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Probabilistic Estimation of the Structural Integrity of an Electric
Car Bogie Frame
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Abstract

Bogie frame of the electric car is an important structural member for the support of vehicle loading.
In general, more than 25 years' durability is necessary. Much study has been carried out for the
prediction of the structural integrity of the bogie frame in experimental and theoretical domains. One of
the useful methods is reliability-based approach.

The objective of this paper is to estimate the structural integrity of the bogie frame of an electric
car, which is under the running test. We used two approachs. In the first approach probabilistic
distribution of S-N curve is used. In the second approach, limit state function is used.
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