutive system cycles are independent.

7. Consecutive repair shop cycles are independent.

Now let us derive stochastic equations for the
maintenance duration D based on the repair shop
cycle. We define A4, as the number of failed
components in the system that arrives for main-
tenance at the start of the repair shop cycle. Also,
we define B; as the number of failed components
waiting for repair at the start of the same repair
shop cycle, see Fig. 3. If there is no other system in
repair, we have that B;<S. If at least one other
system is still in repair, B; > S (all spares are failed
and there are some additional failed components
from systems that arrived in the preceding repair
shop cycles that have not been repaired yet). If
Ay + B; < S, the number of ready-for-use spares is
sufficient to replace all failed components immedi-
ately and hence the repair time is zero. If
A; + B; > S, the maintenance duration equals the
time needed to restore 4; + By — S failed compo-
nents. Denoting the time to restore X components
as R(X) and using the notation X* = max{X, 0} for
any variable X, we write for D

D = R([Bi + 4, — ST"). 2)

We find a stochastic equation for B; (using
assumption 4) by noting that the number of
failed components at the start of a repair cycle
equals the number of failed spares from the previous
cycle plus the number of failed components
from the system that arrived the previous cycle
minus the number of spares restored between
the two system arrivals (repair cycle with length
%). In a stable situation, the probability distribution
of By should be identical at the start of all repair
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cycles. So if we define Z(X) as the number of spares
repaired during a period with length X, we find the
stochastic equation

+
B = |:B1 + A4 —Z(%>:| . 3)

Next we have 4, which is the number of failed
system components during 7 — D

Ay = number of failed components during 7 — D.

4)

Conditioning on 7T — D, A; has a binomial
distribution with parameters N and 1 —e *7=P),
because the probability of a component failure
during T — D equals 1 — e #7-D),

In theory, we can find the probability distribu-
tions of 4, B; and D by solving the set of stochastic
equations (2)—(4). Unfortunately, an analytical
solution is in general hard to find because of the
complexity of these equations. A solution to our
problem can be found in using the moment iteration
approach as has initially been suggested by De
Kok (1989) to approximate the waiting time in
the G/G/1 queue from Lindley’s equation. The
moment iteration model we use to solve the set
of equations is given in Section 3.1. For specific
details of the moment iteration method, we refer to
Section 3.2.

3.1. The moment iteration scheme

The moment iteration method is suitable to solve
an 1implicit stochastic equation of the form
X =f(X), where f(.) is some arbitrary function
and X is some stochastic variable. The idea is to
approximate the distribution of X by fitting a
convenient distribution to the first two moments
of the random variable X. In each iteration, we
calculate improved estimates for the first two
moments of X from the equation X = f(X) using
a two-moment approximation. We continue until
the estimates for the first two moments of X do not
change significantly anymore. We can do this, if it is
relatively easy to calculate the first two moments of
f(X) for some specific family of probability
distributions (e.g. Normal or Erlang distributions).
This is particularly true for simple but common
functions like f(X) = max{X — C,0} and f(X)=
max{C — X,0} for some constant C. Although

convergence cannot be proven, the moment itera-
tion approach appears to converge in many
practical situations, see for example Van der
Heijden et al. (2001).

We can apply the same principle to a set of
stochastic equations as we have here. We start with
some arbitrary initial values for the first two
moments of several random variables, approximate
their distributions using a two-moment fit and
generate improved approximations for the first
two moments of the random variables involved,
repeating this procedure until convergence. Again,
we can do this if it is relatively easy to calculate the
first two moments of some function f(X,Y) for
some specific family of probability distributions
(e.g. Normal or Erlang distributions), particularly
for simple but common functions like f(X,Y) =
max{X — Y,0}.

Our iteration scheme to find the expected main-
tenance duration D involves two other key stochas-
tic variables, 4, and By, for which we use the set of
equations given in (2)—(4). To find the mean and
variance of R(X) we use assumption 2. The
conditional probability distribution of R(X) (given
X) has an Erlang distribution with X phases and
scale parameter cu. Using the formulas for the
conditional mean and variance, we find Egs. (5) and
(6). These expressions are used as an approxima-
tion, since it will not always be true that all servers
are busy during the whole time R(X). However, as
long as there is not a surplus of capacity the ¢
servers will be busy most of the time and this
assumption is reasonable

E[R(X)] ~ %)f] (5

E[X]  var[X]

(cw’  (ew)

In Eq. (3) for B, we defined Z(X) for which we
also use assumption 3, which gives us a Poisson
distribution with parameter cuX. Hence, we find
that the mean and variance are approximately
given by

T T
el () =i v

var [Z (%)] ~ c,u%. (8)

var[R(X)] ~ (6)
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Finally, we need an expression for A; or
Ao = N — A;. Because of assumption 1, the condi-
tional distribution of A, given the length of the
previous maintenance duration D is a binomial
distribution with parameters N and e 7D,
Similarly, the conditional distribution of A; given
D is a binomial distribution with parameters N and
(1 — e #T-D)) Hence,

E[4o] = Ne *" E[e’”], ©)

var[Ao] = E[var[Ay|D]] + var[E[Ay|D]]
= E[Ao] + N(N — 1)e #T E[e**P]
— (E[Ao))’. (10)

Directly determining E[e*”] by fitting a contin-
uous distribution for D is not very precise, due to
the point mass in D = 0. Therefore, we define D* as
the maintenance duration, given that the mainte-
nance duration is larger than zero. Hence, with f§ =
Pr(4, + B; >S) and E[e*”"] the Laplace transform
of D*,

E[e’’] = (1 - p) + PE[™”]. (11)

Our moment iteration scheme to find the mean
maintenance duration consists of the following
steps:

Step 0. Initialisation, choose starting values for
E[A1], var[A1], E[B,], var[B:], E[D] and var[D].

Step 1. Determine the first and second moment of
A using E[A1] = N — E[Ay] and var[A4,] = var[Ao]
and Egs. (9) and (10) with (11).

Step 2. Fit a distribution to X = 4| + B; using
the new values of E[A4,] and var[A4,] that we found in
step 1, assuming that 4; and B; are independent.

Step 3. Determine the first and second moment of
By =[X — Z(L)]" with the mean and variance of
Z(L) as given in Egs. (7) and (8).

Step 4. Find the first and second moment of [X —
S|* with X = 4, + B using the new values of E[B]
and var[B)] that were found in the previous step.

Step 5. Approximate the first and second moment
of D= R([X — S]") using Egs. (5) and (6).

Step 6. Convergence check. If the relative di-
fference between the E[D] found in this iteration
and the previous one is smaller than some fixed &
then stosp, else go to step 1. In our model we chose
e=107".

The impact of the initial values on E[D] is
discussed in Section 5. After finding an approxima-

tion for the maintenance duration, we still need to
find the mean operational time E[U]. We define the
operational time as

U=min{T —D,U}=T—-D—[T—-D- Ul
(12)

As stated earlier we can determine relatively
easily the first two moments of [X — Y]* with X and
Y positive random variables. Therefore, we define a
positive random variable X =7 — D and fit a
distribution to X and to U and find the mean of
[T—D-— U]t. E[U] then equals E[T — D]—
E[[T —D-U]"].

We therefore need the mean and variance of D,
which we determine using our iteration scheme,
and we need the mean and variance of U. U is the
sum of the interval until the first component
failure and the interval between the first and
second failure, ..., until the interval between failures
N —k and N —k + 1. The mean U equals the sum
of the mean interval lengths and the variance of U
equals the sum of the variances of the interval
lengths

~ N1
ElU]=) . (13)
i=k
- N
var[U] = ;W (14)

3.2. Large systems versus smaller systems

In the moment iteration scheme as presented in
Section 3.1, we need the Laplace transform of D*
and we need to fit distributions. Therefore, we
distinguish systems with a small number of compo-
nents and systems with a large number of compo-
nents. For large systems (systems like the APAR)
we are able to use an Erlang distribution (see Tijms,
1994), while for smaller ones (systems like the
ATAS) we use some specific discrete distributions.
Dependent on the first two moments, we either use a
mixture of two binomial distributions, a mixture of
two negative binomial distributions, a mixture of
two geometric distributions or a Poisson distribu-
tion, see Adan et al. (1995).

For systems with a large number of components,
E[e*P"] is the Laplace transform of D* for which
we use an Erlang distribution with parameters
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* *1\2
o= ufz[rl[)o]*] and r = gﬂf,)[ g)*]. This results in the follow-

ing expression for the Laplace transform of D*:

T
E[e*? 1= / eHf p(0)dt

=0

r O{' r
=D (/1 — a)
‘ a _1i+r—lTie(/l—0f)T
+0o! Zﬁzéws %<4,
— ) @1y _
T o= A,
N oy Tle@=AT
-y — A
(rx - /1) * leoi!(fx )" i
(15)

For smaller systems, we use one of the discrete
distributions as mentioned above.

e If the distribution of D* is approximated by a
mixture of two binomial distributions: gBin(n, pH
(1 — ¢)Bin(n + 1, p) the mean and variance of A
become

Eldo] = Ne T ((1 = )+ B (q((1 - ppe’)’
+(1— (1 = ppey™)),
var[Ao] = E[Ao] — (E[Ao])?
+ NN = De™ (1= p)

+ B(q((1 = p)pe)"
+(1 = g)((1 — p)pe’y"™)).

o If the distribution of D* is approximated by a
mixture of two negative binomial distributions:
¢gNegBin(n, p) + (1 — ¢) NegBin(n + 1, p) the mean
and variance of 4, become

.y P n
E[Ag] = Ne ”((1 —ﬁ)+ﬁ<4<m>

n+1

var{Ao] = E[Ao] — (E[4o])* + N(N — e T

X((l _ﬁ)—i_ﬁ(q(#—p)eﬂ)
n+1
r-a(i=" ) ))

e If the distribution of D* is approximated by a
mixture of two geometric distributions: gGeo(p;)+
(1 — g) Geo(p,) the mean and variance of A
become

E[4o] = Ne™*" ((1 - P+ ﬁ(ql - (l’ﬁp] o

D>
1—(1—=pyet))’

var[Ao] = E[Ao] — (E[Ao])* + N(N — 1)e T

x <(1 =P +ﬁ("1 T

EACI g (1p—2p2>e”~>>‘

e If the distribution of D* is approximated by a
Poisson distribution: Pois(v), equations of the
mean and variance of 4, become

+(1 -9

ElAo] = NeT(1 = ) + D),
var[Ay] = E[Ao] — (E[Ao])*

+ N(N = De 2T((1 = p) + e D).

4. Model with ageing of components

We model a wear-out process using three
component states 0-2 for a fully functional,
degraded and failed component, respectively. Again
we use the assumptions given in Section 3 and:

1. State transitions from state 0 to state 1 occur
according to an exponential distribution with
rate 1.

2. State transitions from state 1 to state 2 occur
according to an exponential distribution with
rate 1.

3. There are no direct transitions possible from
state 0 to state 2.

4. During maintenance all degraded and failed
components are replaced by spare components.

5. The repair times for degraded and failed compo-
nents are exponentially distributed with rates
and p,, respectively.

To derive approximations for this model, we use
an intermediate step, namely the special case where
the repair rates of degraded and failed components
are identical, y; = p, (Section 4.1). Next, we address
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the variant where the repair rates may be different
(Section 4.2). In the latter case, it makes a difference
in which order we repair degraded and failed
components because of the different repair rates,
u; #1,. Hence, we can use a scheduling rule to
decide in which order the spares are restored.

4.1. Degraded and failed components with equal
repair rates

If the repair rates of the degraded and failed
components are equal, it is sufficient to know the
total number of components that are waiting or in
repair at the start of a repair cycle, which we define
as B. The total number of failed and degraded
components at the start of a repair cycle equals B +
Ay + A, with A; is the number of system compo-
nents in state i at system arrival in the repair shop
(i=0,1,2). Then our equation for the maintenance
duration (2) changes to

D=R(B+ A+ 4, —S]")
= R([B+ N — 4o — ST"). (16)

Similar to the model without wear-out, the
conditional distribution of the number of compo-
nents in state 0 at the start of a repair cycle given the
length of the previous maintenance time, Ay|D, is
binomial with parameters N and e =P The
unconditional mean and variance of this stochastic
variable are given by Egs. (9) and (10) with A
replaced by 4;.

The number of components that are not yet
restored at the start of the repair cycle B equals the
number of spares to restore at the previous system
arrival, plus the failed components that came out of
that system minus the number of repairs that is
done between the two system arrivals. Hence, we
have the same equation as for the model without
wear-out, see Eq. (3) with 4, = N — A

T +
B= B+N—A0—Z(M>} . (17)

Analogous to the model without ageing of
components we use a moment iteration method to
solve this set of Egs. (16), (17) and (9)—(11). The
generic iteration scheme is as follows:

Step 0. Initialisation, choose start values for
E[Ay], var[Ay], E[B], var[B], E[D] and wvar[D].
Approximate the mean and variance of Z(%) as in
Eqgs. (7) and (8).

Step 1. Determine the mean and variance of A
using Egs. (9)—(11).

Step 2. Find the mean and variance of ¥ = N—
Ay + B, assuming that 4y and B; are independent.

Step 3. Find the mean and variance of B =
[Y — Z(E)*.

Step 4. Find the mean and variance of X =
[Y — S]" after determining the mean and variance
of Y =N — Ay + B again with the new values for
the mean and variance for B found in step 3.

Step 5. Approximate the mean and variance of
the maintenance duration D = R(X) using Egs. (5)
and (6).

Step 6. Convergence check. If the relative
difference between the E[D] found in this iteration
and the previous one is smaller than some fixed ¢
then stosp, else go to step 1. In our model, we chose
e=10"".

To find the mean operational time E[U], we also
need the mean and variance of U, which changes
because of the ageing of components. In De Smidt-
Destombes et al. (2006) a recursive method is
presented to find the first two moments. In short,
this method works as follows. We define T'(i,)) as
the time duration to get from state (i,j) to a failed
state which has N — k + 1 components in state 2.
State (i, /) refers to N — i — j components in state 0, i
components in state 1 and j components in state 2.
This immediately gives us the starting values of the
recursion, T(i,N —k+1)=0 and T*G,N —k+
1) = 0 for every value of 0<i<k — 1. The recursion
is given by

E[T(@0, )] = 1(i,)) + 2, HE[T (i + 1,))]

E[T?(i, )] = 2%(i,))E[T(i,))] + o(i, ) E[T*(i + 1, )]
+ B, ))E[T*(i — 1,7 + 1)].

Here, t(i,j) = is defined as the ex-

1
(N—i=))la+ilz
pected sojourn time in state (i,j), a(i,)) =
% is the probability of a transition from
state 0 to state 1 and f(i,)) =Mﬁ is the
probability of a transition from state 1 to state 2.

Now U is defined as the time from state (0,0) to a
failed state. Hence,

E[U] = E[T(0,0)],

var[U] = E[T*0,0)] — (E[T(0,0)])*.
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With the first two moments of U and D, we are
able to determine the expected uptime U from
Eq. (12).

4.2. Degraded and failed components with different
repair rates

4.2.1. Repair strategy

We denote the repair rate for degraded and failed
components by u; and u,, respectively. It is plausible
that repair of failed components takes more time on
average than repair of degraded components, so
1= H,. The remainder of our analysis is based on
this assumption for ease of notation. It is straightfor-
ward to modify the analysis if u, > u;.

If the two repair types (degraded and failed
components) have different repair rates, we can
influence the maintenance duration and hence the
availability by choosing the order in which the
repair jobs are processed. Hence, we have an
additional degree of freedom, namely a repair
priority rule that we can use to minimise the
maintenance duration. We know that we should
recover exactly [B+ 4; + 4, — S|t components to
restore the system that arrived at the start of a
repair cycle. Therefore, we have to choose (a) how
many of these [B+ A; + A, — S|t components
should be degraded components and how many
should be failed components (b) in which order are
we going to repair these [B+ A4, + Ay — S|" com-
ponents. Regarding the first issue, it is obvious that
we should select as many degraded components as
possible, because their repair rate is higher. If we
have insufficient degraded components, we add
failed components until we reach the required
number of [B4 4; + 4, — S|t components. Re-
garding the second issue, we can use the fact that we
can minimise the makespan of a fixed set of repair
jobs by selecting the longest processing times first,
see for instance Pinedo and Chao (1999). So, within
the set of degraded and failed components that we
should repair to recover the system, we should give
priority to failed components. Summarised, our
repair strategy is as follows:

If the number of degraded spares (state 1) is
sufficient to replace all components in the system,
then only repair degraded ones. If the number of
degraded spares is not sufficient, start repairing
the minimum number of failed components
needed to repair the system and next repair all
degraded components.

During the time in which the repair shop repairs
components without a direct demand (the periods
between maintenance periods in Fig. 2) we want the
repair shop to restore as many spare parts as
possible. Therefore, during this time the priority
rule is:

First repair all degraded spares and then start
repairing failed spares.

Using these priority rules, we are able to define a
set equations, which is presented in Section 4.2.2.

4.2.2. Model with wear-out and different repair rates

The approach to the problem with ageing of
components and different repair rates is analogous
to the one with distinguishing the components in
states 1 and 2. The maintenance duration is there-
fore splitted into two parts, one part for the number
of type 1 repairs and one part for the type 2 repairs.
We define W and W, as stochastic variables for the
number of repairs of type 1 and repairs of type 2,
respectively, during the maintenance time. Then, we
approximate the expected maintenance duration
and its variance by

E[W\] | E[W)]

ED|~ ——+——, (18)
iy Clp

E[W1]+ var[W]
(C.Ul)2

E[W>] + var[W5]

var[D] ~ )
2

(19)
To determine the workload of types 1 and 2 we
use the priority rule as discussed in the previous
section. This implies the workload of type 2
components to be zero as long as the total number
of failed components, 4, + Bs, is at most equal to S.
Otherwise the workload is equal to the difference
between the total number of failed components and
the number of spares

Wy =[4:+ B, — S]". (20)

For the workload of type 1 components we
consider the total workload and subtract the work-
load of type 2 components. The total number of
degraded and failed components in the system and
the repair shop equals A; + 4>+ B+ B, = N—
Ao+ By + B,. The total workload is the total
number of degraded and failed components minus
the number that does not need to be restored during
the system maintenance period. In other words, if
the total number of components to restore is less
than or equal to S, the total workload during
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maintenance is zero, otherwise the workload is the
difference between the components to restore and S.
Hence, we find for the workload of types 1 and 2
components

Wy =[N—Ay+ B, + B, — S|" — W». Q1)

Because of the different repair rates, we split the
number of unrestored spares B into B} and B, where
B; denotes the number of components in state i in
the repair shop at arrival of a system. The number
of spare components in state 1 is equal to the total
number of components in state 1 just after the
previous system arrival (B + 4;) minus the number
of repairs done in the time left after the type 2
repairs W,. For B, we assume that W, is repaired
before the next system arrives. This is a reasonable
assumption since these are the first components to
be restored and the availability requirements of the
systems are rather high. Then B, equals the total
number of components in state 2 minus W, minus
the number of restores done in the time left after W,
and B)+ A; are repaired. We then find the
following equations for B;:

By =[S — Bi — B,]", (22)
T N
B, = |:BI+A1_ZI(|:M_R2(W2):| )] . (23)

B, = [Bz-i-Az—Wz—Zz

T T
X<|:M_R2(W2)_R1(A1+Bl):| ﬂ - (29

Here R;(X) is defined as the time needed to
restore X components of type i and Z;(Y) is defined
as the number of repairs of type i during time Y. If
we use a moment iteration scheme to determine the
maintenance duration using Eqgs. (18)—(24) the
results are not very good. In the expression for
W, we have a correlation between the total
workload during maintenance and the workload
of type 2 components that we ignore in our
approximations. This affects the variance of W,
and consequently it also affects the variance of D.
The simulations that we describe more detail in
Section 5 showed that this correlation is often close
to 1. For the approximation of B, we have a
correlation between W, and A4, + B, which is at
least 0.6 according to our simulation. To deal with
these problems, we can try to estimate the magni-
tude of the correlations. Unfortunately, this is

mathematically hard. As an alternative, we can
reformulate Egs. (18)—(24) in terms of other random
variables, such that the correlations are less severe.
Below, we derive such alternative expressions for
W1 and Bz.

Regarding W, we know that if the maintenance
duration equals zero, then the value of W equals
zero. The probability that the maintenance duration
is larger than zero, is

Pr(4, + 4> + B) + B, >S)
=Pr(N — Ao+ B+ B,>S)=p.

The total number of spares to restore during the
maintenance period is N — Ay + B + B, — S, under
the condition that N — Ay + By + B, — §>0. The
time needed to restore this number of spares equals
D*. Now there are two possibilities. The first
possibility is that we need to restore only part of
the components in state 1. Then the value of W,
becomes equal to the number of restores that can be
done during D*, Z(D*). The second possibility is
that we need to restore all components in state 1 and
maybe even a number of components in state 2. The
value of W is then equal to A; + B;. Combining
these different possibilities we find

W =min{Z(D*), 4| + B} + 0(1 — p). (25)

Regarding B,, we add the assumption that we are
also able to restore all type 1 components, 4| + By,
before the next system arrives in the repair shop.
This assumption is not an unreasonable one as long
as we are dealing with utilisation rates of the repair
shop that are not too large, say 90-95%. Hence, we
approximate B, by using the following expression:

T T
B, = {Bz—FAz—Zz([M—RI(AI‘FBI)} )} .
(26)

For the mean and variance of A4; we use the
previous expressions (9) and (10). The number of
components in state 1 also has a binomial distribu-
tion with parameters N and ;‘I;‘f‘b(e*b”*m -
e #1T=D)y and the number of components in state
2 is binomially distributed with parameters N and
1—e A(T=D)__4_ (e=5(T=D) _e=4(T=D)) With some

A=A

algebra we find

Al (e T E[¢2P] — e M T E[ehP)),

Y

E[A4|] =
[41] N/h—/uz

@7
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) 2
var[Al] = (N2 — N) (#) (e—leTE[eZ).gD]
/11 — A2

_ 26—(/11-&-/12)TE[e(/11+).2)D] + e—2/11 TE[eﬂqD])

+ E[4,] — (E[4]), (28)
E[4y] = N — E[4o] — E[41], (29)
var[Az] = —2N§fv__—£—”” (e AT Eeh 0]

— e AT E[e*MP]) 4 var[Ao] + var[A;]

— 2E[Ao)E[4]. (30)

To find an approximation of the maintenance
duration we use a moment iteration method using
Egs. (18)~20), (22), (23), (25+30), (9)~(10). The
iteration scheme becomes as follows:

Step 0. Initialisation, choose start values for
E[AO]’ UCIV[A()], E[BO]’ Uar[BO]’ E[WZ]» var[WQ],
E[D] and var[D].

Step 1. Determine the means and variances of A
(using Eqgs. (9) and (10)) and A4; and A, using
Eqgs. (27)-(30). Therefore, we again take out the
point mass of D in zero and use Eq. (11) with =
PI'(A] +A, + B+ By > S):PI‘(N—A() + B1+B,>9).

Step 2. Find the mean and variance of B) = [B] +
Ay — Z{(X)]" with X = [; — Ry(W>)]*. Therefore,
we first determine the mean and variance of Ry(W>)
using Egs. (5) and (6) with u replaced by u, and
X = W,. Secondly, we find the mean and variance
of the time available for type 2 repairs during a
repair shop cycle: X = [, — Ry(W>)]". Thirdly, we
find the mean and variance of Z;(X) using the
approximations given in Egs. (7) and (8) with u
replaced by y;. Finally, we find the mean and
variance of Bj.

Step 3. Find the mean and variance of B, =
[By + Ay — Zo(V)]" with ¥ =[% — Ri(4; + B))]*.
Therefore, we first find the mean and variance of
Ri(A + B)) approximated by Egs. (5) and (6) with
X = A;+ By and p replaced by u;. Secondly, we
find the mean and variance of Y and thirdly, we find
the mean and variance of Z,(Y) using the approx-
imations given in Egs. (7) and (8) with u replaced by
U,. Finally, we find the mean and variance of B,.

Step 4. Find the mean and variance of By =
[S— B — By]".

Step 5. Find the mean and variance of W, =
(A4, + B, —[4, + B, — ZI(D*)]+)/3 with f as found
in step 1 and the mean and variance of Z;(D*), with
the mean and variance of D* as we found in step 1
to take out the point mass.

Step 6. Find the mean and variance of W, =
[42 + B> — S]+

Step 7. Approximate the mean and variance of
the maintenance duration using Eq. (18) for E[D]
and Eq. (19) for var[D].

Step 8. Convergence check. If the relative
difference between the E[D] found in this iteration
and the previous one is smaller than some fixed ¢
then stop, else go to step 1. In our model we chose
=107,

To compute the mean operational time for the
systems E[U] we use the same method as described
in the model with ageing of components and equal
repair rates.

In our model the maintenance duration is equal
to zero as long as the number of components in the
system that need to be replaced is smaller than or
equal to the number of ready-for-use spares. This
can be adjusted ecasily by adding the expected
replacement time to the maintenance duration. Let
us assume that v is the replacement rate of a
component. Then the replacement time for a
component is approximated by ﬁ and therefore
the maintenance duration is increased by
% =%. Of course, one might argue that
it is more reasonable to assume a deterministic
replacement time, because component replacement
is a well-defined task that usually shows little
variation in the time required, unlike component
repair. We refer to De Smidt-Destombes et al.
(2004) for a model variant with deterministic
replacement times.

5. Numerical results
5.1. Accuracy of the models

We constructed two models in this paper, one
without component wear-out and a second one with
component wear-out. For both types of systems
convergence of the iteration scheme is found within
roughly 10 iterations. Both models are approxima-
tions and we therefore need to check the accuracy of
the models. To this end we constructed a discrete
event simulation model in the object oriented
simulation software eM-Plant 7.5 as a benchmark.
In all cases, we simulated 1010 system cycles, where
we ignored the first 10 cycles for output analysis
(that is, we used a warm-up period of 10 system
cycles). We used the batch means method (cf. Law
and Kelton, 1991) to calculate a confidence interval
for the mean availability and found that the half
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Table 1

Combinations of input parameters used for systems with and without component wear-out

M L= 2 (T,S,0) H= =l
7-out-of-10 2 0.0001 0.1 (2000, 4, 1), (2200, 4, 1), (2500, 4, 1), (3000, 4, 1) 0.0023-0.0036
4 0.0001 0.1 (2000, 3, 1), (2000, 4, 2), (2500, 5, 1), (2750,4, 1) 0.004-0.0075
10 0.0001 0.05 (2000, 3, 1), (2750,4,1) 0.011-0.017
0.1 (2000, 1, 1), (2000,2, 1) 0.01125-0.0175
58-out-of-64 2 0.0001 0.1 (800,4,1) , (800,6,1), (900, 5, 1), (1000, 6, 1) 0.008-0.02
4 0.0001 0.1 (800, 4, 1), (800, 6, 1), (900, 5, 1), (1000, 6, 1) 0.02-0.032
10 0.0001 0.1 (800, 4, 3), (800, 6, 3), (900, 5, 3), (1000, 6, 3) 0.02-0.032
2700-out-of-3000 2 0.0001 0.1 (800, 250, 1), (800, 300, 1), (900,275, 1), (1000, 300, 1) 0.4-1
4 0.0001 0.1 (800,250, 1), (800, 300, 1), (900,275, 1), (1000, 300, 1) 1-1.6
10 0.0001 0.1 (800,250, 3), (800, 300, 3),(900,275, 3, (100,300, 3) 1-1.6

Table 2

Mean (max) differences between the approximations and the simulation results for both the maintenance duration and the availability

using discrete distributions and continuous distributions

Without wear-out

With wear-out (1; = u,)

With wear-out (u; # pt,)

Av E[D] Av

E[D] Av E[D]
Discrete
7-out-of-10 22.2% (106.7%) 1.4% (11.7%)
58-out-of-64 3.5% (32.3%) 0.2% (2.1%)

2700-out-of-3000 - -

Continuous
7-out-of-10 29.4% (111.6%) 1.6% (13.6%)
58-out-of-64 4.0% (29.8%) 0.1% (0.6%)

2700-out-of-3000 3.5% (13.6%) 0.1% (0.5%)

19.4% (93.6%)
5.1% (38.0%)

63.2% (791%)
5.0% (37.4%)
3.7% (10.9%)

0.9% (7.7%) 14.0% (74.2%) 2.2% (7.6%)
0.2% (2.5%) 4.1% (32.0%) 4.3% (7.1%)

1.9% (19.0%)
0.2% (2.5%)
0.1% (0.4%)

32.7% (644%)
4.6% (29.2%)
2.5% (8.6%)

0.9% (12.5%)
0.1% (1.0%)
0.1% (0.4%)

width of the 95% confidence interval is (consider-
ably) less than 1% in most cases.

We considered three different system sizes: 7-out-
of-10, 58-out-of-64 and 2700-out-of-3000. For the
latter one, which is a large system, we only used the
approach with continuous distributions. For the
other two system sizes we used the approximation
with both discrete distributions and continuous
distributions. The computation time for a 2700-out-
of-3000 system is too large for the use of the
approximation with discrete distributions.

In order to deal with realistic situations we
consider systems with an availability of at least
90%. For a realistic utilisation rate of the repair
shop we consider rates between 50% and 90%.

For each of the three system sizes we constructed
about 80 combinations of values for the transition
rates, repair rates, maintenance intervals, number of
spares and number of repair capacity for both
models, divided equally over the size of the installed

base (see Table 1 for an overview of the parameter
combinations used). For the model with component
wear-out we chose pu; = p,. This gives us the
opportunity to compare the model of Section 4.1
which requires equal repair rates and the more
general model of Section 4.2 which does not require
equal repair rates.

In Table 2 we show the mean and maximum
relative differences that we found in the main-
tenance duration and in the availability compared
to our simulation results. We did not find evidence
that approximation errors depend on the repair
shop utilisation or the system availability.

For large systems we have no choice other than to
use an approximation with continuous distribu-
tions. Although, the approximation of the main-
tenance duration may not be very accurate at all
times, we have a good approximation for the system
availability. This is due to the fact that the
availability of the systems is 90% or more and the
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maintenance duration is a relatively small part of
the system’s cycle. As a result the impact of an error
in the maintenance duration is small.

For the medium sized systems without compo-
nent wear-out we can choose between an approx-
imation with continuous or discrete distributions.
If we would split the results according to the size of
the installed base we would see that for a larger
installed base the approximation with discrete
distributions is slightly better than the one with
continuous distributions. For medium sized systems
with component wear-out, and not necessarily with
U = W, we find that the results using continuous
distributions are more accurate.

In case of the small systems we find a better
performance if we use the approximation with
discrete distributions. Including component wear-
out and arranging the results according to the size
of the installed base we see that for a large installed
base it is best to use the approximation with
continuous distributions and the one with discrete
distributions for the smaller sizes of the installed base.

As seen in Table 2 the approximations for smaller
systems are less satisfactory. This can be explained

Table 3
Mean differences between the approximations and the simulation result
out-of-10 system

K.S. de Smidt-Destombes et al. | Int. J. Production Economics 107 (2007) 404—421

by the fact that an absolute small approximation
error for 4; or B; is a relatively large error when we
only have a few components. As a result, the error
in the approximation of the maintenance duration is
relatively large. For systems with a larger number of
components the relative approximation errors are
therefore smaller. Without exception the maximum
errors given in Table 2 are all generated by the
scenarios with a smaller size of the installed base.

When the installed base is small the errors in the
approximations are much worse than the errors
we find for a larger installed base. This is probably
due to the fact that there is a dependency between
the cycles in which the same system arrives at the
repair shop. If the installed base becomes larger this
dependency becomes smaller because the number of
intermediate cycles (M — 1) becomes larger. This is
shown in Table 3, showing the results for the
different number of systems per installed base for a
7-out-of-10 system.

In Fig. 4, we show the differences in approxima-
tion errors for maintenance duration as a function
of the utilisation rate of the repair shop for the
different sizes of the installed base consisting of

s for both the maintenance duration and the availability for a 7-

# Systems per installed base Without wear-out

With wear-out (u; = 1)

With wear-out (u; # p,)

E[D] (%) Av (%) E[D] (%) Av (%) E[D] (%) Av (%)
2 Systems 56.6 3.7 423 2.0 25.0 1.3
4 Systems 26.4 0.8 13.7 0.5 11.9 3.2
10 Systems 5.2 0.3 3.8 0.2 5.0 2.2
0.35
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Fig. 4. Approximation errors in maintenance duration shown

as a function of the utilisation rate of the repair shop.
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58-out-of-64 systems. It is shown that the approx-
imation errors become smaller as the size of the
installed base increases. For larger systems, the
errors for the maintenance duration are less and for
smaller systems the differences tend to be larger.

Looking at Table 2 again, there is another
interesting result. When we look at the approxima-
tion errors for the maintenance duration for the two
models with component wear-out we see that the
model that does not require the repair rates u; and
1, to be equal to give less satisfactory approxima-
tions. While for the same scenarios we find that for
the approximations of the availability the results are
the other way around. The scenarios in which this
happens are scenarios with either a small installed
base or an availability level of over 99%. For the
scenarios with a small installed base we already
concluded that the model does not perform very
well and for the scenarios with an availability level
over 99% the absolute differences in the approx-
imation errors are small.

So, for the remaining scenarios with smaller
availability levels and a sufficiently large installed
base the model that requires u; = y, outperforms
the more general model with component wear-out.

5.2. Relations between decision variables T, S, ¢
In this section, we take a closer look at the

relations between the decision variables T, S and c.
Using an example we look at the effects that

variations in the different variables have on the
system availability and what trade-offs there are
between these variables.

In Fig. 5 an example is shown for an installed
base of ten 2700-out-of-3000 systems. If for instance
the target availability level is 98%, we can see from
the graph the different combinations of length of
maintenance interval, number of spares and repair
capacity, with which to achieve this availability
level. Reducing the repair capacity can to a certain
extent be compensated for by more frequent
maintenance. For instance, with ¢=5 and S =
200 we find an availability of 98.2% with a
maintenance interval of 1050 time units. Bringing
the capacity down to 4 or 3, we can achieve the same
availability if we decrease the maintenance interval
to 950 or 850 time units respectively. This confirms
the expectations we mentioned in the introduction
of this paper that a higher maintenance frequency
leads to less variation in the component arrival
process at the repair shop, so that less repair
capacity is needed. For the number of spares we
see similar results. Looking at it the other way
around we see that with an increase of the spares
from 200 to 300 we can increase our maintenance
interval from 650 to 1100 and still have an
availability of almost 99.5% with ¢ = 3. So, with
an increasing maintenance interval we can decrease
the repair capacity, decrease the number of spares
or decrease both. With this model the effects can be
quantified for specific cases. Which combination of

1 - —
0.995 \-\ N '\.‘ N\“..
0.99 N N NS
0.985 > \\ z \\.:"
£ 0098 o~ SO
E ~ =~ ~
% 0.975 =~ =~
S 097 S
° 0.965 \
0.96
0.955
0.95 . : : . .
500 700 900 1100 1300 1500
maintenance interval
S$=200,c=3 = = S$=200,c=4 S$=200, c=5
S$=250,c=3 — — S5=250,c=4 - = = = 8=250,c=5
S=300, c=3 — — S=300,c=4 - - = - 8=300,c=5

Fig. 5. Different combinations of maintenance interval length, number of spares and repair capacity can lead to similar availability levels.
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parameters (7, S, ¢) is the best, depends on the cost
involved. Without loss of performance the cheapest
option can be chosen.

6. Conclusions and future research

From the previous section we conclude that we
have accurate approximations for the availability as
function of the maintenance interval, number of
spare parts and the number of repair capacity,
provided that the number of components in a
system is not too small (say more than 10) and the
size of the installed base is not too small (say at least
4). We can draw graphs in which we can quantify
the effect of the length of the maintenance interval
and the maintenance means (spares and capacity).
Increasing the maintenance interval means we can
do with less spares or capacity (or both) and still
have the same availability performance. For systems
with only a small number of components or a small
installed base we have to be careful because the
approximation errors may be relatively large.

In practice, multiple component types are usually
restored in the same repair shop, sharing the same
capacity. Then, we have to find a decision rule for
the order in which items are repaired, especially, if
the different items are all needed for the main-
tenance on a single system. Of each item, there has
to be enough spares restored. The active phased
array radar (APAR) system is again a good
example. Besides the transmit and receive elements,
the system consist of a large number of power
supplies. To get the system fully operational during
a maintenance period, we need transmit and receive
elements and power supplies. The repair strategy
during the maintenance period does not change very
much. This duration is minimal as long as we take
as many small repair jobs as possible, and perform
the repair jobs from the longest to the shortest. The
repair strategy for the period between the main-
tenance periods is less obvious. All sorts of items are
needed, so a priority rule based on the repair length
will not be optimal. What this rule should look like
is subject to future research. Some research has been
done on these priority rules in Sleptchenko et al.
(2005).

If the assumption of system shutdown at N —
k + 1 failures is introduced we find smaller main-
tenance durations if the number of spares and
capacity remains unchanged. The mean operational
time E[U] will increase if the value of T is not too
large and as a result the system availability

increases. To have the same availability as without
system shutdown we may be able to lower the cost
involved. Either by reducing the number of spares
or capacity or by increasing the maintenance
interval length.

Given the approximations as provided in this
paper, we may want to find the optimal combina-
tion of maintenance interval and number of spares
and repair capacity with respect to costs. Given the
number of options for the decision variables and the
computation times, enumeration is usually not an
option. Therefore, the development of an optimisa-
tion method is a subject for further research.
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