N

N
N

HAL

open science

Uncertainty Propagation of Structural Computation for
Fatigue Assessment

Ludovic Pierre Jérome Mell, Valentine Rey, Franck Schoefs, Benjamin Rocher

» To cite this version:

Ludovic Pierre Jérome Mell, Valentine Rey, Franck Schoefs, Benjamin Rocher. Uncertainty Propaga-
tion of Structural Computation for Fatigue Assessment. Journal of Marine Science and Application,
2022, 21 (4), pp.55-66. 10.1007/s11804-022-00300-y . hal-03943749

HAL Id: hal-03943749
https://hal.science/hal-03943749
Submitted on 18 Jan 2023

HAL is a multi-disciplinary open access
archive for the deposit and dissemination of sci-
entific research documents, whether they are pub-
lished or not. The documents may come from
teaching and research institutions in France or
abroad, or from public or private research centers.

L’archive ouverte pluridisciplinaire HAL, est
destinée au dépot et a la diffusion de documents
scientifiques de niveau recherche, publiés ou non,
émanant des établissements d’enseignement et de
recherche francais ou étrangers, des laboratoires

publics ou privés.


https://hal.science/hal-03943749
https://hal.archives-ouvertes.fr

Uncertainty propagation of structural computation for fatigue
assessment

Ludovic Mell!, Valentine Rey!, Franck Schoefs', Benjamin Rocher?

! Nantes Université, Ecole Centrale Nantes, CNRS, GeM, UMR 6183, F-44000 Nantes, France
2 Chantiers de I’Atlantique, Avenue Bourdelle - CS90180, St-Nazaire CEDEX 44613, France

January 18, 2023

Abstract

Offshore wind substations are subjected to uncertain loads from waves, wind and currents. Sea states are
composed of irregular waves which statistics are usually characterized. Irregular loads may induce fatigue
failure of some structural components of the structures. By combining fatigue damage computed through
numerical simulations for each sea state endured by the structure, it is possible to assess fatigue failure of the
structure over the whole deployment duration. Yet, the influence of the discretization error on the fatigue
damage is rarely adressed. It is possible to estimate the discretization error on the quantity of interest com-
puted at the structural detail suspected to fail. However, the relation between this local quantity of interest
and the fatigue damage is complex. In this paper, a method that allows propagating error bounds towards
fatigue damage is proposed. While increasing computational burden, computing discretization error bounds
is an useful output of finite element analysis. It can be utilized to either validate mesh choice or guide
remeshing in case where potential error on the fatigue damage is too large. This method is applied to an
offshore wind substation developped by Chantiers de I’Atlantique using two discretization error estimators
in a single sea state.

Keywords: offshore wind turbines, uncertainty propagation, fatigue damage, discretization error

1 Introduction

Deploying a structure at sea requires to ensure its structural safety. Waves, wind and current are uncertain
phenomena that induce loads on the structure Veritas (2014). A few parameters, modelled as random
variables, may describe these uncertain loads Bitner-Gregersen (2015). Loads resulting from each realization
of these random variables may induce failure of the structure through different scenarios called limit states.
Among these limit states, fatigue is a mechanical degradation that occurs when a structure endures a large
number of local stress cycles that are below yielding but initiate micro-cracks in the component. These cracks
may propagate and induce failure of the structure. It usually arises at structural details concentrating stress
such as weld toes. The initiation of crack is highly dependent on the microstructure of the material and the
exact geometry of the structural detail.

To assess fatigue, a time series of the structural response (local stress) is usually computed for each sea
state using discretized techniques such as the finite element method Veritas (1996). Then, rainflow counting
is applied to the signal to isolate stress cycles Matsuishi & Endo (1968). S-N curves giving the number of
cycles before failure from the stress amplitude allow to compute the fatigue damage, which is the inverse of
the number of cycles before failure. Finally, the total damage is computed as the sum of individual damages
for each stress cycle.

The number of cycles before failure is highly dependent on the microstructure of the material, the exact
geometry of the structural detail and residual stresses from the wielding process. It is therefore modeled
as a random process. It is possible to include the geometry of the weld toe in the stochastic framework
Pasqualini et al. (2013). Yet, this method is often too computationnaly expensive. Additionally, Paris law
Paris (1961) allows assessing time dependent reliability of the propagation of cracks Soares & Garbatov
(1996). For offshore structures, it is necessary to take into account the variety of stress cycles endured by
the structure throughout its deployment. Therefore, the structural response has to be simulated for a lot
of realizations of the sea states which may be computationally expensive. The use of a scatter diagram
regrouping the probability of occurence for ranges of the parameters describing the sea states allow to
drastically reduce the number of simulations. Yet, it is sometimes insufficient in terms of computational cost
reduction. Metamodeling the fatigue damage is a mean to reduce computational time Casciati et al. (1992);
Dong et al. (2018); Huchet et al. (2019). Then, the output of the fatigue analysis can be the probability
that the cumulative damage exceeds a prescribed value.



A discretized technique such as the finite element method is widely used to solve the mechanical problem
and obtain a time series of stress at the structural detail. Such technique introduces a discretization error.
The coarser the mesh, the stiffer the structure and the smaller the probability of failure. Overestimating
the structural capacity to endure loads may be dramatic. Furthermore, the mesh is generaly chosen prior to
fatigue analysis. Yet, it was proved in Ghavidel et al. (2018); Mell et al. (2020) that a small error on the local
quantity of interest (i.e. local stress) can lead to a large error on the probability of failure. Therefore, the
mesh has to be chosen in regards to the precision on the probability of failure. To this day, several techniques
allowing to control the discretization error on the probability of failure exist. First, mesh convergence analysis
can be performed on the probability of failure Alvin (2000); Demeyer et al. (2017); Ghavidel et al. (2020).
However, it can lead to a huge computational cost as the probability of failure is computed for several
meshes. Second, it is possible to use discretization error estimators that are available as a post-process of
the finite element solution Zienkiewicz & Zhu (1987); Ainsworth & Oden (1997). Such techniques have been
coupled with metamodeling techniques in Gallimard (2011); Mell et al. (2020). However, it was not applied
to fatigue analysis. Indeed, the complex link between local stress and the fatigue damage does not allow to
estimate directly the discretization error on the fatigue damage. In this paper, we propose a technique to
propagate bounds computed on the local stress at the structural detail to the fatigue damage. It can be seen
as a first step toward taking into account discretization error in the fatigue assessment of offshore structures
using metamodeling techniques and standard recommendations from Veritas (1996).

First, the mechanical formulation and the computation of discretization error bounds on the local stress
is introduced. Two estimators are used : one that is already available in some industrial codes but does
not provide guaranteed error bounds and the other is more intrusive but provides guaranteed error bounds.
Next, standard recommendations to compute the fatigue damage are presented. Then, methods to propagate
discretization error bounds toward the fatigue damage are proposed. Finally, the method is applied to the
fatigue failure of a weld toe of an offshore wind substation. Moreover, inspection planning and digital twins
of marine structures being highly based on fatigue computations, this method allows to quantify directly
the uncertainty that can lead to bad decisions.

Figure 1: Offshore Gode Wind 3 electrical substation ((C)Chantiers de I’Atlantique)

2 Error bounds on the local stress of an offshore structure

2.1 Fatigue loads on an offshore wind substation

Wind is usually considered constant when modeling offshore wind substation environment. Therefore it does
not induce fatigue in the structure. The surface of offshore wind substations exposed to wind is usually small.
Also, currents are light at the deployment site. Therefore, the principal fatigue loads on these structures are
mainly induced by waves. In order to assess fatigue failure of the structure, it is paramount to accurately
describe the sea states composed of irregular waves. Significant wave height (H,), peak period (7}), main
wave direction (6p), wave spreading function and wave spectrum model (usually chosen as one side Gamma
model) are the principal parameters characterizing the sea states according to standards Veritas (2014).
These parameters can be modelled as random variables. The statistics of the distribution of these random
variables can be computed using in situ data Bitner-Gregersen (2015). Using a fully probabilistic approach to
compute the fatigue damage of the structure is usually computationally expensive as the number of seastates
to be simulated is excessively large. A scatter diagram giving the probability of occurence for ranges of the



triplet (Hs, Tp, 0o) allows drastically reducing the number of sea states to be simulated compared to Monte-
Carlo simulations. The statistics on fatigue loads are usually considered as converged when the sea state is
approximately 3h long. The fatigue damage for a full service of the offshore wind substation can be computed
by extrapolating the damage in each sea state using the estimated time that the structure will spend in each
sea state according to the scatter diagram. Ideally, computational fluid dynamics should be used to compute
wave induced loads on the structure. Because it is too computationally expensive, a 5th order Airy wave
model used together with Morisson’s equations Sarpkaya (1986) are recommended practices Veritas (1996)
to compute an analytical wave loads that may be integrated on the immerged structure as a boundary
condition. It allows defining a mechanical problem that may be solved using a discretized technique such as
the finite element method (FEM).

2.2 Mechanical formulation

In this subsection, we present the quasi-static mechanical problem. The finite element method allows solving
a discretized version of the mechanical problem. We also present discretization error estimators that allow
computing bounds on the local quantity of interest.

2.2.1 Continuous problem

Let R? represent the physical space and € the subspace of R? occupied by the structure (with d comprised
between 1 and 3). This structure is subject to a body force f on 2, a traction force F on its boundary dr$Q
and a dispacement field u, on 9,. Let 0,.QUO0rQ2 = 0 and 9,9 # (). The structure is assumed to undergo
small perturbations and the unknown displacement field is denoted u. The symmetric part of its gradient
is the deformation € (u). The material is considered to be linear elastic characterized by Hooke’s elasticity
tensor H. Let o be the Cauchy stress tensor such that:

g:H: (1)

The mechanical problem may be written defining two affine subspaces, respectively kinematically and
statically admissible:

KA = {g € (Hl(Q))d, U = u, on BuQ} (2)
and
SA = {7’ € (LQ(Q)):;:; Vo e KA, [r:e(v)dQ= [ f-vdQ+ F~vdS} 3)
[pewme ]t

where KA® is defined with equation 2 for u, = 0. The error in constitutive relation is defined as a positive
form :

ecrg (u,0) =l —H: € (u)[lz-1,0 (4)
(w-2)

where ||z|lg-1.0 = / (g cH-L: g) dQ? Finally, the mechanical problem to solve reads:
L o \E L

Find a displacement field u,, and a stress field a.. such that:

On Q, div(g) + f =0

On 0,9, u=1u,
On 0o -n=1F
An equivalent formulation of the mechanical problem may be written:
Find a couple (gel, gez) € KA x SA, such that ecrq (gez,gez) =0

—ex’ =,

The solution to this problem (u aem) exist and is unique. In most cases, this solution cannot be found

analytically and the problem is usually discretized.

2.2.2 Discrete problem

Now let us discretize €2 into a tessellation €2 of triangles. The finite element method seeks a solution to the
mechanical problem in a finite subspace KA, C KA, where :

d

KA, = {g S (Hl(Q)) , U =1u, on ath} (6)

In practice, this subspace is generated by the a priori choice of a function basis of dimension m: [¢;] ie[m]



The discrete problem (also called forward problem) reads:
Find a couple (gh,gh) such that:

U, € KAy,
g, =H:e(uy)
Vv, € KAY, (7)
/ o, +€(v,)d = f‘ﬂhd9+/ F-v,dS
Q, o, Ry,

The solution of this discrete problem exists and is unique.

2.2.3 Computation of error bounds

Generalities The discrete solution u, usually does not coincide with the continuous exact solution u,,.
We define the discretization error as eaiser = [[j, — Ue, g o- An a priori estimate of this error may be
computed when the convergence rate of the FE problem is known. Some problem dependent constants that
are not computable often make it impractical. A posteriori error estimators also exist. In that case, the
finite element solution is post-processed to derive an estimation of the discretization error Ainsworth & Oden
(1997). There are three families of a posteriori estimators of the discretization error. Some are based on
stress smoothing techniques and provide an interval in which the exact solution should lie without guaranty
Zienkiewicz & Zhu (1987). Some are based on residual and necessitate to compute problem dependent
constants that are usually not computable. Assuming a value for these constants also make the error
bounds not guaranteed. Finally, some techniques are based on the error in constitutive relation and provide
guaranteed error bounds Ladeveéze & Pelle (2005). In this paper, the stress smoothing technique is used
for its cheapness, its easy implementation and its availability in some codes used in the industrial context
(e.g. Abaqus). The estimator based on the error in constitutive relation is also used as it provides strict
error bounds on the exact solution although being intrusive to the FEM code as the error estimator is not
available in codes used in the industrial context.

Discretization error bounds based on a stress smoothing technique In this method, an
admissible stress field is seeked as an optimized stress field 2 ot by smoothing the finite element stress field

o, (see Zienkiewicz & Zhu (1987)). To do so, the optimized stress field is decomposed in the same basis

[pi] ie[i,m] 38 for the displacement w,. For each node j, the coefficients [aj are calculated by

opt,i} ie[1,m]
averaging the stress field on adjacent elements. An estimator of the discretization error is then obtained

using:

(®)

€discr = th _gez E-10 ~ th _gopt Ho10
Discretization error bounds based on the error in constitutive relation Another technique
provides strict upper bounds of eg;scr (see Ladeveze & Pelle (2005)). Let us define the energy norm of the

displacement |||. |
= 9
llllq Hg(y)HH’F (9)

The Prager-Synge relation that is an adaptation of the fundamental Pythagore theorem for the norm
-1l veads :

2 (10)

e () = @)

2
~ 2 A A

H,T * ngw B gHHﬂ,F = eonra (&, )T

The displacement field & = u;, € CA is kinematically admissible. It can be used to obtain ey, .. =

Uey — Up:

€discr ‘= |H§discr”|1" < €CRq (@hag) (11)

The difficulty is to compute a statically admissible stress field & € SA. Several methods exist in that
regard (see Ladeveze & Leguillon (1983), Parés et al. (2006), Pled et al. (2011) and Rey et al. (2014)).

Bounds on the quantity of interest The output of interest is rarely the displacement field u,,, but
rather a quantity of interest S (u,,) that is local spatially. For offshore structures fatigue assessment, this
quantity of interest is usually a stress component at a structural detail concentrating stress Veritas (2010).
There are techniques to obtain bounds on the discretization error on the quantity of interest S (u,,)—S (u;,).
When the quantity of interest is linear, it is possible to use extractors in the context of goal-oriented error



estimation Becker & Rannacher (1996). For specific non linear quantities of interest, there are methods to
calculate guaranteed bounds Strouboulis et al. (2000); Riiter & Stein (2006). If a specific method does not
exist for a given non linear quantity of interest, it is possible to linearize it. Using extractors, we first need
to define an adjoint problem :

Find (@emgew) € CAY(Q) x ﬁ(Q) such that ecrg, (@w,éex)Q =0 (12)
where :
SA(Q) = {7’ e (@) Vo€ CAY(Q), /; poed2 = S(v)} (13)
Q

To solve the adjoint problem, it is possible to use the finite element method and obtain @,. Note that,
the mesh does not need to be the same as for the reference problem. However, it would require an additional
stiffness matrix factorization. The same mesh is used in this paper to save computational time as the
resolution of the FE problem is simplified to a multiple (double) right-hand side linear system. Let us note
éh a statically admissible stress field built from @, thanks to Ladeveze & Leguillon (1983), Parés et al.
(2006), Pled et al. (2011) or Rey et al. (2014).

Exploiting the results from Ladevéze (2006, 2008), it is possible to derive an upper bound on the dis-
cretization error on the quantity of interest S. The linearity of S against the solution displacement field
allows computing the discretization error on S as the product of the discretization error on the forward and
adjoint problems. When using the stress smoothing technique, it writes :

15 =5 (ue,)l < th ~ Zopt H-1,0 th ~ Zopt H-1,0 (14)
It leads to the definition of an interval [Sﬂ S+] in which S (u,,) should lie :
+ _ _ ~ _ ~
57 =5 (w) + th Zopt H-1,0 th Zopt H-1,Q (15)
ST =5w) - th ~ Zopt H-1,0 th ~ Zopt H-1,Q

For the error based on the error in constitutive relation, S~ and ST are found in a similar fashion as :

1 . ~ 2
ST =5 (uy) — Shn + 3¢CRa (yh,gh)eczzn (gmgh) ”
_ 1 X . (16)
S :S(@h) — Shh — §€CRQ (ngh)ec’RQ (ﬂmgh)
where Sy = 3 [(@, +H:£(@,)) : H "2 (&, —H:g(w,))dQ
LS = a =

Note that, in the case of the estimator based on the error in constitutive relation, S (u,,) is not guaranteed
to lie in [Sf, S+].

2.2.4 Quantity of interest for offshore structures fatigue assessment

For the fatigue assessment of offshore structures, the quantity of interest is computed at a structural detail
concentrating stress Veritas (2010). It is usually a weld toe between several structural components such
as plates or tubulars (e.g. see Figure 2). Ideally, the whole weld toe should be inspected. It would
require computing stress at every point on the weld toe which can be computationally intensive. To reduce
computational burden, a few points are selected along the weld path and fatigue is assessed at each of them.
Three recommended practices from Veritas (2010) allow calculating the local stress at the weld toe. The most
accurate method would be to include the detail in the model. Such method is expensive computationally as
it requires a fine mesh covering well the structural detail. The second method is based on the computation
of the stress tensor at the point Np 5, the point distant of 0.5¢ from the weld toe, where e is the thickness
of the plate that is welded. The stress tensor at the weld toe is then computed using a factor to account
for local stress concentration. Finally, a linear extrapolation of the stress tensor from the points Ny 5 and
Ni.5 to Ny, is also possible. While any of the three methods presented here can be used, we will use a single
point Np.5 and a stress concentration factor for the ease of use of the technique.
In the basis (é’H , él) represented in 2, the stress tensor reads :

ENo.s ( il‘l‘ ﬂ ) an)

The quantity of interest for further fatigue analysis is calculated as the maximal principal stress at

\/Ui + 0.817'“

2
stz (o —o) + 47\\2’ (18)
1
2

T = 3 (on = o)+ 4r|

o1 = 1.12max a




where a is a constant depending on the quality of the welding process.

The quantity o1 is non linear against the differents stress components, obtaining error bound indicators is
possible but more difficult. One can linearize this quantity of interest to compute error bounds, use quantity
of interest dependent techniques or make an hypothesis on the direction of the maximal principal stress. In
this paper a direction is assumed for the maximal principal as providing a o1 specific technique is out of the
scope of this paper. This direction is assumed by expert knowledge given the geometry and the loads on the
structure.

Figure 2: Zone of interest (weld toe in red) for the calculation of fatigue damage for a given structure

3 Computing fatigue damage from the timeseries of stress

Before defining a new strategy to propagate bounds obtained on the quantity of interest toward the fatigue
damage, it is necessary to elaborate on the method to compute the fatigue damage. The method that is
used in this papers follows recommended practices from Veritas (2010). Given a timeseries of stress obtained
with the finite element method, the rainflow counting algorithm proposed in Matsuishi & Endo (1968) is
used to identify stress cycles Ao within the signal. Interested readers may refer to Veritas (2010) for an in
depth explaination of rainflow counting.

A number of cycles before failure can be assigned to each Ao using a SN curve given by standards Veritas
(2010). As shown in Figure 3, the SN curve is probabilistic as the weld toe properties have intrisic variability.



107}

Stress range Ao (MPa)

10! f f L g
10* 106 108 100 10'2
Number of cycles before failure

30,000 random points
SN curve - 50% chance of survival
————— SN curve - 97.7% chance of survival

Figure 3: Stress to Number of cycles curves (SN-curves) - Parameters from the D-curve for a detail in seawater
with cathodic protection in Veritas (2010)

4 Propagating bounds on stress toward fatigue damage

Using discretization error estimators through (15) or (16), a FEM solution S (u;,) and an interval [S~, S7]
may be obtained at each timestamp tx (k € [1,n4s]) of the time series. It is significantly different from state
of the art fatigue analysis for which a single value of stress is known. Propagating bounds on stress to the
damage is not a trivial task. Taking into account rain- flow counting and SN-curves, damage is sensitive
to the range of fluctuation and the mean stress. We focus here on the range of fluctuation. Our main
concern is the range of fluctuation considering that the more (respectively the less) a signal oscillates, the
larger (respectively the smaller) the total damage. The more the mean value of the stress the more the total
damage. We do not consider this issue that is easier to solve: we can compute the damage with the highest
value of the mean value for the stress computation without bounds and for the two signals presented in the
following. Based on this hypothesis, we propose to build two signals passing within each interval delimitated
by bounds:

e one maximizing damage and thus presenting maximum oscillation

e one minimizing damage and thus presenting minimal oscillations.

Signal minimizing damage Let the signal minimizing damage be the one passing for each time stamps
ti at the point within [S_ (tr), St (tk)] which is the closest to the one selected for tx_1. For tg, we select this
point as the boundary S~ (to) or S (to) closest to the first interval [S™ (t > to),S™ (t > to)] guaranteed to
be above or below the interval [S™ (to), ST (to)]. An algorithm that allows building such signal is given in
Algorithm 1.

An example of such signal is shown in Figure 4(b). The signal remains constant if the value selected
at tp—1 lies in [S™ (tx), ST (tx)] which is necessary to minimise damage. Otherwise, it will pass by either
S~ (tr) or ST (tx). Note that it is not formally proved that this signal minimizes oscilation, yet it seems to
be validated by observation.

Signal maximizing damage Two signals are proposed to build the signal maximizing damage. First,
we propose to use the signal successively oscillating between S~ and ST during the time series. An algorithm
that allows building such signal is given in Algorithm 2. Such signal is plotted in Figure 4(a). Note that this
signal is rather unrealistic as the position of the exact solution within [Sf, S*] should not vary drastically
between two successive timestamps. Second, we propose to use the signal passing in each interval at the
point furthest from signals mean over the whole time frame. An algorithm that allows building such signal
is given in Algorithm 3. Such signal is plotted in Figure 4(b).
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Figure 4: Signals maximizing and minizing fatigue damage

5 Numerical assessment : example of an offshore wind sub-
station

5.1 Description of the structure

The substation is a critical component of an offshore wind farm as it gathers electrical power from wind
turbines and exports it to shore through a single cable. Therefore, assessing accurately its structural relia-
bility is paramount. Let us consider an offshore wind substation designed by Chantiers de I’Atlantique. The
monopile layout is represented in Figure 5 and supports a 2500 metric ton (mT) topside that is represented
in Figure 1. We consider that this structure is deployed by 30m water depth at SEM-REV test site close
to Le Croisic in France. The structure is considered to be made of steel with standard material properties
: density p = 7800 kg/m®, Young modulus E = 210 GPa, and Poisson coefficient v = 0.3. A single seastate
modeled as a JONSWAP spectrum is simulated as a unidirectional superimposition of 50 airy waves with
random phases. The topside being symmetrical and the arm being more sollicitated by waves coming from
€, than from €,, waves propagation according to € is selected. The most probable seastate at the deploy-
ment site according to Ducrozet et al. (2017) is chosen: Hy, = 2 m, T, = 8.5 s. We consider the fatigue
failure under dynamical wave loads of the weld toe between the monopile and an arm aligned with wave
propagation (see Figure 5). A two scale approach is used. First, a monopile mechanical problem is solved
using dynamical beam theory to obtain loads close to the studied arm. Then a quasi-static local lower flange
mechanical problem allows computing local stress a the studied weld toe (see Figure 5). The discretization
error is only measured on the local mechanical problem to avoid the use of a dynamical discretization error
estimator Waeytens et al. (2012) that is not available in the homemade FEM code used in this paper.

Monopile mechanical problem First, only the monopile structure of the offshore substation (see
Figure 6) is modeled. Wave loads are computed through Morison Sarpkaya (1986) equation according to the
stochastic modelling in Schoefs (2008); Schoefs & Boukinda (2010) and following recommended practices
from Veritas (2014). The structure is considered to be fully fixed to the ground on the one end and supports
a 2500 mT inertia on the other end. The structure is modeled using dynamical beam theory. The resulting
discretized mechanical problem is:

-

TL 1)+ KU() = E() (19)

=
Y

where U contains 2D nodal displacements, M contains inertia coefficients including the topside weight,
K is the stiffness matrix and F(t) is the wave load on the structure. The structure is discretized into 100
element which is a compromise between a small discretization error and a good condition number of the
matrix M.
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Figure 5: Offshore wind substation layout (Unit : mm)
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Figure 6: Monopile mechanical problem layout

The mechanical problem is solved for a 3h seastate with a time discretization of T},/20 = 0.425s using
odel5s in MATLAB®). The quantity of interest is o11 at the closest node to the lower flange of the studied
arm (see Figure 5) that governs fatigue computation.

Lower flange mechanical problem Second, the fatigue failure of the weld toe represented in Figure
5 is studied. In particular the point of the weld toe that is the closest to the beam web is selected as it
is suspected to concentrate stress and be subjected to fatigue. For this problem o, = 011, 0 = oyy and
T| = O1y. Let us assume that o, >> o, T It implicates :

o1 =1120, (20)

Also, the hypothesis of 2D plane stress is made for the flange that is only subjected to loads from the
monopile on the one end and is maintained fixed by the topside of the substation on the other end. As the
mechanical problem is symetrical both in terms of loads and geometry, only a single symetric part of the
flange is modeled. The resulting mechanical problem is represented in Figure 7. Recommended practices
from Veritas (2010) suggest using a mesh size close to the zone of computation of the quantity of interest
that is equal to the flange thickness that is 40mm according to Figure 5. In order to reduce discretization



error of both forward and adjoint problems at fixed computational cost, h-adaptivity Diez & Calderén (2007)
is used. The resulting heterogenous mesh is shown in Figure 8 in which the mesh size close to the zone of

computation of the quantity of interest is 11mm.
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Figure 7: Lower flange mechanical problem
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Figure 8: Mesh used for the lower flange mechanical problem

5.2 Results and discussion

The method to compute bounds on the local stress o1 and propagate discretization error bounds toward
fatigue damage is assessed on the offshore wind substation presented in 5.1. Two discretization error esti-
mators are tested : one based on a stress smoothing technique (ZZ), one based on the error in constitutive
relation and a flux free technique allowing the construction of an admissible stress field Parés et al. (2006)

(ECR4FF).

5.2.1 Using ZZ error estimator

A 3h timeseries of the finite element solution of o; is obtained together with discretization error bounds
using the ZZ estimator. A 20s snippet of the timeseries is shown in Figure 9(a). The error intervals are very
thin using that discretization error estimator so that the bounds cannot be seen without zooming (Figure

9(b))-

Low. bound FEM solution Upp. bound Max. oscil. upp. bound
Damage in 3h | 1.17192 x 10~ | 1.17225 x 10~ | 1.17258 x 10~° 1.17224 x 1076
Py in 20 years | 2.376 x 102 2.380 x 1072 2.385 x 1073 2.380 x 1073

Table 1: Results using ZZ error estimator

Once again, note that the ZZ error estimator provides error bounds that are not guaranteed. While they
can be good indicators, bounds propagated toward fatigue damage or the probability of failure are therefore
not guaranteed either. Then, the signals both minizing and maximizing damage are built and the fatigue
damage is computed for each of them together with the probability of failure (due to SN curve uncertainty)
obtained by extrapolating the 3h timeseries to 20 years of deployment. Results are given in Table 1. Two
signals maximizing damage are tested : one passing the furthest from the 3h mean of the finite element
solution (Upp. bound in Table 1), one oscillating between upper and lower bound (Max. oscil. upp. bound.
in Table 1). As the error interval on o; is very thin, the interval is also thin on the 3h fatigue damage and
on the probability of failure. The upper bounds are fairly close using both methods. However, the upper
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Figure 9: 20s snippet of the discretization error bounds timeseries obtained with the ZZ estimator

bound using the signal passing the furthest from the 3h mean of the FE solution is slightly greather than
the upper bound using the other signal maximizing damage. It is probably because the signal oscillating
between lower and upper bound is not guaranteed to pass the furthest from the 3h mean at each turning
point. Even though this signal generates a lot of cycles of small amplitude, those cycles do not have a
significant contribution to the fatigue damage.

5.2.2 Using ECR+FF error estimator

16}

18f

20 L L L L
-60 -40 -20 0 20 40 60

Stress at hot spot (MPa)

—— Discretisation error bounds

" FEM solution

Figure 10: 20s snippet of the discretization error bounds timeseries obtained with the ECR+FF estimator

A 3h timeseries of discretization error bounds using the ERC+FF technique is also obtained. A 20s
snippet of that timeseries is plotted in Figure 10. First, the error intervals seem larger than with the
77 estimator. Note that error bounds obtained with ECR4+FF are guaranteed which make them more
qualitative than error bounds obtain with ZZ

The error bounds on the fatigue damage and the probability of failure are given in Table 2. We can
notice also that bounds using ZZ error estimators are included in the intervals obtained with ECR+FF
estimators. While error bounds are large at turning points, the order of magnitude of the fatigue damage
seems guaranteed by the error indicators. However, the error interval on the probability of failure is very
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Low. bound | FEM solution | Upp. bound | Max. oscil. upp. bound
Damage in 3h | 3.640 x 107¢ | 1.172 x 10> | 9.918 x 107> 8.612 x 107°
Py in 20 years | 4.107 x 10~° | 2.380 x 103 0.9652 0.9342

Table 2: Results using ECR+FF error estimator

large. If a smaller interval on the probability of failure was needed, turning points far from signals mean
would need remeshing as only turning points are used by rainflow counting and as a quasi-static framework
is used. In a dynamical framework, the remeshing strategy would have to be more sophisticated as the
precision at turning points depends also on the precision at previous time stamps. Also, the upper bound
using the signal passing the furthest from the 3h average is greater than the one obtained with the signal
oscillating between lower and upper bounds. The error bounds being larger at turning points, the multitude
of low amplitude cycles generated by the signal oscillating between lower and upper bounds creates less
damage than a signal passing the furthest from the 3h average at turning points. It seems to indicate that
the signal passing in each interval the furthest from the 3h average is a greater majorizer of damage than
the signal oscillating between lower and upper bounds.

6 Conclusion

A novel approach allowing to tackle discretization error in the damage assessment of offshore structures is
introduced in this paper. By using a discretization error estimator, it is possible to obtain a timeseries of
discretization error bounds for each seastate of the scatter diagram at the deployment site. We propose
a method to propagate these error bounds to obtain bounds on the fatigue damage and the probability
of failure of the structure. One signal minoring damage while passing within error bounds at each time
stamps is proposed. Two signals majorizing damage are proposed. The hypothesis on which these signals
are built is that the more (respectively the less) a signal oscillates, the greater (respectively the smaller)
the damage. While not being discussed, this hypothesis conforms with stress cycles identification through
rainflow counting and SN curves. The first signal passes the furthest from the mean of the finite element
solution. The second signal oscillates between lower and upper bounds at successive time stamps. The
proposed method is assessed in a quasi-static framework on a beam flange of an offshore wind substation.
Two estimators of the discretization error are tested. The first estimator uses a stress smoothing technique. It
is available in some industrial FEM code but it is not guaranteed to give an upper bound on the discretization
error. The second estimator is based on the error in constitutive relation. It is not available in industrial
FEM codes but it provides a guaranteed upper bound on the discretization error. Results show that the ZZ
estimator is not conservative and the second estimator should be implemented in industial codes.

This method is implemented and illustrated for the fatigue assessment of a weld toe of an Offshore Wind
Sub-Station. Results show that the signal passing the furthest from the mean of the signal seem to give a
greater upper bound on damage than the other signal maximizing damage. It is therefore recommended to
use the signal passing in each interval the furthest from the mean of the signal to compute an upper bound
on the fatigue damage. It should be noted that it is not proved formally that the two signals proposed to
respectively minimize and maximize fatigue damage allow obtaining guaranteed error bounds on the damage.
Yet, it seems to be validated by experience for both error estimators.

The direction of the maximal principal stress was assumed in order to compute error bounds on this
quantity of interest. Future works should focus on either linearizing maximal principal stress with regards
to the displacement field or providing a specific method to obtain guaranteed error bounds for this quantity
of interest.

This paper provides a complete framework for assessing rationally the FE error that can lead to bad
decisions in the context of fatigue assessment on which relies inspection planing and digital twins of marine
structures. Note that the method to propagate bounds toward damage may be used for other sources of
uncertainty. For example, it allows computing the error on the local damage from a monitoring system of
the nominal strain close to this point.
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7 Algorithms

Algorithm 1 Build the signal minimizing damage

Require: S~ and S~
i=1
while i < ngs and (S~ (tg) < S~ (t;) < ST(tg) or S~ (tg) < ST(t;) < St (to)) do
i=14+1
end while
if ST(tp) < S™(t;) then
Smini(to) — S+(t0)
else if S~ (ty) > St (¢;) then
Sm,znz(to) = S- (tO)
end if
for i =2 : n do
if S_(ti) < Smini(tiiﬂ < S+(ti) then
Smini (tz): Smini (ti—l)
else if S™™(t,_1) < S~ (t;) then
sznz(tl) =S- (tz)
else
end if
end for
return S

Algorithm 2 Build the signal maximizing damage by alternating between lower and upper bounds

Require: S~ and S™
for i =1:n;, do
if 7 is odd then
Smazi(ti) . (tz)
else
end if
end for
return S™mev

Algorithm 3 Build the signal maximizing damage by passing the furthest from FEM average signal

Require: S—, S—, SFEM
Savg = mean (SFEM)
for i =1:n;, do
if [ST(ti) — Savgl > |S™(ti) — Sauvg| then
Smazi (ti) — SJr (tz)
else
Smawi(ti) =9 (tz)
end if
end for
return S™mev
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