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Abstract

Seismic fragility curves have been introduced as key components of Seismic Proba-
bilistic Risk Assessment studies. They express the probability of failure of mechanical
structures conditional to a seismic intensity measure and must take into account the in-
herent uncertainties in such studies, the so-called epistemic uncertainties (i.e. coming
from the uncertainty on the mechanical parameters of the structure) and the aleatory
uncertainties (i.e. coming from the randomness of the seismic ground motions). For
simulation-based approaches we propose a methodology to build and calibrate a Gaus-
sian process surrogate model to estimate a family of non-parametric seismic fragility
curves for a mechanical structure by propagating both the surrogate model uncertainty
and the epistemic ones. Gaussian processes have indeed the main advantage to propose
both a predictor and an assessment of the uncertainty of its predictions. In addition, we
extend this methodology to sensitivity analysis. Global sensitivity indices such as aggre-
gated Sobol indices and kernel-based indices are proposed to know how the uncertainty
on the seismic fragility curves is apportioned according to each uncertain mechanical
parameter. This comprehensive Uncertainty Quantification framework is finally applied
to an industrial test case consisting in a part of a piping system of a Pressurized Water
Reactor.

1 Introduction

In the 1980s, a probabilistic framework was developed to evaluate the mean annual prob-
ability of occurrence of severe damage on structures caused by seismic ground motions,
coined Seismic Probabilistic Risk Assessment (SPRA) [1, 2, 3]. One of the key elements of
this approach is the fragility curve. Such a curve expresses the probability of failure (or un-
desirable outcome) of a structure conditional to a seismic intensity measure and must take
into account the different sources of uncertainties that inevitably come into play in this type
of study and which are classified into two categories, namely: the epistemic and the aleatory
uncertainties. According to [4], distinguishing between these two types of uncertainties is a
pragmatic way of distinguishing which uncertainties engineers can reduce and which can-
not, allowing for information based design choices. For that reason, in practice, it is often
assumed that epistemic uncertainties are sources of uncertainty that can be reduced in the
short term with a reasonable budget, while aleatory uncertainties are devolved to sources
of natural hazards due to physical phenomena. Thus, a seismic fragility curve is not strictly
speaking a single curve (i.e. mean curve), but a family of fragility curves which reflects the
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uncertainty on the mean seismic fragility curve due to a certain lack of knowledge of the
structure of interest and its environment (i.e including soil–structure interaction, etc.).

Since the 1980s several techniques have been developed to estimate such curves, in the
sense of mean fragility curves most of the time. When little data is available, whether experi-
mental, from post-earthquake feedback or from numerical calculations, a classic approach to
circumvent estimation difficulties is to use a parametric model of the fragility curve, such as
the lognormal model historically introduced in [1] (see e.g. [5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10]). As the validity
of parametric models is questionable, non-parametric estimation techniques have also been
developed, such as kernel smoothing [8, 9] as well as other methodologies [10, 11]. Most of
these strategies are compared in [8, 9, 12] and [8] presents their advantages and disadvan-
tages. Beyond these methods, techniques based on statistical and machine learning on the
mechanical response of the structure can also be used, including: linear or generalized linear
regression [8], classification - based techniques [13, 14], polynomial chaos expansion [15, 16]
and artificial neural networks [17, 14]. Most of these techniques take advantage of the rise
of computational power to allow estimations based on numerical simulations. They make
it possible to reduce the computational burden which remains high because such estima-
tions require a large number of numerical simulations to be precise. Nevertheless, despite
all these techniques, one of the main challenges that persists is the estimation at a lower
numerical cost (i.e. with few calls for computer codes) of non-parametric fragility curves
taking into account the two types of uncertainties.

The objective of this work is to propose a methodology that meets these requirements in
a numerical simulation based framework. As we focus on approaches based on numerical
simulations that rely on real seismic signal databases enriched by means of a seismic signal
generator that well encompasses their temporal and spectral non-stationarities [18], we as-
sume that there is no epistemic uncertainty affecting the excitation which only represents the
aleatory uncertainty of the problem. Consequently, in our settings, epistemic uncertainties
only concern the mechanical parameters of the structures of interest. The physics-based ap-
proaches developed as part of Performance-Based Earthquake Engineering (PBEE) address
this problem [19]. However, they are not suitable when the use of detailed finite element
simulations is required, in order to take into account all the specificities of the structures
of interest as it can be the case nowadays for the seismic safety studies in nuclear industry
[5, 20, 21]. So, in this paper, our approach relies on the use of surrogate models of the com-
puter codes, also referenced as metamodels, based on Gaussian process regression. This
framework corresponds to a data driven approximation of the input/output relationship
of a numerical computer code based on a set of experiments (e.g. computer model calls)
at different values of the input parameters with a Gaussian process assumption on the nu-
merical computer code output values [22]. Gaussian process regression, or kriging in the
field of geostatistics, has gained in popularity because of its predictive capabilities and its
ability to quantify the surrogate model uncertainty [23]. Gaussian process surrogates have
already been used for various applications in engineering, such as seismic risk assessment
[24, 25], thermohydraulics for safety studies of nuclear power plants [26] or hydrogeology
for radionucleide transport in groundwater [27]. In this work, we propose a methodology
to build and calibrate a Gaussian process surrogate model to estimate a family of seismic
fragility curves for mechanical structures - defined here as seismic fragility quantile curves
- by propagating both the surrogate model uncertainty and the epistemic ones.

In such a context, the use of Sensitivity Analysis (SA) techniques is essential for engi-
neers. Indeed, according to [28], SA goal is to investigate how the uncertainty of the model
output can be apportioned to different sources of uncertainties of the model input. SA tech-
niques are also performed according to a range of conceptual objectives, coined as SA set-
tings, defined in [28, 29]. These objectives are prioritizing the most influential inputs, thus a
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possible reduction of uncertainty affecting these inputs may lead to the largest reduction of
the output uncertainty, and identifying the noninfluential inputs which then could be fixed
at a given value without any loss of information about the model output. SA techniques
are classically applied on the model output, however it is possible to extend their fields of
application to goal-oriented quantities of interest such as seismic fragility curves. In our
case, SA techniques will help to determine which mechanical parameter uncertainties most
influence the seismic fragility curve uncertainty. Note that SA on the mechanical param-
eters of the structures is peculiarly challenging, due to the strong influence of the seismic
ground motions on their responses. However, even if the uncertainty coming from me-
chanical parameters is smaller that the one coming from the seismic ground motion, SA on
these parameters is crucial to propose information-based choices to engineers and to discuss
quantitatively the different possible designs of the mechanical structure studied, especially
in the context of nuclear industry where safety constraints imposed by regulatory agencies
are very high. In [30] CDF-based importance measures are used to address the problem of
ranking of uncertain model parameters in seismic fragility analysis. To go further, we pro-
pose to use Global Sensitivity Analysis (GSA) methods [31, 32] which take into account the
overall uncertainty ranges of the parameters. We present global sensitivity indices applied
in the particular context of seismic fragility curves as a quantity of interest. We are first in-
terested in the estimation of the Sobol indices [33, 34] adapted to seismic fragility curves.
We also focus on recently studied global sensitivity indices based on kernel methods [35],
the βk-indices, which seem adapted to functional quantities of interest like fragility curves.
However, because the estimation of global sensitivity indices requires a large number of
simulations that is intractable using complex numerical simulations, the Gaussian process
surrogate is also used to estimate the global sensitivity indices on the seismic fragility curves.
Moreover, as in [36], the Gaussian process surrogate uncertainty will be propagated into the
global sensitivity indices estimates.

This paper, which presents a comprehensive Uncertainty Quantification (UQ) framework
for seismic fragility curves of mechanical structures, taking into account metamodel and
mechanical parameter uncertainties, is organized as follows: Section 2 is devoted to the esti-
mation of seismic fragility curves using Gaussian process regression, Section 3 concerns the
definition of global sensitivity indices tailored for seismic fragility curves, the aggregated
Sobol indices and the βk indices. Section 4 presents an illustration of the methodology de-
veloped in this article to an industrial test case consisting in a mock-up of a piping system
of a French Pressurized Water Reactor (PWR).

2 Estimation of seismic fragility curves using Gaussian Pro-
cess surrogates

As discussed in the introduction, the sources of uncertainties are in this work divided into
two categories, the aleatory and epistemic uncertainties.

Aleatory uncertainties are related to the stochastic ground motions. To account for them,
we use a synthetic generator of ground motions to enrich a set of real seismic signals selected
in a database for a given magnitude (M) - source-to-site distance (R) scenario. This generator
is based on a filtered modulated white-noise process [18]. It is common in SPRA studies
to sum up the seismic hazard by a so-called Intensity Measure (IM), which is the variable
against which the fragility curves are conditioned. This is often a scalar value obtained from
the seismic signals such as the Peak Ground Acceleration (PGA) or the Pseudo Spectral
Acceleration (PSA). In [37], the author recalls the main assumptions according to which it is
possible to reduce the seismic hazard to the IM values (see also [38]). In the following, we
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denote by a the scalar value corresponding to the IM.
Epistemic uncertainties are related to the mechanical properties of the model of the struc-

ture. These parameters are denoted by the vector x P X Ă Rd. Furthermore, we denote by z
the Engineering Demand Parameter (EDP) of interest, which can be the peak inter story drift
for a multistoreys building or a rotation angle of a specific elbow of a piping system of a nu-
clear power plant. A very common statistical model between the EDP and the combination
of structural and seismic uncertainty is the log-normal model:

logpzpa,xqq “ gpa,xq ` εpa,xq , (1)

where x is the vector of the mechanical properties of the structure, a is the IM, gpa,xq is the
regression function, and ε „ N p0, σεpa,xq2q is a centered Gaussian noise. Note that this log-
normal assumption for the EDP distribution is not necessary for the proposed methodology,
any functional transformation of z (such as Box-Cox transformation [39]) is possible as long
as it is normally distributed after this transformation. For the sake of notation simplicity, we
denote ypa,xq “ logpzpa,xqq. The fragility curve is then defined by:

Ψpa,xq “ PpzpA,Xq ą C|A “ a,X “ xq, (2)

where A is the real-valued random variable of the seismic intensity measure and X the ran-
dom vector of the mechanical parameters of the structure. C corresponds to a deterministic
threshold of acceptable robustness of the structure. Substituting the model Equation (1) into
Equation (2) we get the form of the fragility curve

Ψpa,xq “ Φ

ˆ

gpa,xq ´ logpCq

σεpa,xq

˙

, (3)

where Φ is the cumulative distribution function (cdf) of the standard Gaussian distribution.
In this framework the numerical simulations of the structure are made by a computer model.
The computer model is considered of high-fidelity with respect to the mechanical problem
studied and therefore it may involve a chain of multi-physics simulation codes (involving
finite elements or finite volumes, computational fluid dynamics...) and thus it is considered
as a black-box. This means that the different strategies described throughout this paper are
non-intrusive with respect to this black-box computer model.

2.1 Gaussian process surrogate with homoskedastic nugget noise

In this section, we suppose that the regression function g is a realization of a Gaussian pro-
cess G and the Gaussian noise εpa,xq is homoskedastic and will be denoted by ε such that
ε „ N p0, σ2

εq. We thus define the random observation by:

Y pa,xq “ Gpa,xq ` ε . (4)

Remark in Equation (4) that thanks to the Gaussian noise assumption on the noise ε, the
random observations Y pa,xq is also a Gaussian process. We make the assumption thatG is a
zero mean Gaussian process with a tensorized anisotropic stationary Matérn 5{2 covariance
function parametrized by its intensity σ and its lengthscales pρiq1ďiďd`1. This covariance
function is motivated by is popularity in the machine learning community as it covers a
large number of applications. Note also that with such a covariance function the Gaussian
process G is two times mean-square differentiable, which is a good compromise between
the regularity of the regression function g and the potential sparsity of the data.

Given an experimental design made of n simulations of the mechanical computer model,
we obtain the dataset Dn “ ppai,xiq, ypai,xiqq1ďiďn. By the maximum likelihood method, we
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can provide estimates for the unknown covariance function hyperparameters σ, pρiq1ďiďd`1

and also the Gaussian noise variance σε (see [27] for a practical implementation of the
method). The dataset Dn can then be used to derive the conditional distribution of the Gaus-
sian process Y for any pa,xq:

pY pa,xq|Dnq „ N
`

mnpa,xq, σnpa,xq
2
˘

, (5)

where mnpa,xq and σnpa,xq
2 are obtained from the kriging equations [23, p.16 - 17]. In the

same fashion, we can derive the conditional distribution of the Gaussian process G on the
regression function for any pa,xq:

pGpa,xq|Dnq „ N
`

mnpa,xq, snpa,xq
2
˘

, (6)

where σnpa,xq2 “ snpa,xq
2 ` σ2

ε . The fragility curve is then obtained by replacing the com-
puter model output y by a Gaussian process Yn which follows the distribution of the Gaus-
sian process Y conditioned to Dn detailed in Equation (5). Hence for any vector pa,xq we
derive the estimator of the fragility curve Ψp1q:

Ψp1q
pa,xq “ PpYnpa,xq ą logpCq|A “ a,X “ xq . (7)

We can then use the distribution of Yn to estimate the fragility curve:

Ψp1q
pa,xq “ Φ

ˆ

mnpa,xq ´ logpCq

σnpa,xq

˙

. (8)

Moreover, the Gaussian process surrogate allows us to propagate the surrogate model un-
certainty into the fragility curve, thanks to the conditional distribution of the regression
function pGpa,xq|Dnq. We introduce Gn a Gaussian process with the same distribution as the
Gaussian process pG|Dnq, then the fragility curve tainted by the uncertainty of the Gaussian
process surrogate writes:

Ψp2q
pa,xq “ Φ

ˆ

Gnpa,xq ´ logpCq

σε

˙

, (9)

where Gnpa,xq „ N pmnpa,xq, snpa,xq
2q. Remark that Ψp1q is the mean of Ψp2q with respect

to the distribution of Gn. In order to estimate the distribution of Ψp2q, we simulate P realiza-
tions pGn,ppa,xqq1ďpďP with the distribution of pGpa,xq|Dnq to estimate a sample of Ψp2q:

Ψp2q
p pa,xq “ Φ

ˆ

Gn,ppa,xq ´ logpCq

σε

˙

. (10)

However, some mechanical structures have nonlinear behavior that can influence the
local variability of the log-EDP ypa,xq. Thus, a varying nugget with respect to pa,xq is nec-
essary to capture the form of ypa,xq. This comes with a cost in terms of dataset size, due
to the increase in the numbers of parameters to estimate. We deal with this case in the next
section.

2.2 Gaussian process surrogate with heteroskedastic nugget noise

In this section, the log-EDP ypa,xq is now supposed to follow the statistical model described
by Equation (1) where εpa,xq „ N p0, σεpa,xq2q. There are two ways of estimating σεpa,xq
described in [25]. The first one, called Stochastic Kriging (SK), is to consider several replica-
tions at the same value of the input parameters pa,xq and to provide an empirical estimation

5



of the heteroskedastic standard deviation σεpa,xq. The other one is to propose a parametric
model of the noise standard deviation σεpa,xq “ ϕpa,x; θq, and to calibrate the parameters
vector θ using the dataset Dn “ ppai,xiq, ypai,xiqq1ďiďn. We decided to implement the sec-
ond method with a parametric model for several reasons. As SK imposes to be intrusive
with respect to the stochastic ground motion generator in order to make several replications
at precise seismic intensity a, we prefer to consider to have a framework that is indepen-
dent of the generator of seismic ground motions, due to the high number and diversity of
stochastic generators proposed in the literature. Moreover, SK also imposes to control the
design of experiments in order to be able to make replications, but in many applications,
like in [26], due to budget or time constraints engineers only have access to a Monte-Carlo
dataset Dn “ ppai,xiq, ypai,xiqq1ďiďn, this makes it impossible to perform SK to estimate the
heteroskedastic noise.

The key aspect of the parametric modelization of the heteroskedastic noise is the choice
of the family of parametric functions ϕpa,x; θq. A sparse representation is preferable in order
to limit the dimension of the parameters vector θ. Prior knowledge about earthquake engi-
neering helps to reduce the dimension of the input parameters pa,xq. Indeed, it is common
in earthquake engineering that the variability of the EDP is mainly caused by mechanical
nonlinearities and, possibly, by the variability of the seismic signals (e.g. frequency con-
tent), which themselves depend on the intensity of the seismic ground motion. This leads
to the simplification ϕpa,x; θq “ ϕpa; θq. Thus, ϕ depends on only one variable, reducing
drastically the dimension of θ. The calibration of θ is performed using maximum likelihood
estimation as in the homoskedastic case, θ is considered as a hyperparameter of the Gaussian
process. After calibration of the hyperparameters, we can obtain the conditional distribution
of the heteroskedastic Gaussian process for every pa,xq.

pY pa,xq|Dnq „ N
`

qmnpa,xq, qσnpa,xq
2
˘

, (11)

we can also derive the conditional distribution of the Gaussian process G on the regression
function:

pGpa,xq|Dnq „ N
`

qmnpa,xq, qsnpa,xq
2
˘

, (12)

where qσnpa,xq
2 “ qsnpa,xq

2 ` ϕpa; qθnq
2, qθn is the vector of parameters of the parametrized

heteroskedastic standard deviation obtained by maximum likelihood. In the same fashion
as for the homoskedastic Gaussian process we can estimate the fragility curve using the
conditional distribution:

qΨp1q
pa,xq “ Φ

ˆ

qmnpa,xq ´ logpCq

qσnpa,xq

˙

, (13)

the uncertainty on the Gaussian process pG|Dnq can be propagated in the fragility curve in
the same fashion as for the homoskedastic Gaussian process:

qΨp2q
pa,xq “ Φ

ˆ

Hnpa,xq ´ logpCq

ϕpa; qθnq

˙

, (14)

where Hnpa,xq „ N pqmnpa,xq, qsnpa,xq
2q. The distribution of qΨp2q is empirically estimated

by generating Q realizations pHn,ppa,xqq1ďpďP from the distribution N pqmnpa,xq, qsnpa,xq
2q in

order to estimate a sample of qΨp2q:

qΨp2q
p pa,xq “ Φ

ˆ

Hn,ppa,xq ´ logpCq

ϕpa; qθnq

˙

. (15)
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2.3 Uncertainty propagation on seismic fragility curves using Gaussian
process surrogates

The Gaussian process surrogates allow us to propagate the uncertainties on X, such that
X „ PX, into the fragility curves by considering the random functions aÑ Ψpa,Xq. We can
derive from these random fragility curves several statistical quantities of interest such that
the mean fragility curve:

Ψ̄paq “ EXrΨpa,Xqs . (16)

Moreover, the mechanical engineer may be interested in more conservative statistical quan-
tities that will be useful for risk analysis. So, we define the seismic fragility quantile curve
aÑ qγpaq of level γ P p0, 1q as:

qγpaq “ inf
qPR

 

PXpΨpa,Xq ď qq ě γ
(

. (17)

The estimation of these quantities of interest can be carried out using a Monte-Carlo sample
pXjq1ďjďm. For the fragility quantile curve, the seismic fragility curve estimator Ψp1q can be
used to propose the following plug-in estimator:

qp1qγ paq “ inf
qPR

! 1

m

m
ÿ

j“1

1pΨp1qpa,Xjqďqq ě γ
)

. (18)

Furthermore, the posterior predictive distribution of the GP surrogates can be used to obtain
the posterior distribution of the seismic fragility quantile curve using Ψp2q. Using a sample
of pΨp2q

p q1ďpďP of Ψp2q, we can estimate a γG-level quantile w.r.t. the posterior distribution of
the GP surrogate.

qp2qγG pa,Xq “ inf
qPR

! 1

P

P
ÿ

p“1

1
pΨ
p2q
p pa,Xqďqq

ě γG

)

. (19)

A bi-level seismic fragility quantile curve is then proposed by taking the γX-level quantile of
q
p2q
γG pa,Xqw.r.t. the probability distribution of X.

qp2qγG,γXpaq “ inf
qPR

! 1

m

m
ÿ

j“1

1
pq
p2q
γG
pa,Xjqďqq

ě γX

)

. (20)

The denomination bi-level meaning that it encompasses both the uncertainty on X and on
the GP surrogate modeling. The procedure of estimation of the bi-level seismic fragility
quantile curve is detailed in Algorithm 1. The same procedure can be applied using the
heteroskedastic GP surrogate.

3 Global Sensitivity Analysis of seismic fragility curves

Sensitivity analysis aims at determining the input parameters of a computer model that in-
fluence the most the model response [32, 40, 31]. Global Sensitivity Analysis (GSA) methods
are dedicated to take into account the overall uncertainty of the input parameters. In this
paper, the quantity of interest is the seismic fragility curve and thus the sensitivity index has
to be defined on this quantity in order to be goal-oriented. Moreover, this is also coherent
with the distinction between epistemic and aleatory uncertainties: in industrial applications,
the seismic intensity measure is considered to be a penalizing input parameter which can
dramatically influence the dynamical behavior of the mechanical structure studied, we thus
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Algorithm 1 Uncertainty propagation on seismic fragility curves with Gaussian process
Requirements:

1. a regular grid patq1ďtďT

2. a Monte-Carlo sample pXjq1ďjďm with the distribution of X

3. a learning sample Dn “ ppai,xiq, ypai,xiqq1ďiďn

Procedure: For each at with 1 ď t ď T

1. For each Xj with 1 ď j ď m

(a) Compute with the kriging equations mnpat,Xjq, σnpat,Xjq and snpat,Xjq

(b) Compute Ψp1qpat,Xjq by Equation (8)

(c) For 1 ď p ď P , sample Gn,ppat,Xjq „ N pmnpat,Xjq, snpat,Xjq
2q and compute

Ψ
p2q
p pat,Xjq by Equation (10)

2. Estimate the seismic fragility quantile curve at point at using the dataset
pΨp1qpat,Xjqq1ďjďm by Equation (18)

3. Estimate the bi-level seismic fragility quantile curve with surrogate uncertainty at
point at using the dataset pΨp2q

p pat,Xjqq1ďpďP,
1ďjďm

by using equations 19 and 20.

do not need to estimate a sensitivity index of the seismic ground motion and it will not be
considered as an input parameter in this part. However, the epistemic uncertainties are by
definition reducible with further data gathering or engineering studies [4]. Providing ac-
curate sensitivity indices on the input parameters tainted by epistemic uncertainties is then
more justified, because they can inform the decision maker on which parameter the reduc-
tion of uncertainty will have the most impact on the quantity of interest. Thus, the global
sensitivity indices will be computed only for each input parameter in x.

In this section, we propose two global sensitivity indices: the first ones are introduced
in [41, 42] and coined aggregated Sobol indices, they are a natural extension of the classical
Sobol indices to functional quantity of interest. The second ones are Maximum Mean Dis-
crepancy (MMD) based Sobol indices, also coined βk-indices [35]. These indices are based on
a reproducing kernel Hilbert Space (RKHS), thus they can handle complex types of outputs
(such as functional output in our case) while being computationally tractable.

3.1 Aggregated Sobol’ indices

Variance-based sensitivity formulation [34, 33] is a very popular way of performing GSA
on computer codes, the associated sensitivity indices are coined as Sobol’ indices. For the
case of independent inputs, we can use the ANOVA decomposition [43, 44] of a numerical
model Z “ MpXp1q, ..., Xpdqq where Z is real-valued random variable and pXpiqq1ďiďd are d
real-valued random variables. The variance of Z is decomposed as follows:

VarpZq “ V “
d
ÿ

i“1

Vi `
ÿ

1ďiăjďd

Vij ` ¨ ¨ ¨ ` V1...d “
ÿ

HŁuĎt1,...,du

Vu , (21)
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where Vi “ Var
`

E
“

Z|Xpiq
‰˘

, Vij “ Var
`

E
“

Z|Xpiq, Xpjq
‰˘

´Var
`

E
“

Z|Xpiq
‰˘

´Var
`

E
“

Z|Xpjq
‰˘

,
Vu “

ř

vĎup´1q|u|´|v|Var
`

ErZ|pXpiqqiPvs
˘

. Then, the Sobol’ indices are defined by:

Si “
Vi
V
, Sij “

Vij
V
, Su “

Vu
V
, . . . , Ti “

ÿ

uĎt1,...,du,iPu

Su . (22)

The first order Sobol’ index Si measures the effect of only the inputXpiq on the variance of the
output Z. While the total Sobol’ index Ti measures the effect of Xpiq and all the interactions
betweenXpiq and the other inputs. Remark that Ti “ 1´V´i{V where V´i “ Var

`

E
“

Z|Xp´iq
‰˘

and Xp´iq “ pXpjqqj‰i the vector of all input variables except Xpiq.
The same kind of variance-based sensitivity indices can be defined for seismic fragility

curves. It was introduced first in [41, 42] in the context of POD (Probability Of Detection)
curves used in non destructive testing studies. Using the notation X “ pXp1q, . . . ,Xpdqq, we
first define the following quantity:

Ψpaq “ EX rΨpa,Xqs ,

ΨXpiqpaq “ PpzpA,Xq ą C|A “ a,Xpiqq ,

ΨXp´iqpaq “ PpzpA,Xq ą C|A “ a,Xp´iqq ,

D “ EX

“

‖Ψ´ΨX‖2
L2

‰

“ EX

”

şa1
a0
pΨpaq ´Ψpa,Xqq2da

ı

,

(23)

where the L2 norm is computed on the compact interval A “ ra0, a1s. Indeed, it is acceptable
in terms of engineering practice to consider minimum and maximum admissible values for
the seismic intensity measure. The aggregated Sobol’ indices for fragility curves then write :

SFCi “
1

D

ż a1

a0

Var
`

ErΨXpaq|X
piq
s
˘

da , (24)

T FCi “ 1´
1

D

ż a1

a0

Var
`

ErΨXpaq|X
p´iq
s
˘

da , (25)

where SFCi (respectively T FCi ) is the first-order (respectively total) effect of Xpiq on the seis-
mic fragility curve. These indices are coined aggregated Sobol indices because they result
from the integration of the Sobol indices of the random variable ΨXpaq for all admissi-
ble values of the seismic intensity measure between a0 and a1. Moreover, as the classi-
cal Sobol indices, they follow an ANOVA decomposition, allowing for a clear definition
of the relative influence of each subset of input parameters into the seismic fragility curve
uncertainty. Pick-freeze estimators [32] of the aggregated Sobol indices are used in order
to avoid a double Monte-Carlo loop. Moreover, the Gaussian process surrogate model is
used to replace the different fragility curves defined in Equation (23) by their estimators
Ψp1q. Let X̃ be an independent copy of X. We define X̃i “ pX̃p1q, . . . ,Xpiq, . . . , X̃pdqq and
X̃´i “ pX

p1q, . . . , X̃piq, . . . ,Xpdqq. The pick-freeze principle relies on the following result, for
all a P ra0, a1s:

Var
`

ErΨXpaq|X
piq
s
˘

“ CovpΨXpaq,ΨX̃i
paqq . (26)

By plugging Equation (26) into Equations (24)-25, it is possible to define a pick-freeze estima-
tor of the aggregated Sobol indices. We draw a Monte-Carlo sample of sizem of pX, X̃i, X̃´iq

9



that we denote pXj, X̃i,j, X̃´i,jq1ďjďm. The aggregated Sobol indices estimators then write:

pSFCi,m,n “

T
ÿ

t“1

A

Ψp1q
pat,XqΨ

p1q
pat, X̃iq

E

m
´
@

Ψp1q
pat,Xq

D

m

A

Ψp1q
pat, X̃iq

E

m

T
ÿ

t“1

@

Ψp1q
pat,Xq

2
D

m
´
@

Ψp1q
pat,Xq

D2

m

, (27)

pT FCi,m,n “ 1´

T
ÿ

t“1

A

Ψp1q
pat,XqΨ

p1q
pat, X̃´iq

E

m
´
@

Ψp1q
pat,Xq

D

m

A

Ψp1q
pat, X̃´iq

E

m

T
ÿ

t“1

@

Ψp1q
pat,Xq

2
D

m
´
@

Ψp1q
pat,Xq

D2

m

, (28)

where we denote for any function f :〈
fpX, X̃i, X̃´iq

〉
m
“

1

m

m
ÿ

j“1

fpXj, X̃i,j, X̃´i,jq . (29)

A regular grid patq1ďtďT is used to approximate the integral on the seismic intensity measure
on the set ra0, a1s.

Given that the Gaussian process surrogate provides a predictor and its associated uncer-
tainty, we can propagate it into the aggregated Sobol’ indices estimators by replacing the
fragility curve estimator Ψp1q by P draws Ψ

p2q
p using the probability distribution of pG|Dnq.

The aggregated Sobol indices then write:

S̃FCi,m,n,p “

T
ÿ

t“1

A

Ψp2q
p pat,XqΨ

p2q
p pat, X̃iq

E

m
´
@

Ψp2q
p pat,Xq

D

m

A

Ψp2q
p pat, X̃iq

E

m

T
ÿ

t“1

@

Ψp2q
p pat,Xq

2
D

m
´
@

Ψp2q
p pat,Xq

D2

m

, (30)

T̃ FCi,m,n,p “ 1´

T
ÿ

t“1

A

Ψp2q
p pat,XqΨ

p2q
p pat, X̃´iq

E

m
´
@

Ψp2q
p pat,Xq

D

m

A

Ψp2q
p pat, X̃´iq

E

m

T
ÿ

t“1

@

Ψp2q
p pat,Xq

2
D

m
´
@

Ψp2q
p pat,Xq

D2

m

. (31)

The aggregated Sobol’ indices estimators defined in Equations (27)-(28) use the GP pre-
dictor of the fragility curve Ψp1q to quantify the impact of each input parameter on the overall
fragility curve. The uncertainty on the regression function is obtained with the probability
distribution of pG|Dnq or pH|Dnq and is propagated into the aggregated Sobol’ indices esti-
mators in Equations (30)-31. Moreover, in order to take into account the uncertainty of the
Monte-Carlo estimation of the Sobol indices, we draw, for b “ 1, . . . , B, the random variables
pubpjqq1ďjďm with equiprobability and with replacement in t1, . . . ,mu and replace the pick-
freeze Monte-Carlo sampling dataset pXj, X̃i,j, X̃´i,jq1ďjďm by pXubpjq, X̃i,ubpjq, X̃´i,ubpjqq1ďjďm.
We thus obtain a sample of size P ˆ B of aggregated Sobol indices pS̃FCi,m,n,p,bq1ďpďP,

1ďbďB
. This

sample allows us to quantify the uncertainty of SFCi coming from the kriging metamodel
uncertainty and the pick-freeze Monte-Carlo uncertainty. The same procedure can be made
with total Sobol indices T FCi . The estimation of the metamodel and Monte-Carlo uncer-
tainty on SFCi is presented in Algorithm 2. Note that for pick-freeze estimators we have to
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sample Gaussian vectors of size 2mT which is in our application close to 106. The classical
sampling method for sampling Gaussian vectors use a Cholesky decomposition of the co-
variance matrix and has a cubic complexity with respect to the Gaussian vector size. Here
we use sampling by kriging conditioning and Nyström procedure as described in [36] to
make the computations tractable. In the same manner as in [36], we can also estimate the
part of variance of SFCi coming from the Monte-Carlo approximation and the part related to
the kriging metamodel uncertainty. The part of variance related to the metamodeling writes:

pσ2
GnpS̃

FC
i,m,nq “

1

B

B
ÿ

b“1

1

P ´ 1

P
ÿ

p“1

`

S̃FCi,m,n,p,b ´
〈
S̃FCi,m,n,b

〉
P

˘2
, (32)

where
〈
S̃FCi,m,n,b

〉
P
“ 1

P

P
ř

p“1

S̃FCi,m,n,p,b. Furthermore, it is also possible to evaluate the part of the

variance due to Monte-Carlo approximation of the aggregated Sobol indices:

pσ2
MCmpS̃

FC
i,m,nq “

1

P

P
ÿ

p“1

1

B ´ 1

B
ÿ

b“1

`

S̃FCi,m,n,p,b ´
〈
S̃FCi,m,n,p

〉
B

˘2
, (33)

where
〈
S̃FCi,m,n,p

〉
B
“ 1

B

B
ř

b“1

S̃FCi,m,n,p,b. Following [36], we can use these two variances as a

rationale for choosing the number of Monte Carlo samples m and the number of mechanical
simulations of the structure n. Indeed, when pσ2

MCm
pS̃FCi,m,nq « pσ2

Gn
pS̃FCi,m,nq the Monte Carlo and

the kriging metamodel errors have the same contributions into the estimation error of the
aggregated Sobol indices. Remark that these variances are defined for each input parameter
and each order of the aggregated Sobol indices. A compromise has to be made for choosing
which order and input parameter the engineer must consider.

Algorithm 2 Estimation of the metamodel and Monte-Carlo uncertainty on SFCi
Same requirements as Algorithm 1, with additionally:

1. a Monte-Carlo sample pXj, X̃i,jq1ďjďm with the distribution of pX, X̃iq

2. the number P of realizations of the GP posterior distribution

3. the number B of bootstrap samples

Procedure: For 1 ď p ď P

1. Sample Gn,ppDq with the posterior distribution pGpDq|Dnq, where D “

pat,Xjq1ďtďT,1ďjďm Y pat, X̃i,jq1ďtďT,1ďjďm

2. For 1 ď b ď B

(a) Sample with replacement in t1, . . . ,mu the bootstrap indices pubpjqq1ďjďm and then
define the bootstrap sample Db “ pat,Xubpjqq1ďtďT,1ďjďm Y pat, X̃i,ubpjqq1ďtďT,1ďjďm

(b) Compute S̃FCi,m,n,p,b by Equations (10) and (30) and by using Gn,ppD
bq

3.2 βk indices

Kernel-based methods in machine learning and statistics gains in popularity due to their
ability to simplify difficult nonlinear problems into linear problems by embedding the data
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points into a Reproducing Kernel Hilbert Space (RKHS) [45]. The main applications involve
independence testing [46, 47] and dimension reduction [48, 49, 50]. A first use of kernel
methods for GSA purposes was proposed in [51] where the Hilbert Schmidt Independence
Criterion (HSIC) is used to propose global sensitivity indices. βk indices [35] make also use
of the RKHS and are global sensitivity indices based on the Maximum Mean Discrepancy
(MMD) and defined with the rationale of [52]. βk indices have also the interesting property
of being Sobol indices on the kernel embedding of the output variable as shown in [32]. This
is appealing for our application as we can use the same framework of estimation as for the
aggregated Sobol indices using a pick-freeze scheme and propagate the kriging prediction
uncertainty into the βk indices estimates. In order to define the βk indices, we have to define
the MMD given the kernel function px, yq ÞÑ kpx, yq [53].

Lemma 1. Let T be a separable topological nonempty set and MT be the set of all probability
measures on T . Let pu, vq ÞÑ kpu, vq be a continuous positive-definite kernel. Let P,Q P MT .
Suppose U,U 1 „ P and V, V 1 „ Q, where U, U 1, V, V 1 are mutually independent, such that
Er
a

kpU,U 1qs ă `8 and Er
a

kpV, V 1qs ă `8. The Maximum Mean Discrepancy (MMD) be-
tween P and Q can be expressed as follows:

MMDpP,Qq2 “ ErkpU,U 1qs ` ErkpV, V 1qs ´ 2ErkpU, V qs . (34)

The MMD allows us to define a distance between probability measures. According to
[51, 52], it is possible to define a global sensitivity index using a distance between probability
measures. Given the same numerical model as in Section 3.1 Z “ MpXp1q, . . . , Xpdqq, the βk

index for the input variable Xpiq is defined by:

βki “
EXpiqrMMDpPZ ,PZ|Xpiqq2s
EXrMMDpPZ ,PZ|Xq2s

. (35)

As shown in [32], these indices follow an ANOVA decomposition, the relative influence
of each group of input parameters can be assessed. We can then define the total order βk

index for the variable Xpiq as follows:

βk´i “ 1´
EXrMMDpPZ ,PZ|Xp´iqq2s
EXrMMDpPZ ,PZ|Xq2s

. (36)

In the same spirit of Section 3.1, it is possible to estimate the βk-indices using a pick-
freeze estimation framework as shown in [32]. Using the same notations as in Section 3.1,
we can rewrite the first order βk index as:

βki “
ErkpMpXq,MpX̃iqqs ´ ErkpMpXq,MpX̃qqs

ErkpMpXq,MpXqqs ´ ErkpMpXq,MpX̃qqs
, (37)

the total order βk index can be also expressed as:

βk´i “ 1´
ErkpMpXq,MpX̃´iqqs ´ ErkpMpXq,MpX̃qqs

ErkpMpXq,MpXqqs ´ ErkpMpXq,MpX̃qqs
. (38)

After defining the βk indices, we have to adapt to the case where the output variable
of interest is no longer a scalar variable but a functional variable. In order to define βk

indices on the seismic fragility curves, define F “ L2pra0, a1sq. We thus have to define a
positive definite kernel on F ˆ F , pΨ1,Ψ2q Ñ kFpΨ1,Ψ2q for Ψ1,Ψ2 P F . According to
[54], let ∆p., .q be a semi-metric defined on the functional space F ˆ F , a kernel associated
to F can be defined as kFpΨ1,Ψ2q “ kp∆pΨ1,Ψ2qq where k is acting on R. For the sake of
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notations simplicity, the kernel acting on the functional space F will be denoted by k. For
our application, we will choose the so called Gaussian kernel with squared L2 norm:

kpΨ1,Ψ2q “ exp

ˆ

´
‖Ψ1 ´Ψ2‖2

L2

2`2

˙

, (39)

where ` is a hyperparameter of the kernel that will be calibrated with the available data. The
pick-freeze method combined with the Gaussian process surrogates allows us to define the
following βk indices estimators:

pβki,m “

A

k
´

Ψp1q
p.,Xq,Ψp1q

p., X̃iq

¯

´ k
´

Ψp1q
p.,Xq,Ψp1q

p., X̃q
¯E

m
A

k
`

Ψp1q
p.,Xq,Ψp1q

p.,Xq
˘

´ k
´

Ψp1q
p.,Xq,Ψp1q

p., X̃q
¯E

m

, (40)

pβk´i,m “ 1´

A

k
´

Ψp1q
p.,Xq,Ψp1q

p., X̃´iq

¯

´ k
´

Ψp1q
p.,Xq,Ψp1q

p., X̃q
¯E

m
A

k
`

Ψp1q
p.,Xq,Ψp1q

p.,Xq
˘

´ k
´

Ψp1q
p.,Xq,Ψp1q

p., X̃q
¯E

m

. (41)

In the same fashion as for the aggregated Sobol indices it is possible to propagate the
uncertainty of the posterior distribution pG|Dnq of the Gaussian process using P realizations:

β̃ki,m,p “

A

k
´

Ψp2q
p p.,Xq,Ψ

p2q
p p., X̃iq

¯

´ k
´

Ψp2q
p p.,Xq,Ψ

p2q
p p., X̃q

¯E

m
A

k
`

Ψp2q
p p.,Xq,Ψ

p2q
p p.,Xq

˘

´ k
´

Ψp2q
p p.,Xq,Ψ

p2q
p p., X̃q

¯E

m

, (42)

β̃k´i,m,p “ 1´

A

k
´

Ψp2q
p p.,Xq,Ψ

p2q
p p., X̃´iq

¯

´ k
´

Ψp2q
p p.,Xq,Ψ

p2q
p p., X̃q

¯E

m
A

k
`

Ψp2q
p p.,Xq,Ψ

p2q
p p.,Xq

˘

´ k
´

Ψp2q
p p.,Xq,Ψ

p2q
p p., X̃q

¯E

m

. (43)

Remark that - similarly to the aggregated Sobol indices - we can estimate the share of
variance of the βk indices estimators due to the Monte-Carlo pick-freeze estimation method
and due to the Gaussian process surrogate model uncertainty using Equations (33) and 32.

4 Application to a safety water pipe of a French PWR

4.1 Presentation of the use case

Regulatory seismic risk prevention work for the nuclear power plants includes the study
of piping systems. Thus, this use case is related to a numerical model of a part of a piping
system which was validated after an experimental campaign on a mock-up based on seismic
tests on the Azalee shaking table of the EMSI laboratory of CEA Saclay. The main results
of this experimental program, called ASG program, are detailed in [55]. The Finite Element
(FE) model, based on beam elements, is implemented with the homemade FE code CAST3M
[56]. In Figure 1a a view of the mock-up mounted on the shaking table is shown. The FE
model is depicted in Figure 1b.

The output variable of interest is the maximum of the out-of-plane rotation of a specific
elbow of the piping system. This is the EDP of this problem, as recommended in [57]. The
sources of epistemic uncertainties are the mechanical parameters of the numerical model
and the boundary conditions, in order to take into account that the mock-up is in practice
part of a much larger piping system. In our setting, the mass of the mock-up is consid-
ered as perfectly known. The 10 uncertain parameters are detailed in Table 1. All the as-
sociated random variables follow uniform probability distributions with prescribed means
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(a)

 Guide

 Rod

  Mass

  Clamped end

(b)

Figure 1: (a) Overview of the ASG mock-up on the CEA’s shaking table and (b) ASG FE
model.

(the numerical values are in Table 1) and with coefficients of variation of 15%. All inputs
are considered mutually independent. The mean value of each parameter is calibrated in
the following manner: The mock-up is part of a bigger piping system with a known first
eigenmode obtained through numerical simulations, so we choose the mean value for the
boundary condition’s parameters so that the first eigenmode of the mock-up matches the
first eigenmode of the mock-up when coupled to the entire piping system. Therefore, com-
putational experiments based on simulations with calibrated mock-up boundary conditions
are more representative of the mock-up in its real environment.

Table 1: Epistemic variables definition for the ASG use case.

Variable number Variable Mean
1 E, Young modulus 1.9236 1011 Pa
2 Sy, Elasticity limit 300 MPa
3 H, Hardening module 4.27 108

4 b, Modal damping ratio 1%
5 RPY151, Rotation stiffness for the P151 guide in Y direction 1.1 105 Nm/rad
6 RPX29, Rotation stiffness for the P29 clamped end in X direction 1.1 105 Nm/rad
7 RPY29, Rotation stiffness for the P29 clamped end in Y direction 3.3 105 Nm/rad
8 TPX29, Translation stiffness for the P29 clamped end in X direction 1.0 106 N/m
9 TPY29, Translation stiffness for the P29 clamped end in Y direction 2.0 105 N/m
10 TPZ29, Translation stiffness for the P29 clamped end in Z direction 1.0 106 N/m

Due to the limited number of records of real seismic ground motions acceleration signals,
it is common to generate artificial seismic signals using a stochastic generator fitted on real
accelerogram records. We use the stochastic generator defined in [18] whose calibration
is described in [14]. Finally, as the piping system is in practice located in a building, the
synthetic signals are filtered by a deterministic fictitious linear single-mode building at 5 Hz
and damped at 2%.

The computer model of the ASG mock-up is composed of a linear FE model when the
maximal stress in the mock-up pipe elbow is less than the elasticity limit Sy and a nonlinear
FE model when the maximal stress is greater. A run of the linear FE model has a computation
of a dozen of seconds - the numerical resolution is based on a modal based projection -
whereas a run of the nonlinear FE model has a computation time of approximately ten

minutes.
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4.2 Dimension reduction of the input space and choice of the heteroskedas-
tic noise parametric model

In this section, we present a data selection step to reduce the dimension of the input space of
the mechanical computer model and the choice of the model of the variance that is retained
for the heteroskedastic GP.

The dimension reduction step of the input space was performed with a HSIC based sta-
tistical hypothesis test using the ICSCREAM methodology developed in [26]: a Gaussian
kernel was used for each input variable and for the output variable (i.e. the log rotation of
the pipe elbow). 2000 mechanical simulations using the less expensive linear FE model were
carried out for the mechanical input variables screening and 6 variables were selected (the
variables number 1, 2, 3, 8, 9, 10 in Table 1).

For the parametric form of the standard deviation for the heteroskedastic Gaussian pro-
cess, we consider the following ramp function:

ϕpa; θq “ maxpθ0 ` θ1a, θ2q , (44)

where θ “ pθ0, θ1, θ2q. This parametric model for the heteroskedastic standard deviation is
motivated by the model proposed in [25]. It has the advantage to depend only on one vari-
able and the small dimension of θ allows for its calibration with a reasonable sized dataset
(n ă 1000).

For the homoskedastic Gaussian process model, the hyperparameters are estimated us-
ing the maximum a posteriori estimator proposed in [58] using a so-called jointly robust
prior, which has the useful property to avoid hyperparameters values raising ill-conditioned
correlation matrices. On the other hand, the heteroskedastic Gaussian process are estimated
using maximum likelihood. A Monte-Carlo sample of size n “ 500 from the probability
distribution of the mechanical parameters X is drawn, as well as 500 realizations of our
stochastic ground motion generator model. The n “ 500 mechanical simulations are then
carried out using CAST3M. The performance of the homoskedastic and heteroskedastic GP
models is then assessed in the following section.

4.3 Performance evaluation of the Gaussian process surrogates

This section is devoted to the qualitative evaluation of the predictive properties of the two
surrogate models.

Figure 2 shows the predicted versus observed values of the log-EDP ypa,xq using a learn-
ing dataset of n “ 500 observations. The green solid line corresponds to the identity, the
closer the data are from this line the better the prediction quality of the surrogate is. We
can notice that the heteroskedastic Gaussian process underestimates the high values of the
log-EDP, the homoskedastic surrogate have also this behavior but the data are closer to the
identity line for high values of the log-EDP. However, this concerns the log-EDP values
greater than the 90 %-level quantile. Hence, it is not sufficient to determine whether the
homoskedastic or the heteroskedastic Gaussian process has the best performance in terms
of prediction.

In order to study more quantitatively the predictive properties of the two surrogates, we
use the prediction power Q2 defined as:

Q2
“ 1´

řnt
i“1pypa

t
i,x

t
iq ´mnpa

t
i,x

t
iqq

2

řnt
i“1pypa

t
i,x

t
iq ´ ȳq

2
, (45)

where pati,xti, ypati,xtiqq1ďiďnt is a test dataset, and ȳ “ 1
nt

řnt
i“1 ypa

t
i,x

t
iq. In practice the com-

putational cost of mechanical models limits the sample size, thus the prediction power Q2 is
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(a) Heteroskedastic Gaussian process
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(b) Homoskedastic Gaussian process

Figure 2: Predicted values versus observed values for the heteroskedastic and homoskedas-
tic Gaussian process surrogate with a dataset size n “ 500.

computed using leave-one-out cross validation technique [59]: The hyperparameters of the
GP surrogates are estimated only once on the training sample to alleviate the computational
burden of hyperparameter tuning in the cross-validation procedure. Table 2 gathers the Q2

numerical values for the homoskedastic and heteroskedastic GP and learning sample size
between 100 and 500. The Q2 values of the heteroskedastic and homoskedastic GP surro-
gates being very close to each other, we can conclude that the two surrogates raise the same
predictive performance.

Learning sample size 100 200 300 400 500
Homoskedastic 0.844 0.860 0.853 0.870 0.867
Heteroskedastic 0.842 0.860 0.849 0.872 0.875

Table 2: Q2 numerical values estimated by leave-one-out on the training sample for various
learning sample size and the two GP surrogates.

Moreover, we also provide a graphical tool proposed in [26] which consists in evaluating
the proportion of data that lies in the α-theoretical confidence interval obtained with het-
eroskedastic and homoskedastic Gaussian process surrogates. Several values α P r0, 1s of
the prediction interval level are chosen and the theoretical level of the prediction interval
is compared to the empirical proportion of the data that belongs actually to this prediction
interval. The empirical coverage probabilities are also estimated by leave-one-out on the
learning sample of n “ 500 nonlinear mechanical simulations. By definition, the more the
points are close to the identity line, the better the quality of the kriging surrogate is. Figure
3 gives the results for heteroskedastic and homoskedastic Gaussian process surrogates. We
can remark that the empirical coverage probabilities with the heteroskedastic surrogate are
closer to the identity line than for the homoskedastic surrogate. This can be explained by the
flexibility of the variance provided by the heteroskedasticity which allows better adaptation
to the distribution of the data than with a fixed value for the variance.

Finally, the observations made in Figure 2 and Table 2 indicate that the homoskedas-
tic and heteroskedastic surrogates perform similarly in term of predictivity. Moreover, the
heteroskedastic GP surrogate is better than the homoskedastic one to approximate the over-
all distribution of the data as shown with the coverage probabilities illustrated in Figure
3. Thus, regarding the performance metrics used in this article, the heteroskedastic model
is preferred to the homoskedastic one. However, in order to validate and benchmark the
methodology proposed in this paper, the two surrogate models will be used to propagate
the epistemic uncertainties tainting the mechanical parameters to the seismic fragility curve
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and for global sensitivity indices estimation.

4.4 Estimation of the seismic fragility curves
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Figure 3: Observed proportion of the data that lies in the α-theoretical confidence inter-
vals with respect to their theoretical proportion for both heteroskedastic and homoskedastic
Gaussian processes with a learning sample of n “ 500 nonlinear mechanical simulations.

0 10 20 30 40 50
a

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

F
ai

lu
re

p
ro

b
ab

ili
ty

Heteroskedastic

(a) C “ 0.5˝, n “ 200
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(b) C “ 0.5˝, n “ 200
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(c) C “ 0.5˝, n “ 500

0 10 20 30 40 50
a

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

F
ai

lu
re

p
ro

b
ab

ili
ty

Homoskedastic

(d) C “ 0.5˝, n “ 500

Figure 4: Uncertainty propagation of the epistemic uncertainties on the seismic fragility
curves with a failure elbow out-of-plane rotation angle C “ 0.5˝.
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(c) C “ 1˝, n “ 500
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Figure 5: Uncertainty propagation of the epistemic uncertainties on the seismic fragility
curves with a failure elbow out-of-plane rotation angle C “ 1˝.

The statistical quantities of interest defined in Section 2.3 are estimated empirically us-
ing a Monte-Carlo sampling pXjq1ďjďm of size m “ 1000. Numerical results for several
training sizes n and failure elbow out-of-plane rotation angles C are shown in Figures 4
and 5, the red area corresponds to the area determined by the 10% and 90% level seismic
fragility quantile curves estimated using pΨp1qp.,Xjqq1ďjďm and pqΨp1qp.,Xjqq1ďjďm for respec-
tively the homoskedastic and heteroskedastic Gaussian processes. The Gaussian process
surrogate uncertainty is assessed by sampling P “ 1000 realizations of Gn and Hn for each
value Xj, 1 ď j ď m, the bi-level seismic fragility quantile curves with γG “ γX “ 0.9
and γG “ γX “ 0.1 are shown in dashed green and they are estimated empirically from
the datasets pΨp2q

p p.,Xjqq1ďpďP,
1ďjďm

and pqΨp2q
p p.,Xjqq1ďpďP,

1ďjďm
respectively for the homoskedastic and

heteroskedastic Gaussian processes. The solid blue line corresponds to a nonparametric
fragility curve estimation of the mean fragility curve using K-means clustering and binned
Monte-Carlo [10] on a large dataset of 2000 FE simulations of the piping system (the dashed
blue lines determine the 90%-level confidence intervals whose half-width is equal to 1.3
times the standard deviation of the empirical exceeding probability estimator in each clus-
ter). We can notice that the interquantile range is larger for the homoskedastic Gaussian
process than the heteroskedastic Gaussian process for small training datasets (n “ 200)
and both failure elbow out-of-plane rotation angles (C “ 0.5˝ and C “ 1˝). This tends to
demonstrate that the heteroskedastic surrogate fits better the conditional distribution of the
log-EDP. The next section deals with the sensitivity analysis of the piping system.
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4.5 Global Sensitivity Analysis of the piping system using the Gaussian
process surrogates

Now we perform the estimation of the aggregated Sobol indices and the βk indices of the
seismic fragility curves of the piping system using the methodology described in Section 3.
A training dataset of n “ 500 simulations and a Monte-Carlo design of size m “ 20000 have
been sampled in order to perform the pick-freeze estimation of the aggregated Sobol indices.
P “ 200 realizations of the GP surrogate and B “ 150 bootstrap redraws have been carried
out to assess the uncertainty of the aggregated Sobol indices both in terms of metamodeling
and Monte-Carlo uncertainty. For the failure elbow out-of-plane rotation angle C “ 0.5˝

we compute the L2 distance between fragility curves on the interval a P r0.1, 25s in order
to focus on the transition area between small and high probabilities of failure. Figures 6
and 7 provide the results for the estimation of both first-order and total-order aggregated
Sobol indices for C “ 1˝ using the homoskedastic and heteroskedastic Gaussian process
surrogates.

Tables 3 and 4 gather the numerical values of the standard deviations of the first and total
order aggregated Sobol indices due to the metamodel uncertainty and the Monte-Carlo es-
timation uncertainty for respectively the homoskedastic and heteroskedastic Gaussian pro-
cess surrogate models. Note that the standard deviation due to the Monte-Carlo estimation
uncertainty is approximately ten times smaller than the one coming form the metamodel.
Since increasing the sample size n is more computationally expensive than increasing the
Monte-Carlo sample size m due to the mechanical FE computer model, it is possible to
choose m such that the Monte-Carlo estimation uncertainty is negligible with respect to
the Gaussian process surrogate model uncertainty. The interquantile ranges represented in
Figures 6 and 7 thus mostly come from the Gaussian process uncertainty.

Remark that the parameters E, TPX29 and TPY29 are the most influential on the seis-
mic fragility curve. Indeed, the modal properties of the piping system essentially drive
its dynamic behavior and hence its robustness under seismic loading. The variable TYP29
corresponds to the stiffness of the clamped end in the Y direction (i.e. the direction of the
permanent loading due to the piping system’s weight). What can explain why TPY29 is
the most influential mechanical parameter of the piping system is the coupling of the main
eigenmodes between the X direction (i.e. the direction of the seismic load) and the Y direc-
tion. The influence of variable TYP29 is more clearly detected by the heteroskedastic Gaus-
sian process surrogate, however the two metamodels raise the same ranking of mechanical
parameters in terms of aggregated Sobol indices. The results of the estimation of the βk sen-
sitivity indices are shown in Figures 8 and 9. We use the same parameters n, P, B as for the
estimation of the aggregated Sobol indices. However, we choose m “ 15000 for the Monte-
Carlo design used for the βk indices pick-freeze estimator. First remark that the ranking of
inputs is the same as for the one obtained with aggregated Sobol indices. However we can
remark that the βk indices of the total order indices have larger values than the first order
indices whereas the aggregated Sobol indices of first and total order have very close values.
This means that the aggregated Sobol indices fail to detect interactions between input pa-
rameters. On the contrary, because the βk indices take into account the overall probability
distribution of the fragility curves conditional to the input parameters, it is not surprising to
detect more clearly interactions between inputs.

Tables 5 and 6 gather the numerical values of the standard deviation of the βk indices
apportioned to the Monte-Carlo estimation uncertainty and to the Gaussian process surro-
gate model uncertainty, respectively for the homoskedastic and heteroskedastic Gaussian
process surrogate models. Similarly as for the aggregated Sobol indices, most of the uncer-
tainty on the βk indices comes from the metamodel uncertainty. The interquantile ranges
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Figure 6: First-order aggregated Sobol indices for a failure rotation angle C “ 1˝ estimated
with the heteroskedastic and homoskedastic GP surrogates.
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Figure 7: Total-order aggregated Sobol indices for a failure rotation angle C “ 1˝ estimated
with the heteroskedastic and homoskedastic GP surrogates.

shown in Figures 8 and 9 mostly come from the uncertainty induced by Gaussian process
metamodeling.

Note that the βk indices suffer from a lack of interpretability compared to the aggregated
Sobol indices: The choice of the kernel (or the choice of the lengthscale ` in the case of the
Gaussian kernel) is still an open question for sensitivity analysis purposes [35]. Similarly
to the aggregated Sobol indices, the influence of TYP29 seems more clearly detected by the
heteroskedastic Gaussian process surrogate than the homoskedastic one, while keeping the
same ranking of influence for each mechanical parameter.

E Sy H TXP29 TYP29 TZP29
pσMCmpS̃

FCq 0.006 0.005 0.006 0.006 0.006 0.006

pσGnpS̃
FCq 0.08 0.007 0.04 0.05 0.08 0.07

pσMCmpS̃
FCq / pσGnpS̃

FCq 0.08 0.8 0.15 0.10 0.07 0.1

pσMCmpT̃
FCq 0.004 0.0004 0.003 0.003 0.005 0.004

pσGnpT̃
FCq 0.1 0.005 0.07 0.08 0.1 0.08

pσMCmpT̃
FCq / pσGnpT̃

FCq 0.04 0.1 0.05 0.04 0.05 0.04

Table 3: Numerical values of the part of variance of S̃FC and T̃ FC related to the Monte-Carlo
estimation and to the homoskedastic Gaussian process metamodel uncertainty.
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Figure 8: First-order MMD-based indices for a failure rotation angle C “ 1˝ estimated with
the heteroskedastic and homoskedastic GP surrogates.
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Figure 9: Total-order MMD-based indices for a failure rotation angle C “ 1˝ estimated with
the heteroskedastic and homoskedastic GP surrogates.
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E Sy H TXP29 TYP29 TZP29
pσMCmpS̃

FCq 0.006 0.007 0.007 0.007 0.006 0.007

pσGnpS̃
FCq 0.08 0.02 0.01 0.04 0.07 0.01

pσMCmpS̃
FCq / pσGnpS̃

FCq 0.08 0.4 0.7 0.2 0.08 0.6

pσMCmpT̃
FCq 0.005 0.001 0.0007 0.003 0.006 0.001

pσGnpT̃
FCq 0.07 0.02 0.006 0.05 0.08 0.01

pσMCmpT̃
FCq / pσGnpT̃

FCq 0.07 0.08 0.1 0.06 0.07 0.08

Table 4: Numerical values of the part of variance of S̃FC and T̃ FC related to the Monte-Carlo
estimation and to the heteroskedastic Gaussian process metamodel uncertainty.

E Sy H TXP29 TYP29 TZP29
pσMCmpβ̃

k
i q 0.004 0.0006 0.003 0.004 0.005 0.004

pσGnpβ̃
k
i q 0.03 0.002 0.02 0.03 0.05 0.03

pσMCmpβ̃
k
i q / pσGnpβ̃

k
i q 0.13 0.4 0.15 0.14 0.11 0.13

pσMCmpβ̃
k
´iq 0.005 0.0004 0.004 0.005 0.006 0.005

pσGnpβ̃
k
´iq 0.1 0.02 0.1 0.07 0.1 0.04

pσMCmpβ̃
k
´iq / pσGnpβ̃

k
´iq 0.05 0.02 0.04 0.05 0.08 0.04

Table 5: Numerical values of the part of variance of β̃k of first and total order related to the
Monte-Carlo estimation and to the homoskedastic Gaussian process metamodel uncertainty.

E Sy H TXP29 TYP29 TZP29
pσMCmpβ̃

k
i q 0.004 0.0006 0.003 0.004 0.005 0.004

pσGnpβ̃
k
i q 0.03 0.002 0.02 0.03 0.05 0.03

pσMCmpβ̃
k
i q / pσGnpβ̃

k
i q 0.1 0.4 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1

pσMCmpβ̃
k
´iq 0.005 0.0004 0.004 0.005 0.006 0.005

pσGnpβ̃
k
´iq 0.1 0.02 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1

pσMCmpβ̃
k
´iq / pσGnpβ̃

k
´iq 0.05 0.02 0.04 0.05 0.08 0.04

Table 6: Numerical values of the part of variance of β̃k of first and total order related to
the Monte-Carlo estimation and to the heteroskedastic Gaussian process metamodel uncer-
tainty.

5 Conclusion

This work focused on the development of a comprehensive uncertainty quantification method-
ology for seismic risk assessment, with a peculiar emphasis on the seismic fragility curve, a
key quantity for assessing seismic safety of mechanical structures as part of SPRA studies.
Gaussian process regressions have been proposed to estimate seismic fragility curves, taking
into account the epistemic uncertainties tainting the mechanical parameters of the structure
among others. Gaussian process surrogates have indeed the main advantage to give both
predictions and a quantification of the uncertainty on the predictions, which allows to as-
sess the quality of the seismic fragility curve estimation through confidence intervals. In
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this sense, this methodology is in line with the spirit of the pioneering work of the 1980s
on the SPRA framework, which defined a fragility curve not as a single curve (i.e. a mean
curve) but as a family of fragility curves which reflects the uncertainty on the mean curve
due to the lack of knowledge of the structures and their environment. In addition, two sur-
rogate models have been proposed, one modeling a homoskedastic noise and the other a
heteroskedastic noise with a parameterized ramp function for the noise standard deviation.
Then, different metrics have been proposed to assess the quality of the two surrogates both
in predictivity and coverage performance, to allow the user an objective choice.

Additionally, the Gaussian process metamodels were used to perform a global sensitivity
analysis on the mechanical parameters of the structure, with the seismic fragility curve con-
sidered as a functional output. Global sensitivity indices such as aggregated Sobol indices
and kernel indices have been proposed to know how the uncertainty on the mean seismic
fragility curve is distributed according to each uncertain mechanical parameter. Uncertainty
from Gaussian process surrogates was also taken into account when estimating the overall
sensitivity indices.

This methodology was finally illustrated considering an industrial test case consisting
of a part a piping system of a French PWR. The uncertain parameters were the constitutive
material parameters of the piping system as well as the boundary conditions. The quality of
the two surrogates was assessed both in predictivity and coverage performance, and seis-
mic fragility curves was estimated for several failure thresholds and various sample sizes.
Given the different qualitative and quantitative metrics used to assess the performance of
the two metamodels to fit the conditional distribution of the log-EDP, the heteroskedastic
metamodel was preferred because its predictive performance was similar to the one of the
homoskedastic surrogate while raising more accurate coverage probabilities. In perspective,
another model selection methodology could be carried out using for instance Bayesian In-
formation Criterion (BIC) [60, 61] or Aikake Information Criterion (AIC) [62]. After that, the
aggregated Sobol indices were estimated with the two surrogates as well as kernel indices.
The ranking of the input parameters was discussed and an interpretation for the results was
proposed.

An other main advantage of this UQ methodology is its flexibility. It can be generalized
to computer codes with input parameters tainted by aleatory and epistemic uncertainties.
The inputs with aleatory uncertainty are considered as penalizing inputs of the computer
models as explained in [26] and the quantity of interest defined in [26, Section 6] seems
quite similar to seismic fragility curves with epistemic uncertainties defined in this article.
Moreover, the methodology proposed in this article can be extended to other very similar
quantity of interest such as such as for POD (Probability of Detection) curves estimation.

Another natural extension of this work will be to propose an UQ methodology for the
SPRA framework. Thus, the probability distribution of the seismic intensity measure can be
taken into account and we will be able to perform the UQ study on the probability of failure
of the structure, by marginalizing the seismic fragility curve on the probability distribution
of the seismic intensity measure.
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