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Abstract

This work considers designing of reliability acceptance sampling plan (RASP) when the competing risk
data are progressively interval-censored. The methodology uses the asymptotic results of the estimators of
parameters of any lifetime distribution under progressive interval censored competing risk data. Therefore,
we establish a simplified form of the Fisher information matrix and present the asymptotic properties of the
maximum likelihood estimators (MLEs) under a set of regularity conditions. Next, we consider a special
case to illustrate the proposed RASP. we assume that the lifetime of the item due to the individual cause
follows Weibull distribution. Also, it is assumed that the components are dependent and the gamma frailty
model describes the dependent structure between the components. Now, we obtain the optimal RASP in
three different ways. First, We present the method for obtaining optimal sample size and acceptance limit
using producer’s and consumer’s risks. Next, we determine the optimal RASP under C-optimal criteria
without cost constraints and with cost constraints. Numerical example is performed for both independent
and dependent cases. Also, Monte Carlo simulation study is conducted in order to show that the sampling
plans meet the specified risks for finite sample size.
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1. Introduction

In the present-day business world, characterized by intense competition, prioritizing the reliability of
products is paramount for manufacturers [5]. Although reliability is an important consideration during the
product development phase, achieving the targeted reliability levels throughout the post-production stages
is equally critical. A standard approach to achieve this through life tests [I8, pp. 2-3]. However, these

tests are often performed under various censoring schemes, resulting in incomplete data sets [I]. Among
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various censoring schemes, Type-I and Type-II schemes are perhaps the two most widely adopted schemes,
primarily because of their inherent simplicity and ease of implementation. Hybrid censoring schemes, often
viewed as a compromise between Type-I and Type-II schemes, have also received a lot of interest in the
literature. However, these traditional schemes assume continuous inspection during the experiment, which
may not be feasible due to insufficient resources. In view of this, interval censoring schemes are proposed in
the literature, resulting in grouped failure data sets.

A major drawback of these interval censoring schemes is its inability to accommodate intermediate with-
drawals of test units during the course of an experiment. However, such intermediate withdrawals may be
unavoidable for various practical reasons. For example, consider the life test performed on 68 battery cells
as discussed by Meeker and Escobar [18] p. 633]. Some battery cells are withdrawn from the ongoing exper-
iment to assess the extent of physical degradation. To accommodate such intermediate withdrawals of the
test units from the life test, Aggarwala [2] proposed the progressive Type-I interval censoring (henceforth,
PIC-I) schemes.

In the existing literature, a considerable volume of work exists on statistical inference of various impor-
tant lifetime models based on such PIC-T data sets. As mentioned above, Aggarwala [2] introduced PIC-I
schemes and considered inference of exponential lifetime model based on PIC-I data sets. This was further
extended for a number of lifetime models such as Weibull [20] [T6], generalized exponential [9} [16], log-normal
[22], Burr [7], inverse Weibull distribution [26], truncated Normal [I7], and inverse Gaussian [25].

These works primarily focused on systems that have a single failure mode. However, as in the case of
the battery cells data set mentioned above, a system often experiences multiple failure modes, causing it to
failure when one of these competing failure modes occurs. These failure modes are commonly referred to
as competing risks in the literature [23]. A significant number of work exists in the existing literature on
statistical inference of lifetime data sets under various censoring schemes. See for example, Ahmadi et al.
[3, [4], Azizi et al. [6] for statistical inference based on PIC-I data sets.

An important issue in this context is optimal planning of PIC-I schemes. Recently, this has drawn a
lot of interest in the literature. Lin et al. [I5] and Lin et al. [I4] provided A- and D-optimal designs for
log-normal and Weibull models, respectively. Roy and Pradhan [22] presented Bayesian D-optimal design
for log-normal lifetime model. This was further extended to Bayesian c-optimal designs by Roy and Pradhan
[23] for Weibull and log-normal lifetime models. Budhiraja and Pradhan [§] provided a cost function-based
approach for deciding the optimal design parameters for PIC-I schemes. These works primarily focused on

determining the optimal design parameters, such as optimal inspection times and the corresponding number



of test unit withdrawals from the experiment. However, a more pertinent question in this context may be
the design of optimal reliability acceptance sampling plans (henceforth, RASPs). RASPs are essentially
variations of variable Acceptance Sampling Plans (henceforth, ASPs), where we use the reliability of a prod-
uct as a measurable quality characteristic of interest. Huang and Wu [II] presented a cost function-based
approach for obtaining the RASPs for the exponential lifetime model. Wu and Huang [28] further extended
their work in the competing risks set up, assuming that the latent failure time under a failure mode follows
an exponential lifetime model.

In this article, we present RASPs under PIC-I schemes assuming the presence of independent and depen-
dent competing risks. Unlike the existing works, we present a general framework for modeling the PIC-I data
set under the competing risk setup. Subsequently, we obtain the Fisher information matrix and present the
asymptotic properties of the maximum likelihood estimators (MLEs) under a set of regularity conditions.
Subsequently, we consider a frailty-based dependent competing risks model, which provides an independent
competing risks model as a special case. Subsequently, we present the optimal RASPs that provide the op-
timal sample size and lower acceptance limit under both independent and dependent competing risk setup.
Subsequently, we introduce a generic cost function and develop an approach for obtaining the RASPs under
a cost constraint. We then carry out a detailed numerical experiment to study the properties of the RASPs
under a number of scenarios. We also perform a simulation exercise to study the finite sample properties of
the optimal RASPs.

This article contributes to the existing literature in a number of ways. First, we present here a general
model framework under a competing risks setup. This framework covers the important lifetime models as a
special case. Second, we present a generic expression of the Fisher information matrix and also derive the
asymptotic properties of the MLEs under a set of regularity conditions. Third, we present the RASPs in
two different scenarios and highlight the importance of incorporating the dependence structure among the
latent failure times in practice.

The remainder of this article is organized as follows. Section [2] provides the general framework for

modeling the PIC-I data set under competing risks setup.

2. General Framework

2.1. Model and Likelihood Function

Suppose, in a life test, a test unit fails as soon as one of the J competing failure modes occurs. Let
X; denote the potential failure time due to the jth cause of failure for j = 1,...,J. Let T denote the
overall failure time of the test unit, and the index C denote the cause of failure. It is easy to understand

3



that T' = min{Xy,...,X;} = X¢. Let fx,(z | 8;) and Fx,(x | 8;) be the probability density function
(henceforth, p.d.f.) and cumulative distribution function (henceforth, c.d.f.) of X;, respectively, where 0; is
the vector of parameters corresponding to the jth cause of failure. Also, denote the joint survivor function
(henceforth, s.f.) of X = (X1,...,X;) by Fx(x | 8), where 8 = (01, ...,05) is a vector of parameters.

In a competing risk setup, we collect data on C' and T from a life-test. Typically, the joint distribution of
C and T is specified in terms of the sub-distribution function G(j,t | ) = P(C = j, T < t) or equivalently,
by the sub-survivor function G(j,t | ) = P(C = j,T >t), j = 1,...,J. Also, let the p.d.f., c.d.f. and s.f. of
T be given by fr(t | 8), Fr(t | 8) and Fr(t | 8), respectively. It is well known that the sub-density function

corresponding to the observed pair {C' = j,T = t} is given by

) 6Fx (x| 0)
g(jat | 0) = |:_ 5 ’
'T] tly
where 1; is a unit vector of J components and [...]J;1, denotes that the enclosed partial derivative is to be

computed at t1; = (¢t,...,1).

Now suppose that n such identical test units having J competing failure modes are subjected to a life
test under a M-point PIC-I scheme. Note that in a M-point PIC-I scheme, the units are monitored at the
pre-decided inspection times L1 < Lo < ... < Ly, where L), is the pre-decided termination time of the
experiment. Let N; denote the number of units that are at risk of failure at the start of the i-th interval
(Li—1,L;] and D;; be the number of failures occurring in this interval due to the jth cause of failure for
i=1,...,M and j = 1,...,J. Note that these failures are observed only at L;. Furthermore, in a M
point PIC-I scheme, R; surviving items are removed from the life test at each intermediate time L;, for
i=1,2...,M — 1. Subsequently, all remaining test units, say Ry, are removed from the life test at Lj,.
For convenience, let Dy = (D11,...,D1,...,Dpa,y ..., Darg) and Ry = (R1, ..., Ry) denote the number
of failures and number of withdrawals for the M-point PIC-scheme, respectively.

It is easy to see that Ny = n and N; = N;_1 — Z}]=1 Di_1; — Ri_q, for i = 2,..., M. Note that R;s
should not be greater than N;s. Furthermore, R;s are typically specified as the proportion of surviving
units at L;. Thus, for i = 1,...,M — 1, R; = |p;N;], where p; is the withdrawal proportion, with |z]

denoting the greatest integer less than or equal to x. It is needless to note that, pp; = 1. If p;, = 0 for

i=1,...,M — 1, then the PIC-I scheme reduces to a traditional interval censoring scheme. Thus, in order
to conduct a life test under a PIC-I scheme, we must decide n, M, Ly and p,;, where Ly; = (Ly,...,Lyy)
and py; = (p1,-.-,0pMm—1,pm = 1) represent the sequence of inspection times and corrsponding withdrawal

proportions for the M-point PIC scheme, respectively. For convenience, we denote these decision variables



by C = (naMaLI\/bp]VI)'
Let g;; be the probability that a test unit fails in the i¢th interval due to the jth failure mode. It is easy

to see that

q”:P(C:jaTSLi)_P<C:]’aT§Li71> _GULi|6)-GU,Lia | 0) G(j,Li-1]10)-G(j,L; | 6)
K 1—P(T <L) Fr(Li-1 | 6) Fr(Li-1 | 6) '

(1)
Furthermore, let g; represent the probability that a test unit fails in the i¢th interval. Then, we have

P(T<L)-P(T<Li_y) Fr(L|0)—Fr(Li_y|0) Fr(Liy|0)—Fr(L:|6)

% = = = = = (2)
' —P(T<Li) Fr(Li-1 | 0) Fr(Li-1|0)
Note that ijl ¢ij = ¢;- Now, it is easy to see that
(Dih ey DZJ) |Di717 Ri,1 ~ multinomial (Ni> qila e 7qu, 1 — qz) .
Furthermore, let us assume that
J
R1|D2, Ri—l ~ binomial Nl — Z D’L],pl
j=1
Then, we can resursively obtain the expressions for E[N;], E[D;;] and E[R;], which are are as follows:
i—1 i—1
EN]=n][Q-a)(1—p)=n [H (1—p) | Fr(Li-116), (3)
1=0 =0
i—1 i—1
E[Dy] = n{ [(1—q)(1 —pz)]} Gij =1 [H(l —m)| [G (. Li-110) — G (4, Li|0)] ,
1=0 1=0
and
i—1 i—1 B
ER]=n {H (1-aq)(1 —pl)]} (I—a)pi=n [H(l —p) | piF'r(Li|0), (4)
1=0 1=0

fori=1,...,Mandj=1,...,J, withpy = 0and gy = 0 (see [28] for details). Note that D;; = ijl D;;
be the number of failures occurring in the time interval (L;_1, L;] and D = Zﬁl D, be the total number

of failure in the life test Thus, we have

D =) EID.:) )



where

ElDy]=n {f[ (- a1 —pm} g =n [f[(l )

=0 =0

[FT(Li,l\H) — FT(L,L|0)] .

We now briefly introduce the observed data from a M-point PIC-I scheme. Let n; be the observed value
of N;, fori=1,..., M. Furthermore, let d;,; represent an indicator function that takes value 1, if k surviving
test unit fail in the i-th interval (L;_1, L;] due to the jth failure mode, and 0, otherwise, for k = 1,...,n;,

and j =1,2,...,J. Then, Y ", d;x; = di;, where d;; is the observed value of D;;. Let
D]W = {(d117d12; s ,dl],’l"]), (d217d227 cee 7d2J77n2)7 ) (dMladM27 s 7dM.]7TM)}

denote the observed data under the PIC-I scheme.
Based on the observed data Dy, the likelihood function of 6 is given by

L(6 | Dy, ¢) H H qu;kj (1— qi)lf‘gilwr?

i=1k=1 |j=1

where 0;p4+ = ijl dikj. The log-likelihood function, after ignoring the proportionality constant, can be

written as

1(0 | D, ) =log L(6 | D, ()
M n; J

= Z Z Z&kj log(gij) + (1 — 0ixy) log(1 —q,) | - ©)
i=1 k=1 | j=1

2.2. Regularity Conditions and Fisher Information Matriz

Let 8 denote the MLE of 8. Toward this end, we state the regularity conditions required to establish the
asymptotic properties of 0.

Regularity Conditions

I. T1,Ts,...,T, are independent and identically distributed (henceforth, i.i.d.) with common c.d.f.
Fr(.|0) and p.d.f. fr(.]0).

II. The number of causes of failure of a test unit is finite.

IIL. (T3,C4), (T, Cs), ..., (Ty,Cy) are i.id. with common joint sub-survivor function G(-,- | ) and sub-

density function g(-,- | 0), for i =1,2,...,n.

IV. The supports of fr and g are independent of 6.



V. The parameter space ® contains an open set @, of which the true parameter 6° is an interior point.

VI. For almost all t and for all j = 1,2,...,J, both Fr(t | 0) and G(j,t | @) admit all third-order derivatives,

3
%QFgét g: nd 860 getaleg), respectively, for all 8 € Oy and u,v,w = 1,2,...,s. In addition, all first,

second, and third order derivatives of Fr(t | 8) and G(j,t | @) with respect to the parameters are
bounded for all 8 € ©g.

VII. The log-inspection L;s are fixed in such a way that
(a) 0<gj<land0<g <lfori=1,2,...,Mandj=12...,J.

(b) Vegq is a matrix of rank s, where Vgq = (ggi) foru=1,2,...,sandi=1,2,..., M.
“/ sxM

We now present the following results, which are required to obtain the Fisher information matrix.

Lemma 1. The first derivative of the log-likelihood satisfies the following:

p [240 12w

a0, ]O,forul,...,s

Proof:. By differentiating @ with respect to 6,, we have

e peo S () ()4 ()] £Ee o

i=1 k=1 | j=1 i=1 k=1

where Uy, o, = Zj 1 (%—"j) (g‘gj) - % (37’1;) and 0;,4 = ijl dir;j- Then, we get

P [6l(0 | D, € ] ZEN

ZE Zku|N]

It is sufficient to prove that E [Usg,,, | N;] = 0. We know E[d;;] = ¢;; and E[1 — §;5+] = (1 — ¢;). Thus, we

have

8%‘;‘ dq;

90, 00,

E Uik | Ni] =

We know ijl ¢ij = ¢;- This implies that

J
5%‘ _ 0q;
£~ 00, 00,
Jj=1
Hence, E [Ui,. | Ni] = 0. (Proved)

Lemma 2. The second derivative of the log-likelihood function satisfies the following

E{M]:E[< a0, )( a0, )},foru,v:l,...,s.




Proof:. By differentiating with respect to 6,,, we have

9%1(0 | Das, () ii XJ:< 7kj> < 0%qy; > (L= diy) < d%q; )
90,00, 22122\ gy ) \o0,00,) (= a) \ 20,00,

B i S zk] 3%‘ 9qij n (I —dirt) (04¢i \ ( Oai (8)
i=1 k=1 qu 89u 90, (1—¢:)? \00,) \ 00,
M
= Z z ik,uv, Say, (9)

3

J f J

- _ Oikj 9%qij (1—0ik4) d%q; dikj 0qij 0qij (1=bixy) ( Oq: 9qi

where Vig,yo = [21 ( @i ) (aeuaov T (=g \90,00, )| 21 2 90, a0, ) + (1—q:)2 \ 90, a0,
j= j=

Now, proceeding in the same manner as in Lemma 1, we have

ikj Pqij \ _ (L—diws) [ Pqi _
ZEN {ZE {Z ( %5 ) (aeu89v> T—q) \00.00,) || ="
Therefore, taking the expectation of , we have
821(0 | DM?C Al zk] 3(12']' 3%’;‘
B[P -3 e 3| > (Pl ) (G (5
=1 k= j=1
n Bl - 5ik+] 9q: \ ( 9qi
(1—q)? 00, 00, ’
Now, using E[d;x;] = ¢;j and E[1 — d;,4] =1 — ¢;, we get
9 M [ J N _ _ ,
E 78 Z(O ‘ DJW)C) _ Z 8%] a%] + E[Nz] a% an ' (10)
00,00, P q” 00, a0, (1—q) 00, a0,

J=1
Note that

n,

(2101210 (260 1)) _ izfz_ Uil

=1 k=1

where U, and Uy, are as defined above. Now, suppose ¢ < ¢'. Then, for given ny, n; is fixed
and hence E[Uik,uUi'k’,v | ny] = z‘k,uE[Uz"k/,v | ny] = 0. Similarly, when i > ¢/, E[Uik,uUi'k’,v | n;] =

Uik’ vEUiku | 7] = 0. Also, when ¢’ =4 and k&’ # k, we have

ElUik uwUik v | 14

[l -t )

5 (%) () S ()|

J'=1



JoJ J
i ik’ 9qi; 9qi; Okt jr 0qi; \ (1 —diy) ( Oqi
=03 () () (5 () - 2 () (52
; j/z:l qij qij’ aou 691} j/z:l qij’ 691} (1 - qz) 89u
-3 ( zka) ((%ha) (1 = Girry) (5%‘) 4 A= Oike) (1= ditr) (5%) (3%) _o
=1 qij 00 (1 - Qi) aev (1 - Qi) (1 - Qi) aou 801}
Since 11, ...,T, are i.i.d., we have, for any fixed ¢,
[ J J J
E Z‘S“ﬁj Z dijr | = F Zéikj E Z dinrjr |
LJ=1 i'=1 j=1 j'=1

[
E Zdik]’(l —Oiwt+)| =FE Z&k;] 1= iy )]s
_j:1

Z 6116’ 1 - 'Lk+) =F Z 61]@’

J'=1 LJ'=1

1 - zk+)] ’

and
E(1 = 0ik4)(1 = Ginry)] = E[(1 = 6int )] E[1 — Ginr4)] -

Now, it is easy to see that E[U;x Uik v | ni] = 0. Lastly, when ¢/ = ¢ and k' = k, we have

ElUikuwUikw | il

2|53 (5) () () () -3 () () s G
5 () () S () - S () (3]

Note that P(d;5;0ik; = 1) = 0 for j # j/, and P(0;xi(1 — dixy) = 1) = 0 for { = 1,...,J. Therefore, for
i=1,.... M, k=1,...,n;and 5,5/ =1,...,J, we get

DI | ni = Foas | nd =gy 5=
Ebirj0irgr | ni] = e |

0 j#J

E0iri(1 = digy) | ns) =0,  forl=j,7,
and

E[(1=0k4)? | ni] = B[(1 = 6ik;) | ni] = 1—qs.



Then, can be written as

J
i 8q” 8qij 1 8(]7; 8qi )
BlUikaline | ] = 3 % ( ) (aev = \a6. ) \ g, ) = O () (12)

Jj=1

Thus, we have

B [(81(9 gZM,C)> (51(9 1921%4))]

En, Uik wUikw | Ni]

>0 () () o () () | a

1 |j=1

M=

.
Il
N

o

7

(Proved)
Using Lemmas [I] and [2] we can easily obtain the Fisher information matrix.
Theorem 1. The Fisher information matriz for @ is given by
M|

10| ¢) = Z ZE(L];HVG(%)VG(%)T + (f[]\g)ve(qi)Ve(qz‘)T ,

Proof:. Weknow I(60 | ) =FE {—%] Thus, using Lemma we readily obtain the above expres-

sion. (Proved)
2.8. Asymptotic Properties of the MLEs

Here we present the asymptotic properties of the MLEs 0. We first present the following results, which
are necessary in this context. For convenience, we use Fr(t), Fr(t), G(j,t), and 1(8 | D,,,¢) instead of
Fr(t | 6), Fr(t0), G(j,t|0) and 1(8), respectively.
Lemma 3. Under the regularity conditions (I)-(VII) (as stated above), the first-, second-, and third-order

derivatives of q;; and q; are bounded.

Proof:. We have

9qij _ 1 9[G(j, Li) — G(j, Li-1)] +ay OFr(Li—1) ’ (14)
00,  Fr(Li_1) 00, 00,
foru=1,2...,s. Now, let us define the following bounds:
1 (15)

K= max Ssup — ,

1515M geey Fr(Li)

B ‘ OFr(L;)
Ay = max ;Eu(go o0, (16)
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and

a0,

B, = max max sup
1<i<M1<j<J gc@,

; (17)

foru=1,2,...,s. Then, by using , and , we have

5%‘
a0,

< K[2By + Ay = Cy, say.

Thus, the first-order derivative of g;; is bounded.

Now, differentiating with respect to 6,, for v =1,2,...,s, we get
%qi;  _ 1 (GG Li) = GG, Lin)] | (OFr(L)\] (9Pr(Lisy)
96,00, [Fr(Li-1)? a0., “\ "o, 20,

[ enan e () () e (Saa)] o0

Under the regularity conditions, the second-order derivatives of G(j,L;) and Fr(L;) are assumed to be

bounded. Therefore, we define

32F(Li)
= 1
Aw = max, SUp | 5590, 19)
and
0?G (5, L;)
= el Ul Rk V4 9
Buv = \max, 108X, SUP | =g 56, | (20)
foru=1,2,...,sand v=1,2,...,s. Then, by using , ,, and we have
i 2
<K [2Bu + Au}Av + H[2Buv + CyAu + Am;] = Cyy, say.
00,00,
Differentiating Equation with respect to 6,,, for w =1,2,... s, we get
9%qi;
00,00,00,,
_ 2 9[G(, Li) — G, Li-1)] +q aFT OFr OFr(Li—1)
[Fr(Li-1)]? 9. 4 90,
1 [0[GG, L) — GG, Liea)] aFT 82FT
[Fr(Li—1))? | 00, i 90, ae
N 1 [0%[G(j, Li) — G(j, Li—1)] s 82FT aq,, aFT 6FT
Fr(Li))? | 90.,06,, 6., 39 a
N 1 [0 [G(j, Li) — G(j, Li-1)) N (8(]” 8FT 62FT 6FT
Fr(Li)? | 96.,,06, 0 50,90,
n 1 & [G(j, Li) — G(j, Li-1)] n qij aFT( VAN (3%) 9*Fr(Li-1)
Fr(Lis) 90,00,00., 90,90 90, 90, 90,04

11



+ B 83FT(L7;_1) + (8qu> 82FT(L1-_1)
49\ 960.,00,00., 90, 90,00, )|
Under the regularity conditions, it is assumed that the third-order derivatives of G(j, L;) and Fp(L;) are
bounded. Therefore, we define

O*F(L;)
Auvw = 122)1(” BSEU(_};)O m (21)
and
°G(j, Ly)
Buvw = 8%, mox, ocer. | 00,00,00,, | (22)

foru=1,2,...,5,v=1,2,...,sand w = 1,2,...,s. Then, by using (1522]), we have

’ 83%‘;‘

—— | <2k3[2B, + A,]AA ’[2B A A 212B A ATA
89u89v69w —K’[ U+ 'u,] v w+’%[ u+Cu u] vw+c[ uw+ uw+Cw u] v

+ 52[231“) + CvAu + Auv}Aw + K[?’Buvw + vaAu + CvAuw + Auvw + CwAu'u]
= Cuvwv say

This shows that the third-order derivative of ¢;; is bounded. We know that ¢; = ijl gij- Therefore, we

. 2. 3. . .
get ‘gg; < JC,, aguiglev‘ < JCyp and ‘89,6&%‘ < JCupw- This shows that the first, second and third
order derivatives of ¢; are also bounded. (Proved)

Lemma 4. Under the regularity conditions (I1)-(VII) (as stated above), the ratio % converges in probability
to a finite number, as n — oo, fori=1,..., M.

Proof:. From , we have

B - T10 0| Pt = b Gsay).

n o
Note that pp =0,0<p; <lfori=1,---,M —1 and pp; = 1. Also, from the regularity conditions, we see
that F(L;_1) is finite for i = 1,2,--- , M. Thus, the expectation of N;/n is a finite number. It is enough to
show that the variance of N;/n tends to zero as n — co. From Budhiraja and Pradhan [8], we have
N =
Var (nl> o Z H(l —p)(L—aq )1 —p)a.
I=110=1

Thus, Var (%) — 0, when n — co. Hence, the proof. (Proved)
Theorem 2. If the regularity conditions (I)-(VII) (as stated above) hold, then

(i) 1(0 | €) is finite for all 6 € O.

(i) 1(0 | €) is positive definite for all @ € Oy.

12



Proof:. Proof of part (i): Using , we have

M [
1®16) =3 | S S+ G ey |
foru,v=1,2--- s.

Note that for fixed n, E[N;] <n, fori=1,...,M. Since 0 < ¢;; < 1,0 < 45 < 00, VO € ©,. Also, since
0<g; <1,0< é < 00, VO € ©y. From Lemma we also have that the first-order derivatives of ¢;; and g;
are bounded, for ¢ =1,2,...,M and j =1,2,...,J. Thus, I,,(0 | ) < co. Hence, the proof.

Proof of part (ii): By definition of 7(8|¢), it is a symmetric matrix. For any vector a(@) # 0, we get

M J

a(0)" 101 Qa®) = > |3 EN a(0) V(0 + 2

= o (1—a)

{a(0)"V (g}’ . (23)

Since 0 < ¢; < 1, 0 < ¢;; < 1 and E[N;] > 0, then from the equation , we can say that I(6 | ¢) is
non-negative definite matrix. We know prove that it is positive definite matrix. We use the method of
contradiction for this purpose. Let consider there exist a vector a’(0) # 0 such that

M [ J

©)710 | 0a'0) =3 |3 N o) 0} +

=1 | =1 qij (1—a

E[N”]) 0TV ()} . (24)

Now the equation [24] holds if a/(8)TVe(gi;) = 0 and a’(0)TV(g;) =0, foralli =1,...,M and j =1,...,J.
However, this implies that Vq is a rank-deficient matrix, which contradicts the regularity conditions V(b).

Hence 1(6 | ¢) is a positive definite matrix for all 8 € ©. (Proved)

Lemma 5. Suppose that the regularity conditions (I)-(VII) (as stated above) hold. Let ©®¢g be an open subset
3
in the parameter space © containing the true parameter 8°. Then, all third derivatives % exist.

3%1(0 .
8‘9“89(@63«911, < Kuvw (DM)7 with E[Kuvw] = nkuvw,

Furthermore, there exists a bound Ky,w(Dar) such that

where kyyy 18 finite, for u,v,w =1,2,...,s.

Proof:. Differentiating both sides of with respect to 6,,, we get

RO S ik g (1= das) 8%
904,060,960, ZZ l - <q” > <ae 90,00, 1—q) \96.00,00,
j=

3 () [ () (52 + (i) (5) + () ()]

S U () (30)+ () (50 + (st ) ()
)

i=1 k=
) (G i) (56) - =i Git) () G
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We now define

1
Y1 = max max —
1<i<M 1<5<J qij

1
=, (5]

and

Thus, we have

310
00,00,00,, 80

Z i (1 +72) Cuvw + (1 +73) T (CuivCu + CoCoy + CoisCo)

( J+’72J3 O Cq)Cu} an wowy SAY.

Let Z —1 Nibuow = Kypw. Now E [Kypw| = nkyvw, where kyyw = buvw Zfﬁl b;. It is easy to see that
kuvw < 00. Hence, the proof. (Proved)

Theorem 3. If the reqularity conditions (I)-(VII) (as stated above) hold, then
(1) 0 is consistent for 6.

(1) 0 is asymptotically normal with mean 6° and variance-covariance matriz [1(6° | ¢!

Proof:. Proof of Part (I): It is enough to prove the following results [I3, Theorem 5.1, page 463]:

%) P M
(b) %aeuge)v — —1,,(0]¢) = ; 102 s BS T — 00,

From 7 we get the following.

10l(6
n80 Zn [nlelku

For given n;, Ujkqs are iid. and E[Uik, | ;] = 0, for k = 1,...,n,;. Now, by the Weak Law of Large

Numbers (WLLN), for given n;, Y 12 Uik,u/1i £, 0, as n — oo. Now, by Lemma it follows that

1 01(6)

T —>0asn—>oo

Similarly, from , we get

1 91%(9)
n 00,00, z:: n [nlzv““‘

For given n;, Vigs are i.id. and E[Vig, | ni = — [q; (g‘gj) (%%J) + (1_1%) (gg;) (agi)}, for k =

n;
1,...,n;. Now, by the WLLN, for a given n;, > —V:fj“ L ql__ (g%”) (%gj) + (7171(1_) (8;)”) (ggi)}, as
= i M Y ; w B

n — 0o. Now, by Lemma [4] we get the desired result.

14



Proof of Part (II): Consider the following Taylor’s Series expansion of Vgl(a):
Vol(8) = Vol(8°) + V31(0°)(0 — 0°) + > (B — 0,)V31(67)]p—o- (8 — 6°)
w=1
where 6" is a point on line segment connecting 0 and 6°. Since Vol (5) = 0, the above expression can be

written as

1
Vol(6%)

{_;vzz(e% - % i@w - 92;)V51(‘92)|9—9*} V(6 - 0°) = NG

w=1

By Lemma [5| and the consistency of 8, we have X ) D (B — 6°)V21(6)|g—0- L5 0. Then, we get

S

1 1 ~
—~Vle°) -~ w;(ew —60)V51(6%)|o—a- = I'(8" | €). (25)

Next, we find the limiting distribution of %VM(OO). From equation , we get
n; ik,1 n; ik,s
7V91 gy — N, 4
i (V{fz}%nﬂzjm
M
[
, n
=1

— = . — D Uskow .
where w; = (/n;U;1,..., /miU;s) is a vector with U;,, = > 0L, == for u = 1,...,s. Consider the

Uz

vector Vig = (Uig,1, - - -, Uik,s). From Lemmall] we get E[Usy,, | n;] = 0 and from equation (12), we get that
for given n;, the covariance matrix of V' is >, where the uvth element of ), = Cov(Uik,u, Uik,v) = UZM,
for u,v = 1,...,s. Then, by central limit theorem, for given n;, w; ~* N4(0,3 ;). Now /"tw; ~¢
N(0,7%3".). Also, Cov(wjy,wj,) = 0, for j* # j = 1,...,s. Hence wy,..., w, are uncorrelated. This
implies /7fwi, ..., \/fw, are uncorrelated. Therefore, (Zf\il %wi)T ~% N, (O,Zi]\il %ZJ The
(uv)th element of Zi\il niy . is given by (Zi\il %ZJW = Ef\il 0w Note that Zivil 0w R
Zfﬁl biGiww = I1,(8°). Therefore,

ivgl(e) ~* N, (0,1'(8%)). (26)
NG

By using and , we have /n(8 — 6) ~* N, (0,[1(6°)]71). Hence 6 is asymptotically normal with

mean 6° and variance-covariance matrix [I(8)]~", where 1(8°) = nI'(68°). (Proved)
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3. Frailty Model

In this section, we consider a special case of the generic model presented in the previous section. We

assume that X, the latent failure time due to jth failure mode, follows a Weibull model, having the p.d.f.

pieton=(3) (2) "ol (2)'] £

where 0; = (n;,v;), with n; (> 0) and ~; (> 0) being the scale and shape parameters, respectively, for
j=1,...,J. Asin Roy and Mukhopadhyay [21I], we further assume v; = ... = ; = 7, where 7 is the
common shape parameter. Now the survival function of X is given by

_ z\"”

Frto8)=ew |- () | = (-4,0).
where A;(-) is the cumulative hazard function corresponding to the j-th failure mode.

We assume that Aj(x), ..., As(x) share common random frailty Z, where Z follows a Gamma distribution

with mean 1 and variance v [I0, pp. 42-45]. Then the unconditional joint s.f. of X = (X1,...,X) is given
by

Fx(z|0) =(1+vA) 7, (27)

N\
where A = ijl Aj(zj) = Z;.le (%) and 6 = (91,12, 0,v). Then, the sub-density function g(j,t) is given

by,

o - Q5G]

Furthermore, the joint survivor function corresponding to the observed pair {C = j,T = t} is given by

GGt 8) = / " gy(s)ds

_1_1
oo y—1 J v v
-GG oG] -
¢ \mi/) \nj =\
_1
1 LN
S — 1—|—VZ<> . (28)
S\ .
Shald) L =W

The following theorem shows that the resulting model is identifiable from the observed competing risks data
on (C,T).

Theorem 4. Suppose the joint s.f. of the latent failure times X1,...,X; be given by Fx(-) as in .
Then the sub-survival function Gg(j,t) is identifiable based on the observed data on C and T, for all j and

16



Proof:. Tt is enough to show that

dG(j,t | 6)/dt
dG(j,t | 0)/dt

is true if and only if @ = 8%, for all j and ¢, where 6 = (11, 72,7, v) and 0* = (n},n5,v*, v*).

Note that

_ __ . J P\
WGt 18) a0 (2 (0 ) e [ ()]

dt dt v ) L ]

P*”Zer)}
We know
_1_ 4
J P\ v

lim [1+v () =1.
t—0 = 7’]

Jj=1

Therefore, we have

1y GG 0) [ dGGLE107) (A ()
11m - “x Y t
0 dt dt v* n;

0 if vy > ~*

={ if vy <~*

N
() o=
Ui
This shows that

hmdmw|m/aw¢w>_L

t——00 dt dt

if and only if y =~" and n; =nj, for j=1,...,J.

Now, we assume that ; = n; and v =+, for j =1,...,J. Then, we have

i J,t|9 dGJ,tIO*
tl>oo

f vt
e (2)]
:tham ¥ 1
sl () |
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0 ifv<v*

—{ o0 ifv>v* |
1
-1
v .
— ifr=v*
1/*_7“_1

This shows that when v =~* and n; = nj, for y=1,...,J,

i 4GGL10) JdGGE10Y)
t——00 dt dt
iff v = v*. Hence, the proof is done. (Proved)

Towards this end, we obtain the s.f. of lifetime 7'. It is easy to see that the s.f. of T"is given by

v

J ¥
Fr(t|0)=P(T>t)=P(X;>t,...,X;>t)=Fx(tl) = 1+VZ<;) : (29)
j=1 ~V

It can be easily proved that Fr(t | 8) is an increasing function of v, for given ¢, n;s and +. Interestingly, as

v — 0, we have

J ¥
_ ts
Fx(t) = exp(—A) =exp [~ () |
— \ 1)
J
which is essentially the joint s.f. of X7,..., X ; under the assumption of independence among the potential
causes of failure [2I]. Thus, the independent competing risks model can be obtained as a special case of the

shared gamma frailty model presented here. Accordingly, the sub-survivor function and the s.f. are given by

— . 1 J t Y
G(j,t|0)= = (P Z - (30)
Sial) LA
and
_ t\”
Fr(t|6)=exp |- () , (31)
=1 N
respectively.

4. Development of Sampling Plans

Suppose n test units, randomly selected from a lot, are put on a life test under a m-point PIC-I scheme to
decide the acceptability of the lot. In practice, the decision to accept or reject such a lot is often based on the
product’s reliability at some pre-decided time point mutually agreed upon by the producer and consumer.
Thus, a lot is accepted if the reliability of the system F'z(t) at some specified time point ¢, is greater than

mo and it is rejected if it is lower than my [I2]. Obviously, mg > 7;. The appropriate values of 7wy and m; are

18



decided based on an agreement between the producer and the consumer. It is easy to see that the above

decision rule is equivalent to testing the following set of simple hypotheses:
HO ZFT(to) = Top VS HA ZFT(to) = T1. (32)

In practice, F(ty) needs to be estimated. Let Fr(to) be the MLE of Fr(to). The lot is accepted if Fp(to) >
and rejected if Fp(tg) < 7., where 7. is an appropriately chosen cutoff value. In traditional reliability
sampling plans, we need to decide n and 7.

Let o and 8 be the producer’s risk and consumer’s risk, respectively. We have
P (?T(to) > | Ho) =1-a (33)
and
P (%T(to) >, | HA> — 8. (34)

Now, from Theorem |3| we get that \/ﬁ(g — 0) follows asymptotically normal distribution with mean 0
and variance-covariance I'(0(¢) ™!, where I'(0|¢) = I(0|¢)/n. Using the Delta method, we get +/n[Fr(to)—
Fr(to)] follows asymptotically normal distribution with mean 0 and variance S?, where S? = C/+[11(0/¢)] 'Cr

and Cr = VoFr(to) [I8 pp. 619-620]. Hence

~

5 V(o) — Fr(to)]
S

is asymptotically normal with a mean of 0 and a standard deviation of 1. Now, as Theorem [I] suggests, we

need to compute Vg(g;;) and Vg(g;) to obtain I (6). From (1)) and , we have
log(gij) = log (G (j, Li—110) — G (j, Li|6)) — log (Fr (Li-110))

and
log(1 — ¢;) = log (Fr (L;]0)) —log (Fr (L;-1]0)) ,

for j=1,...,J andi=1,..., M. Now, for the dependent competing risks model in and and the
independent competing risks model in ) and , we have

log(gi;) =log (Fr (Li—1|0) — Fr (Li|0)) — ¢, (8) —log (Fr (Li—1]0)),
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N\
where 1;(0) = log (Z o (%) ) Thus, we get

"1 @é) Fr <L¢—1|0)1 Fr(L.0) [(aFT (agilw)) - (8FT8(9?|0))] B (a%éie)> T Ty (Lli_lm (aFT(

(1 —1 Qi> (gg;) ~ Fr (L1¢_10) (aFT (agil'e)) - FT(L‘W) (aFTaéLuiW)) ’

foru=1,...,s.

and

Thus, it is straightforward to obtain S2, since we readily have

8F@T7§:|0) N [1+ Z( )]_U_IG;)W,

and

sn )] o)) 22204

for the dependent competing risks model in and . Similarly, for the independent competing risks
model in and , we have

T = (56))

j=1

oFr(te) _ [y <t> 3 (t)"log(t),
v PN =1\ i

and

Furthermore, we also note that

o0 ()i ()

. J ’ v
()

os0) () ()

- ,fOI‘ jlija

., J A\
anj Zj’:l (7;7:/)
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and

ou,0) T (3) o2 (3)

0 n J i\
T T ()
Towards this end, let us denote by Sy and S; the values of S, under Hy and H 4, respectively. Then,

from and 7 we have

and

Solving these two equations, we get

Woslzg — wlSozl_a
c — 5 35
e 51,25 - SOZI—a ( )

where z; is such that P(Z > z5) = §. Moreover, using the above expression of 7., we get n as follows:

n — [512’5 - Sozl—(x:|2

o — 71

For convenience, we reproduce the entire process of finding n and 7. in Algorithm

Algorithm 1 Detemination of n and =,

: Fix a and 3, the producer’s risk and consumer’s risk, respectively.

. Fix to.

: Fix mp and my, the acceptable reliability limit and rejectable reliability limit, respectively.
: Compute Sy and Si, the standard deviations of F(to|@) under Hy and H 4, respectively.

: Compute the acceptance limit 7, using .

: Calculate the value of n using .

: The required sample size is taken as |n].

N O Ut W N =

5. Optimal PIC-I Schemes

In the previous section, we presented the method for obtaining the optimal n and =, for given «, 5, mg
and m;. In practice, however, it is essential to suitably determine the timing of inspections and the propor-
tions of withdrawals to efficiently conduct life tests under PIC-I schemes. In general, the current literature
presents two primary approaches to resolve this issue. The first approach deals with achieving the estimation
precision of some important system reliability characteristics and presents the optimal design parameters
considering a suitably constructed design criterion that aligns with this goal. This approach typically ignores

the cost constraints that are ubiquitous in the context of life tests. Thus, the second approach proposes a
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cost-based objective function and determines the optimal design parameters by minimizing such a function.
In this context, it is also important to highlight that there are a select number of studies that integrate
both these approaches. However, such work is largely absent in the context of PIC-I schemes and, more
importantly, in the presence of competing causes of failure. Towards this end, we present the first approach

in and subsequently deal with the combined approach in §5.2

5.1. Optimal RASP without Cost Constraints

Since our main focus is on reliability-based sampling plans in this article, we consider a design criterion
that focuses on precise estimation of Fir(#|@). This, in turn, would be helpful in accurately deciding the lot
acceptance criteria presented in the previous section. In particular, we consider a design criterion that aims

to minimize the variance of F7(t/6) at a specific time point t5. Thus, our design criterion is given by
¢(¢) = 5%/, (37)

where S? is as in the previous section. This design criterion is more commonly known as the c-optimality
criterion in the literature. It is easy to see that ¢(¢) depends on the unknown true parameter 8. Thus, in
order to compute it, a suitable set of guess values for the parameters is typically used. Note that such guess
values are often available in practice from similar life tests performed in the past.
To compute optimal ¢, say ¢*, we minimize ¢(¢) with respect to n, M, Ly; and p,,;. Toward this end,
as is standard in the existing literature, we assume that inspections are equispaced, i.e., for i = 1,..., M,
L; — L;_1 = h, where h is the common time gap between two successive inspections. Furthermore, we also
assume that p; = ... = py_1 = p, where p is the common proportion of withdrawals at each L;. Note that
such PIC-I schemes are particularly popular among reliability engineers mainly due to the straightforwardness
they offer in practical applications. Thus, we have four decision variables in this context, resulting in
¢ = (n, M, h,p). However, as the following theorem shows, the complexity of the optimization problem
reduces further due to the following monotonicity properties of ¢(¢).
Theorem 5. The design criterion ¢(¢), given by , satisfies the following monotonicity properties:
(I) For fixed (M, h,p), ¢(C) is decreasing in n.
(II) For fized (n,h,p), ¢({) is decreasing in M.
(III) For fized (n, M, h), ¢(€) is increasing in p.
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Proof:. Proof of part (i): We note that ¢(¢) = S%/n, where S? is independent of n. Then, it is obvious

that ¢(¢) is decreasing in n, for fixed (M, h, p).

Proof of part (ii): Let ¢; = (n,M,h,p) and ¢, = (n, M + 1,h,p). Then, it is enough to show that
?(C2) < 9(Cq)-

FE|N,
Ve (av+1))Velaarin;) " + OL(Z%VG(Q(NI+1))V0(Q(M+I))T~

Now, for any a(@) # 0, we have

a(0)"[1(6 | ¢) —1(6 | ¢1)]a(6)

2 E|N 2
(0)"Voqri1y;] + EBlNu1] (a(0)"Voqrri1))

q (M+1)j (1 —qum1)

This shows that 1(6 | ¢;) — I(6 | ¢;) is a non-negative definite matrix. This implies that I=1(0 | ¢;) —

~1(6 | ¢5) is also non-negative definite matrix. Therefore, we have
a(@)" [I71(0 1 ¢;) —171(0 ] ¢)] a(8) > 0
= a(0)"17'(0 | ¢1)a(0) —a(0)"17'(0 | {y)a(6) >0
= ¢((2) < &(¢y)-

Proof of part (iii): Let ¢; = (n, M, h,p1) and ¢, = (n, M, h,ps), where p; < py. Then it is enough to
prove that ¢(¢;) < #((s).

M [ - 2
:Z[Z T ve(qij)ve(Qij)T+(E[N(il]—f)[NZ])VG(%)Ve(Qi)T],

where E[NF] = n(1 — pg) " Fr(L;i—1|0), for i =1,...,M and k = 1,2. Now, for any a(8) # 0, we have

B E[N}] - E[N}])
ij (1—a)

[a<e>Tve<qi>]1
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Since

E[N;] = EIN?] = n(1 —p1)" " Fr(Li-1|0) — n(1 = p2)"~ ' Fr(Li1|6)

=nFr(Li—1]0) [(1—p1) ™' = (1 —p2)'™'] >0

This shows that I(0 | {;) — I(8 | {5) is a non-negative definite matrix. This implies that I=1(8 | ¢,) —

I71(0 | ¢;) is also non-negative definite matrix. Therefore, we have

a(@)" [I71(0 | ¢5) = 171(8] ¢y)] a(6) > 0
= a(0)"17'(0 | {5)a(0) —a(0)"I7'(0 | ¢ )a(6) > 0

= ¢(¢1) < ¢(¢5)

(Proved)

Theorem [5| suggests that ¢(¢) attains its optimum value for the decision variables n, M and p at their
respective boundaries. Thus, we must fix them apriori and determine the optimal value of h, say h*, by
minimizing ¢(¢) or equivalently, S2. Subsequently, we determine 7. and n using and , respectively.

For convenience, we summarize this entire process in Algorithm [2}

Algorithm 2 Determination of Optimal Decision Variables

: Fix o and 3, the producer’s risk and consumer’s risk, respectively.

. Fix tg.

: Fix my and 71, the acceptable reliability limit and rejectable reliability limit, respectively.

: Fix M and p.

: Obtain h*, the optimal value of h, by minimizing S?. > The expression for S? is provided in Section
: Compute the acceptance limit 7. from using h*.

: Calculate the value of n from using h*.

: The required sample size is taken as [n].

o 1 O Ut oW N =

Note that the optimization problem involved in Step 5 in Algorithm [2]is rather simple and can be easily

solved using any standard optimization module (e.g., optim() function in R).
5.2. Optimum RASP with cost constraints

Reliability experiments are often conducted under strict budgetary limitations; the approach presented
in the previous subsection overlooks these budgetary constraints. To resolve this issue, we now incorporate
the budgetary constraints into the optimization problem presented above and provide an enhanced solution
that aligns with real-world budgetary constraints.

Let TC(¢) denote the total cost of running a life test under a PIC-I scheme. Note that the total cost

depends on the following costs as follows:
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(i) Sample Cost: This is the cost of n test units that are subjected to a life test under a PIC-I scheme.

Let Cs be the cost of each test unit. Then, the total cost of the sample is given by nCjg.

(ii) Operation Cost: This involves the cost of running a life test, including the cost of utilities and the
salary of the operators. Let 7 denote the duration of the life test. Furthermore, let C;- be the operating
cost per unit of time. Then the resulting total operating cost is CE[r], where E[7] is the expected

duration of the PIC-I scheme and is given by

M
Elr] =Y LmPum,
m=1
where P,, is the probability that the life test terminates at L,, and is given by
Pm = Pp — m—1;

with

m llfl

P’m: Z H(l_pl2)(1_Ql2){qh +(1_pl1)QZ1} )

l1=112=0

form=1,...,M — 1. Note that Py =0 and Py, = 1.

(iii) Failure Cost: This refers to the expenses incurred from the failure of a test unit during a life test
experiment, encompassing the costs associated with identifying the failure mode, performing a rework,
scrapping the defective unit, and any additional procedures necessary to understand the failure. Let
Cp be the cost associated with a failed test unit. So, the resulting total cost is given by CpFE[D],
where E[D] is given by (f).

(iv) Inspection Cost: This cost involves the cost of conducting intermittent inspections during the course
of the life test under a PIC-I scheme. Let I denote the number of inspections completed in a M-point
PIC-I scheme. Furthermore, let C; be the cost per inspection in such a life test. Then, the total

inspection cost is given by CyE[I], where E[I] is expected number of inspections and is given by

E[ll = M P, .

NE

m=1

Thus, the total cost corresponding to a life test under a PIC-I scheme is given by

TC(C) =nCs + C-E[7] + CpE[D] + CrE[I].
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Let Cp be the available budget for conducting the life test. Then, for given (o, §), the decision problem to

find the optimal ¢ = (n, M, h,p) is given by

minimize ¢(¢) (38)
subject to
TC() <Cp (39)

- [513/3 - SOzl—a]Q

o — T1

M>s,neN, MeN, h>0and 0<p<1.

It is obvious that represents the cost constraint, as discussed above. Note that the equality constraint
is derived in Section Furthermore, as the Regularity Condition VII(b) suggests, M must be greater

than s, the number of parameters in the model. Toward this end, we note that s = 4 for the dependent

model given by and . Similarly, for the independent model given by and , s =3.

In Theorem [5} it is seen that for fixed (n,h,p), ¢(¢) is decreasing in M. Also, it is clearly seen that
TC(¢) is increasing in M. Therefore the optimal solution of M is that the highest value of M for that
TC(¢) < Cy. Using this fact we propose the Algorithm

From , it is easy to see that n depends on M, h and p. We reduce the complexity of the decision
problem by substituting both in and . Thus, the optimization problem involves only the decision

variables M, h, and p. Toward this end, we use Algorithm [3]to compute the optimal decision variables.
6. Numerical Experiment

In this section, we conduct a detailed numerical study to evaluate the properties of the optimal sampling
plans presented in Sections [4] and [5} Furthermore, we consider the battery failure data set introduced in
Section [T] after recalibrating it in the units of thousand ampere-hours to determine the necessary background
details.

The battery failure data set includes four causes of failure and provides the number of failures attributed
to each cause at each inspection point, along with the corresponding number of withdrawals. The limited

number of observed failures for each cause leads us to group Causes "1" and "3" together as the first cause of
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Algorithm 3 Determination of Optimal Decision Variables under Cost Constraints

Fix a and 3, the producer’s risk and consumer’s risk, respectively.
Fix to.
Fix mg and w1, the acceptable reliability limit and rejectable reliability limit, respectively.
Fix an upper bound for M, say M.
M + s. > s is the the lower bound for M
while M < M, do
Obtain the solution (h*(M),p*(M)) that minimizes ¢(¢) subject to cost constraint given by (39).
Compute n using .
Set n*(M) = |n]. > n*(M) is the optimal value of n for a given M.
Compute ¢(C), for ¢ = (n* (M), M, h*(M), p* (M)).
M — M + 1.
: Obtain M* such that > M™* is the optimal value of M.

_ = e
M 22

O (M), " (M), " (M), M) = _min 6" (M), " (M).p" (M), M),

13: Set n* = n*(M*), h* = h*(M*) and p* = p*(M™).
14: Compute the acceptance limit 7. from using ¢* = (n*, M*, h*, p*).

failure. Similarly, Causes "2" and "4" are considered as the second cause of failure. Therefore, we have J = 2
for the subsequent analysis. We further use the independent competing risks model presented in and
(1) and obtain the MLEs 7; = 1.291, 75 = 1.339 and 4 = 1.644 by maximizing the log-likelihood function
1(6 | Das, <) given by (6).

As Algorithms and [3] suggest, we further need to compute Sy and S7, the values of S under Hy and
H 4 as specified in . However, this would require the specification of the unknown model parameters.
Toward this end, we adopt the approach of Wu et al. [27]. We note that the reliability function Fr(ty|@) in
is an increasing function of 7; for each j = 1,...,J. Thus, the hypotheses in can be equivalently
stated as follows:

Ho:m=mny vs Ha:m=my,

where 1y = (no1,.-.,70s) and 1y = (M1,...,715). A lot is accepted when 7 is greater than 7, and it is
rejected when 7 is less than ;. Obviously, ng; > ny;, for j = 1,...,J. For the subsequent analysis, we
consider 1y = (no1,M02) = (1.291,1.339), which are the MLEs of 1, and n2. To decide n,, we further define
the discrimination ratio d; as d; = 19;/m; and set it to a suitable set of values as detailed in the subsequent
sub-sections. Throughout the analysis, we have used v = 1.644, which is the MLE of 7. Furthermore, we
consider (a, 8) = (0.05,0.1). Also, the specific time point of interest ¢q is fixed at 0.5.

The rest of this section is organized as follows. In §6.1} we provide optimal sampling plans following the
methodology presented in Section [l Subsequently, we consider the methodology presented in Section [5] and

provide the c-optimal design parameters along with the optimal sample size and acceptance limit in §6.2]
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without the cost constraints and in with cost constraints.
6.1. Determination of n and m,

As evident from Section EL we must specify M, Ly and p,, first to obtain the optimal sample size
n and the acceptance limit 7.. For convenience, we consider the equispaced PIC-I schemes with uniform
withdrawal proportions introduced in Section [f] In particular, we consider three options for the number
of inspections M (i.e., 4, 6, and 8). In each case, we further select three choices for both the common
inspection time interval h (i.e., 0.2, 0.3, and 0.4) and the common withdrawal proportion p (i.e., 0.0, 0.2,
0.3). Moreover, we consider the same discrimination ratio for both causes and choose two possible values for
the common discrimination ratio d (i.e., 1.5 and 1.8). We then obtain the optimal values of 7, and n both for
the independent and dependent competing risks model presented in Section[3] For the dependent competing
risks model, we further consider two different levels of dependence considering two different choices for v
(i.e., 0.5 and 1). Table [l provides the resulting optimal values of 7, and n in each case. For convenience, we
represent the independent competing risks model using v = 0 in Table

It is interesting to note that as v increases, both 7. and n increase irrespective to the choices of M,
h, p, and d. Furthermore, the resulting optimal 7. and n are higher for the dependent competing risks
model compared to the independent competing risks model. This is perhaps due to the fact that the system
s.f. increases with v. For given v, h, M, the optimal 7. is rather insensitive to the choice of withdrawal
proportion p. However, the optimal n increases with p both for the dependent and independent competing
risks model. Furthermore, the effect of M on 7. and n seems to be insignificant, particularly for higher d.
As expected, both 7. and n decrease as d increases.

As is standard in the existing literature, we now present the Operating Characteristic (OC) curves in
Figure [I] for both the independent and dependent competing risks models for M=6, h = 0.3, and p =
0.2. Note that the OC curve demonstrates the likelihood of accepting a lot against the proportion of
defective items in the lot. As expected, the lot acceptance probability decreases as the proportion of defective
items goes up. Moreover, for a fixed proportion of defective items, the acceptance probability is lower for
the dependent competing risks model for both d = 1.5 and d = 1.8. This reconfirms the importance of
incorporating the dependence among the potential risks while modeling competing risks data. We also note
that the OC curves become flatter as d increases, suggesting that the lot acceptance probability increases

with d for a given proportion of defective items.
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Acceptance Probability

Table 1: Determination of 7. and n for different values of M, p, d, h and v

d=1.5 d=1.8
v h M=14 M=6 M=38 M=4 M=6 M=8
e n Te n e n e n Te n e n
0.2 | 0547 32 | 0.546 31 | 0.547 31 0.482 13 | 0481 13 | 0.481 13
0 0.3 | 0546 33 | 0.547 33 | 0.547 33 0481 14 | 0482 13 | 0.482 13
o 0.4 ] 0548 36 | 0.548 36 | 0.548 36 0.483 15| 0.484 15| 0.484 15
Il 0.2 10593 57 | 0.594 51 | 0.594 49 0.544 25| 0.546 23 | 0.547 22
=105 03]0594 53 0594 50 | 0594 49 0.547 24 | 0.547 22 | 0.547 22
0.4 ] 0593 53 | 0.594 53 | 0.593 53 0.546 24 | 0.545 23 | 0.545 23
0.2 0627 76 | 0.628 70 | 0.629 67 0.587 34| 0.589 32| 0.590 30
1 03] 0629 72 | 0.628 68 | 0.628 67 0.590 33 | 0.590 31 | 0.590 30
040628 71 |0.628 70 | 0.628 70 0.589 32 | 0.588 32 | 0.588 32
0.2 | 0.548 38 | 0.547 37 | 0.547 37 0.484 16 | 0.484 15| 0.484 15
0 0.3 | 0547 36 | 0.547 36 | 0.547 36 0.482 15| 0.482 15| 0.482 15
0.4 | 0547 37 | 0.547 37 | 0.547 37 0.482 15| 0483 15 | 0.483 15
g 0.2 0593 71 |0.594 66 | 0.595 63 0.544 31 | 0.546 29 | 0.547 28
1105 031059 60 | 0595 56 | 0.595 55 0.548 27 | 0.549 25 | 0.549 25
8, 0410594 56 | 0594 55 | 0.594 54 0.547 25| 0.546 24 | 0.546 24
0.2 | 0.627 93 | 0.628 88 | 0.628 86 0.587 42 | 0.589 40 | 0.589 39
1 0.3]0.629 82 |0.629 77 | 0.629 75 0.590 38 | 0.591 35| 0.591 35
04 ] 0628 75 | 0.628 73 | 0.628 73 0.589 34 | 0589 33 | 0.589 33
0.2 | 0.548 44 | 0.548 42 | 0.548 42 0.486 18 | 0.486 17 | 0.486 17
0 0.3 0547 37 | 0.547 37 | 0.547 37 0.483 15| 0483 15| 0.483 15
0.4 | 0547 38 | 0.5647 38 | 0.547 38 0.482 16 | 0.483 15 | 0.483 15
g 0.2 0593 82 | 0594 77 | 0.595 74 0.544 36 | 0.546 34 | 0.547 33
f 105 030595 66 | 0595 61 | 0.595 60 0.549 29 | 0.549 27 | 0.550 27
8, 0.4 ] 0594 57 | 0.594 56 | 0.594 56 0.548 26 | 0.547 25 | 0.547 25
0.2 | 0.627 107 | 0.628 102 | 0.628 100 || 0.587 48 | 0.588 46 | 0.589 45
1 0.3 1]0629 &89 | 0.629 83 | 0.629 82 0.591 41 | 0.591 38 | 0.591 38
040628 77 | 0.628 75 | 0.628 75 0.590 35| 0.590 34 | 0.589 34
OC Curve OC Curve
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Figure 1: OC curve when h = 0.3 M =6 and p = 0.2
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6.2. Determination of Optimal h, 7, and n

We now consider the determination h, n and m. using the c-optimality design criterion presented in
Section [5] As Algorithm [2| suggests, we first fix M and p at the three possible values presented above and
obtain the optimal h by minimizing ¢(¢). Table [2| reports the resulting optimal interval duration. Note
that the optimal inspection interval h is independent of the discrimination ratio d. However, as and
(136) suggest, both 7. and n depend on the discrimination ratio d. Thus, Table [2[ reports 7. and n for both
d = 1.5 and d = 1.8. Furthermore, Table [2| also provides the optimal value of S2.

It is evident that the optimal inspection interval h gets larger as v increases, irrespective of the choices

Table 2: Optimal time length and determination of n and = for different values of v, d and p

3 M =4 M =6 M =38

p h S? n s h S? n T h SZ n e
0 | 0.197 0.1649 32 0.547 | 0.143 0.1601 31 0.547 | 0.112 0.1579 30  0.547
0 13 0.482 12 0.482 12 0.482
0.5 | 0.332 0.1789 53 0.594 | 0.265 0.1695 50 0.594 | 0.226 0.1650 49 0.594
23 0.547 22 0.547 21 0.547
1 0.348 0.1767 71 0.628 | 0.284 0.1683 68 0.629 | 0.246 0.1643 66 0.629
32 0.590 31  0.590 30  0.590
0 | 0.272 0.1857 36 0.547 | 0.282 0.1854 36 0.547 | 0.284 0.1850 36  0.547
0.2 15 0.482 15 0.482 15 0.482
0.5 | 0.384 0.1896 56 0.594 | 0.351 0.1852 55 0.594 | 0.338 0.1839 54  0.594
25 0.547 24 0.548 24 0.548
1 0.40 0.1857 75 0.620 | 0.371 0.1819 73 0.628 | 0.36 0.1806 73  0.628
34 0.589 33 0.590 33 0.590
0 | 0.317 0.1931 37 0.547 | 0.325 0.1927 37 0.547 | 0.325 0.1926 37 0.5470
0.3 15 0.483 15 0.483 15  0.483
0.5 | 0.407 0.1945 57 0.594 | 0.385 0.1910 56 0.594 | 0.378 0.1901 56 0.594
25  0.547 25 0.548 25  0.548
1 0.421 0.1892 76 0.628 | 0.402 0.1866 75 0.628 | 0.396 0.1865 75 0.628
35 0.589 34 0.589 34 0.590

of p and M. Thus, as the level of dependence among the potential causes of failure goes up, the successive
inspections will be more infrequent. Furthermore, as the withdrawal proportion p increases, the optimal
interval h becomes longer irrespective of the choices ¥ and M. Thus, the successive inspections in a PIC-I
scheme are expected to be less frequent in comparison to a traditional interval censoring scheme. Further-
more, as the number of inspections M increases, the inspection intervals are slightly wider. As observed in
the first case, the sample size n increases as the level of dependence gets stronger. This is also true for ..
Furthermore, as expected, the sample size n decreases significantly as the discrimination ratio d increases.
We also note that the value of the design criterion increases as the withdrawal proportion p increases, whereas

it goes down as M increases. Note that this is consistent with Theorem [5]
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6.3. Optimal RASP

In this subsection, we consider the cost constraints and obtain the optimal decision variables n, h, and 7.
using Algorithm [3] For the purpose of illustration, we assume Cs = 0.1, C'; = 5, ¢q = 0.025, and C,,, = 10,
where each of these cost components is as in Furthermore, we consider six possible values of the
available budget Cp, i.e., 55, 65, 85, and 95, primarily to check the sensitivity of the design parameters with
respect to available budgetary allocation. Tables [4] and [5| present the optimal values of n, M, h, 7. under
various scenarios for the common discrimination ratio d = 1.5 and d = 1.8, respectively. Tables 4] and
further report the expected number of failures E[D*], expected duration of life test experiment E[r*] and
expected number of inspections F[I*] and the optimal value of the design criterion ¢(¢*).

We observe that the required sample size and acceptance limit increase as the level of dependence gets
stronger for both d = 1.5 and d = 1.8. This is true irrespective of the size of the available budget and
the withdrawal proportion p. Also, the inspections are expected to be more infrequent as the level of
dependence goes up in each case. However, the optimal number of inspections is typically insensitive to the
level of dependence at a fixed budget and withdrawal proportion. However, for a given level of dependence,
as the available budget increases, the number of inspections M goes up marginally. This is true for every
withdrawal proportion. Interestingly, the sample size is rather insensitive to the available budget for a given
level of dependence. However, the inspection interval is expected to be shorter as the available budget
increases. As expected, the sample size requirement significantly drops as the discrimination ratio goes up.
Furthermore, the acceptance limit also goes down with the increase in the discrimination ratio.

It is also interesting to note that the expected number of failures increases as the level of dependence
becomes stronger. This holds for every available budget and withdrawal proportion. Furthermore, the
experiment duration is expected to get longer as the level of dependence increases. However, the expected
number of inspections is rather insensitive to the level of dependence.

For comparing the effect of Cj,, we consider the value of ¢(¢*) at C, = 75 taken as V7 and the value of
#(¢) at other value of Cj, taken as Vo. Now we calculate the percentage of relative variance change at Cj,

over C, = 75, which is measured by RV C and provided by

(Vi = Va)

=1
RVC 00 x v

%
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Table 3: Optimal sampling parameters different value of C, when d = 1.5

i p v C=w MK _«_ ED] B[] Bl 4]
0 (317 6, 0.142) 0.547 19.372 0.852 6.00 0.1601

0 0.5 (50, 6, 0.265) 0.594 41.079 1.590 6.000 0.1695

1 (69, 5, 0.311) 0.628 50.026 1.555 5.000 0.1716

0 (36, 8, 0.283) 0.547 23.350 1.748 6.177 0.1850

1.510.2 0.5 (55, 5, 0.363) 0.594 34.978 1.812 4.993 0.1867
1 (747 9, 0.382) 0.628 43.540 1.910 5.000 0.1833

(377 6, 0.324) 0.547 21.309 1.625 5.014 0.1927

0.3 0.5 (56, 6, 0.384) 0.594 32.132 2.155 5.611 0.1912

1 (75, 5, 0.408) 0.628 39.870 2.037 4.992 0.1878

0 (127 6, 0.142) 0.482 7.499 0.852 6.000 0.1601

0 0.5 (22, 6, 0.265) 0.547 18.075 1.589 5.998 0.1695

1 (31, 6, 0.284) 0.590 23.373 1.704 6.000 0.1683

0 (15,7, 0.283) 0.482  9.691 1.493 5.277 0.1851

1.8 1 0.2 05 (24:7 7, 0.342) 0.548 15.349 2.088 6.106 0.1845
1 (337 6, 0.371) 0.590 19.622 2.189 5.901 0.1819

0 (157 6, 0.324) 0.483  8.639 1.404 4.334 0.1927

0.3 0.5 (25, 8, 0.377) 0.548 14.298 2.034 5.394 0.1905

1 (34, 6, 0.401) 0.590 18.134 2.233 5.570 0.1870

7. Numerical Illustration

7.1. Illustrative Example

In this section, we demonstrate the proposed methodology using a failure data set provided by Menden-
hall and Hader [19]. The data set provides failure times corresponding to the ARC-1 VHF communication
transmitter-receivers and involves two failure modes (i.e., confirmed and unconfirmed failures). For conve-
nience, we recalibrate the data set by converting the failure times to thousands of hours.

Now, we fit both independent and dependent competing risk models for this data set. As discussed
in Section [3] these models assume that the shape parameters are equal. However, as is standard in the
existing literature, we also consider independent and dependent competing risk models with unequal shape
parameters. Subsequently, we obtain the MLEs and the corresponding standard errors (SEs) of the model
parameters by maximizing the logarithmic likelihood function in @

Table |§| reports the MLEs and the corresponding standard errors (SEs) of the model parameters for both
independent and dependent competing risk models with equal and unequal shape parameters. Furthermore,
we also report the log-likelihood value, Akaike’s Information Criterion (AIC), and Bayesian information
criterion (BIC) in Table [6] Looking at the AIC and BIC values, it is obvious that both the dependent
competing risks models outperform the independent competing risks models. However, it is not possible to
pick a clear winner between the dependent competing risk models. As suggested in the literature in such
contexts (see, for example, Yang [29]), the BIC is typically considered for model selection. Thus, it seems
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Table 4: Optimal sampling parameters different value of C, when d = 1.5

p [Co v C=w, M)« ED] E[F] Bl 6C) _ RVC
0 (32, 4, 0.196) 0.547 18.394 0.784 4.000 0.1650 —3.061%
55 0.5 (53, 4, 0.332) 0.594 39.973 1.328 4.000 0.1789 —5.546%
1 (71, 4, 0.330) 0.628 47.443 1.320 4.00 0.1770 —3.147%
0 (31, 5, 0.165) 0.547 18.769 0.825 5.000 0.1619 —1.124%
65 0.5 (51, 9, 0.293) 0.594  40.417 1.465 5.00 0.1732 —2.183%
0 1 (71, 4, 0.348) 0.628 48.797 1.392 4.00 0.1766 —2.914%
0 (30, 7, 0.125) 0.547 19.230 0.875 7.000 0.1588 0.812%
85 0.5 (50, 6, 0.265) 0.594 41.079 1.590 6.000 0.1695 0.0000%
1 (68, 6, 0.284) 0.629 51.270 1.704 6.000 0.1683 1.923%
(30, 7, 0.125) 0.547 19.230 0.875 7.000 0.1588 0.812%
95 0.5 (497 7, 0.243) 0.594 41.332 1.701 7.00 0.1669 1.534%
(67, 7, 0.263) 0.629 52.045 1.841 7.00 0.1661 3.205%
0 (36, 4, 0.272) 0.547 20.095 1.088 4.00 0.1857 —0.378%
55 0.5 (56, 4, 0.384) 0.594 35.120 1.536 4 0.1896 —1.553%
1 (85, 4, 0.277) 0.629 38.166 1.108 4.00 0.2087 —13.857%
0 (367 9, 0.274) 0.547 21.833 1.362 4.970 0.1857 —0.378%
65 0.5 (56, 4, 0.384) 0.594 35.120 1.536 4 0.1896 —1.553%
0.2 1 (75, 4, 0.400) 0.628 43.207 1.60 4.00 0.1853 —1.091%
’ 0 (36, 8, 0.283) 0.547  23.350 1.748 6.177 0.1850 0.0000%
85 0.5 (55, 6, 0.350) 0.594 35.138 2.075 5.930 0.1852 0.803%
1 (73, 6, 0.371) 0.628 43.406 2.224 5.996 0.1819 0.764%
0 (36, 8, 0.283) 0.547 23.350 1.748 6.177 0.1850 0.000%
95 0.5 (54, 8, 0.337) 0.594 34.526 2.465 7.314 0.1839 1.500%
1 (73,7, 0.364) 0.628 43.638 2.536 6.966 0.1810 1.255%
0 (37, 4, 0.316) 0.547 19.940 1.259 3.985 0.1931 —0.208%
55 0.5 (57, 4, 0.406) 0.594 32,571 1.623 3.997 0.1942 —1.569%
1 (111, 4, 0.178) 0.627 27.896 0.712 4.00 0.2847 —51.597%
(37, 6, 0.324) 0.547 21.309 1.625 5.014 0.1927 0.0000%
65 0.5 (57, 4, 0.406) 0.594 32.571 1.623 3.997 0.1942 —1.569%
0.3 1 (76, 4, 0.420) 0.628 39.972 1.680 4.00 0.1897 —1.012%
’ 0 (37, 6, 0.324) 0.547 21.309 1.625 5.014 0.1927 0.0000%
8 0.5 (567 9, 0.376) 0.594 32.014 2.417 6.429 0.1904 0.418%
1 (75, 6, 0.401) 0.628 40.001 2.372 5.916 0.1869 0.479%
0 (36, 8, 0.283) 0.547 23.350 1.748 6.177 0.1849 4.048%
95 0.5 (56, 9, 0.376) 0.594 32.014 2.417 6.429 0.1904 0.418%
1 (75, 7, 0.397) 0.6280 40.037 2.650 6.675 0.1865 0.692%

that the dependent model with equal shape parameters is sufficient to model this data set. For the purpose of
illustration, we also consider the independent competing risks model with equal shape parameters, primarily
for comparative purposes.

We now follow a similar approach to that discussed in the previous section to obtain Sy and S7, which are
required to obtain the optimal sampling plans. In particular, we consider the specific time point of interest
to to be 0.15 and use the same discrimination ratio d = 1.5 for both causes. Subsequently, we determine the

optimal inspection interval by minimizing the c-optimality criterion, given by , for PIC-I schemes with
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Table 5: Optimal sampling parameters different value of C, when d = 1.8

P [G v C=@ k) «  ED] B B[] 6¢)  RVC
0 (13, 4, 0.196) 0.482 7.473 0.784 4.00 0.1650 —3.060%
55 0.5 (23, 4, 0.332) 0.547 17.347 1.328 4.000 0.1789 —5.546%
1 (32, 4, 0.3480) 0.590 21.993 1.392 4.00 0.1766 —4.932
0 (13, 5, 0.165) 0.482 7.871 0.825 5.00 0.1619 —1.124%
65 0.5 (237 5, 0.293) 0.5470 18.2270 1.4650 5.0000 0.1732 —2.182%
0 1 (32, 5, 0.311) 0.590 23.200 1.555 5.000 0.1716 —1.961%
0 (12, 7, 0.125) 0.482 7.692 0.875 6.999 0.1588 0.812%
85 0.5 (22, 7, 0.243) 0.547 18.557 1.699 6.994 0.1669 1.534%
1 (31, 7, 0.263) 0.590 24.080 1.841 7.000 0.1661 1.307%
0 (12, 8, 0.112) 0.482 7.864 0.896 7.999 0.1571 1.874%
95 0.5 (21, 8, 0.225) 0.547 18.069 1.796 7.982 0.1649 2.714%
1 (30, 8, 0.246) 0.590 23.857 1.968 8.00 0.1643 2.377%
0 (15, 4, 0.272) 0.482 8.373 1.079 3.968 0.1857 —0.3241%
55 0.5 (25, 4, 0.384) 0.547 15.679 1.531 3.986 0.1896 -0.0153%
1 (34, 4, 0.400) 0.589 19.587 1.600 3.999 0.1833 —0.770%
0 (15, 7, 0.283) 0.482 9.691 1.493 5.277  0.1851 0.000%
65 0.5 (24, 9, 0.363) 0.548 15.263 1.769 4874 0.1867 —1.192%
02 1 (34, 5, 0.382) 0.590 20.005 1.904 4,984  0.1819 —0.00%
’ 0 (15,7, 0.283) 0.482 9.691 1.493 5.277  0.1851 0.000%
85 0.5 (24, 10, 0.332) 0.548 15.327 2.267 6.829 0.1834 0.596%
1 (337 7, 0.364) 0.590 19.727 2.439 6.701 0.1811 0.440%
0 (15, 7, 0.283) 0.482 9.691 1.493 5.277  0.1851 0.000%
95 0.5 (24 10, 0. 332) 0.548 15.327 2.267 6.829 0.1834 0.596%
1 (33, 8, 0.359) 0.590 19.768 2.641 7.356  0.1806 0.715%
0 (15, 6, 0.324) 0.483 8.639 1.404 4.334  0.1927 0.000%
55 0.5 (25 4, 0. 406) 0.547 14.286 1.592 3.920 0.1942 —1.942%
1 (35, 4, 0. 420) 0.589 18.408 1.675 3.988 0.1897 —1.444%
0 (15 6, 0. 324) 0.483 8.639 1.404 4.334 0.1927 0.000%
65 0.5 (25, 6, 0.384) 0.548 14.345 1.932 5.031 0.1912 —0.367%
03 1 (34, 5, 0.408) 0.589 18.074 1.990 4.876  0.1878  —0.428%
’ 0 (15, 6, 0.324) 0.483 8.639 1.404 4.334  0.1927 0.000%
8 0.5 (25 8, 0. 377) 0.548 14.298 2.034 5.394  0.1905 0.000%
1 (34 10, 0.393) 0.590 18.158 2.623 6.673  0.1860 0.535%
0 (15, 6, 0.324) 0.483 8.639 1.404 4.334  0.1927 0.000%
95 0.5 (25, 8, 0.377) 0.548 14.298 2.034 5.394  0.1905 0.000%
1 (34, 10, 0.393) 0.590 18.158 2.623 6.673  0.1860 0.535%

4, 6, and 8 inspection points. We further consider two cases—mno intermediate withdrawal (i.e., p = 0) and
20% withdrawal of surviving units (i.e., p = 0.2). We report the optimal inspection interval (h), sample size
(n), and acceptance limit (7.) in Table [7| for both independent and dependent competing risk models. It is
interesting to note that the inspection interval (h) is relatively shorter for the independent model, suggesting
that more frequent inspections are necessary for the independent model. Furthermore, the acceptance limit
is slightly on the higher side for the independent model compared to its dependent counterpart. Also, the

required sample size (n) increases for both models as the withdrawal proportion increases.
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Table 6: MLEs (SEs) and Goodness-of-fit for Different Models

Model
Independent Dependent

Equal Unequal Equal Unequal
m 0.439 (0.026) 0.436 (0.025) | 0.303 (0.039) 0.299 (0.037)
72 0.822 (0.076) 0.894 (0.107) | 0.497 (0.086) 0.514 (0.096)
Y1 1.135 (0.052) 1.194 (0.066) | 1.436 (0.130) 1.529 (0.145)
Yo - 1.029 (0.083) - 1.311 (0.142)
v - - 0.616 (0.237)  0.646 (0.240)

log-likelihood —138.404 —137.214 —134.124 —132.571

AlIC 282.807 282.428 276.248 275.142

BIC 294.539 298.071 291.891 294.696

We further consider the budgetary constraints and obtain the optimal RASPs as discussed in For

Table 7: Optimal time length and determination of n and 7 for different values of v, d and p

» Types M=4 M =6 M =38
h S* n T h S? n T h S* n T
Independnet | 0.064 0.1750 72 0.563 | 0.048 0.1690 69 0.563 | 0.039 0.1659 68 0.5630
0 Dependent 0.107 0.2016 71 0.538 | 0.089 0.1918 68 0.538 0.078 0.1875 66 0.538
Independent | 0.083 0.1914 78 0.563 | 0.078 0.1914 78 0.563 | 0.077 0.1906 78 0.563
0.2 Dependent 0.121 0.2116 74 0.538 | 0.112 0.2070 73 0.538 0.109 0.2052 72 0.5384
Independent | 0.091 0.1982 81 0.563 | 0.090 0.1979 81 0.5630 | 0.090 0.1979 81 0.563
0.3 Dependent 0.126 0.2158 75 0.538 | 0.121 0.2124 74 0.538 0.119 0.2115 74 0.538

the purpose of illustration, we assume the cost components Cs = 0.1, Cy = 0.025, ¢; = 5, C7 = 10. In
addition, we consider the available budget as C, = 65. Table [§| reports the resulting optimal sample size
(n), number of inspections (M), inspection interval (h) along with the acceptance limit (7.). Furthermore,
also provides the expected number of failures (E[D*]), the expected duration of the experiment (E[r*]), the
expected number of inspections (E[I*]) and the optimal value of the design criterion (¢((*)). As observed in
the previous case, the acceptance limit is slightly on the higher side for the independent model compared to
its dependent counterpart. Also, the inspection interval is slightly longer for the dependent model. Although
there is hardly any impact on the number of inspections, the required sample size is slightly on the lower
side for the dependent model as the withdrawal proportion increases. Interestingly, the expected number of
failures is on the higher side for the dependent model. Moreover, the expected duration seems to be on the

higher side for the dependent model.

Toward this end, we briefly demonstrate the process of making a decision regarding the acceptance or
rejection of a lot with a simulated data set. We consider the optimal RASP (73,5,0.115) along with p = 0.2

for the purpose of illustration. Under this plan, the manufacturer conducts a life test with a sample size of 73.
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Table 8: Optimal RASPs under Budgetary Constraints

b Types  C =, M.k« ED] _Er] ET] _4C)
0 Independent (707 9, 0.054) 0.563 40.337 0.270 5.000 0.1713
Dependent (69, 5, 0.096) 0.538 55.867 0.480 5.000 0.1961
0.2 Independent (78, 5, 0.079) 0.563 41.432 0.395 5.000 0.1907
Dependent (73, 9, 0.115) 0.538 48.605 0.575 4.998 0.2084
0.3 Independent (81, 5, 0.091) 0.563 40.640 0.455 4.998 0.1979
Dependent (75, 5, 0.122) 0.538 45.649 0.606 4.967 0.2136

A total of 5 inspections is conducted at an interval of 0.115 time units. Furthermore, 20% of the surviving
units are withdrawn at each intermediate inspection, with all remaining serving items being removed from
the experiment at the 5-th inspection. Based on the observed data set, a decision is taken regarding the
acceptance or rejection of the lot using the estimated system reliability function. Thus, a lot in this case
is accepted if §5(0.15) > 0.538. Using the MLEs presented above, we simulate a data set following the
algorithm provided by Roy and Pradhan [24]. The simulated data set is presented in Table [} For this data

set, we obtain the MLEs of the model parameters and system s.f., which are as follows:
m = 0.292,7, = 0.374,7 = 1.779,7 = 0.668, ﬁT(0.15) = 0.648.

Since the estimated system reliability is above the acceptance limit of 0.538, we accept the lot.

Table 9: Progressive Type-I interval censored generated sample

1+ Time interval d;1  djp 75
1T (0,0115 11 7 11
2 (0.115,0.230) 10 8 5
3 (0.230,0.345] 6 4 2
4 (0.345,0460] 1 0 1
5 (0.460, 0.575] 3 1 3

7.2. Simulation Evaluation

In this sub-section, we evaluate the finite sample behavior of the optimal RASPs through a simulation
study. For brevity, we consider the optimal RASPs under budgetary constraints for subsequent analysis.

For each optimal PIC-I scheme, we simulate 5000 data sets following the algorithm provided by Roy
and Pradhan [24]. In each case, we consider the MLEs reported in the previous subsection as the true
values (TVs) of the model parameters. For each data set, we obtain the MLEs of the relevant parameters
by maximizing the log-likelihood function given by @ Using these MLEs, we then obtain the MLE of the
system s.f. Frp(t]0), given by and . Fig. [2b| shows the histograms of the resulting MLEs of Fr(t|6)

for independent and dependent models. It is obvious that both histograms are symmetric in nature, which
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is in line with our observation in Theorem Bl

We further obtain the average estimate of the system s.f. and the corresponding root mean square
deviation (RMSD) over 500 simulation runs. Table [L0| reports the average estimate of the system s.f. and
the corresponding RMSD. We also compute the estimate of the standardized variance S? in each case using
the MLEs of model parameters. Table also provides the average estimate of standardized variance 52
and the corresponding RMSD. Furthermore, we check whether the lot is accepted or rejected in each case
using the decision rule presented in Section {4| and obtain the estimates of the producer’s risk («) and the
consumer’s risk (), as given by and , respectively. Table |10| reports the estimated producer’s risk
(@) and the consumer’s risk (B) It is easy to note that the average estimates of the system s.f. are close to
their T'Vs in each case. Furthermore, the precision in reliability estimates is hardly affected as the withdrawal

proportion increases. A similar observation can also be drawn for S?. We also note that the estimates of

the producer’s and consumer’s risk are reasonably close to their respective specified values.
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Figure 2: Histograms of ﬁT (t]0) for Independent and Dependent Models

Table 10: Average Estimates and RMSDs of Fr(t|@) and S? along with Estimates of Producer’s and Consumer’s Risks

Types TV ofRF | p ¢ Avg. S RMSD of SF Avg. S? a B
0 (70, 5, 0.054) _ 0.639 0.054 0.208  0.066 0.128
Independent 0.644 55— 5 679) " 0.638 0.054 0.227  0.068 0.127
0 (69, 5,0096)  0.621 0.057 0.168  0.071 0.111
Dependent 0626 5573, 5,0.115)  0.622 0.058 0.245  0.073 0.120

8. Conclusion

In this work, we have developed a method of obtaining optimum RASP under progressive interval cen-

soring for competing risk data. In this study, we considered the failure time for individual causes Weibull
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distributed. However, the proposed methodology can be extended to any lifetime distribution. Also, in this
work, a gamma frailty model is used to study the dependency case between the components. However, other
models, for example, the copula model can be used to study the dependency among the components. In this
work, the parameter values of the lifetime distribution are assumed to be fixed and known to obtain optimum
sampling plans. Sometimes, in practice, there may be uncertainty about the parameter values which can be
modeled through a probability distribution. In such situations, a Bayesian approach may be considered to

obtain Bayesian reliability acceptance sampling plans.
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