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Abstract
Network reliability is one of the most important parameter when evaluating the

efficiency of water distribution networks (WDNs). WDN reliability is calculated based
on the mechanical, hydraulic and water quality aspects under normal and also abnormal
conditions such as system failures. In this paper, hydraulic reliability was calculated
through the ratio of satisfied nodal demands. In this regard, hydraulic simulation is
performed based on the proposed EPANET-IMNO algorithm based on a Pressure-
Driven Simulation model. This algorithm is written in Visual Studio through C*™ code.
The mechanical reliability of the network was evaluated by means of BDD algorithm
based on probability of having a connection between the source nodes and consumption
nodes. DNA and RNA tools are used to evaluate the mechanical reliability based on
BDD method. Finally, an integrated reliability is proposed for optimum design and
operation of WDNs. A looped WDN with nine nodes and a branched WDN were
considered in this paper. The results showed that besides the hydraulic reliability the
evaluation of mechanical reliability index is very important in the design of WDN to
improve the operation of WDNs. Adding 4 loops to the branched WDN increased its
reliability by 18.3%. Also, it was determined that under a looped WDN eliminating one
pipe in the worst case may reduce the network reliability by28%.

Keywords: Water Distribution Network, Hydraulic Reliability, Mechanical Reliability,
BDD, Pressure-Driven Simulation.

Journal of Water and Wastewater ) W s,JT E

W
Vol.29, No. 6, 2019 VWAY Jlo o8 o5l Y 50



dx.doi.org/10.22093/ww;j.2017.94520.2470

Slosel Culsl 3aili b (8 4 T 29395 4l & Khos 391
Sl 9 SHuw

YL Vo .
Sl O3S 3l 540 J3U
oledol ixio o2l ¢yl joe swiige saSitsly wl —olyee owiige 135S (somtile - )

n.mehzad@cv.iut.ac.ir (Jstus oding ) ol ooletel
Ol eleal oslpiiol taio ol8ails ¢l yae (gudige caSiails ojlussls -Y

VAR il AV E il )

lo s P11 3 Oygo 4 dlio pl @ £l (Sl
" S § (S g3 Slede | Syl B35 L (6 14 O 2395 ASeed 3 yShes 39T TV YAV €S (5 phal g e
Doi: 10.22093/Wwj.2017.94520.2470 .vy-v4 (5) Y4 «oddlb 3 0T alome

0 S

ador 15,15 (oilglyd Caod] LaaSund oyt (g 3lwadinge 55 (5,100 5000 9 (D sb 5 10 O p597 (1Al 3,5os oy p
Ly LS ol ilany (6l s U5 000y S Coonol Lot gl s L cbSinds 391 3,5 3,511 (5l yas L
33 =5 9 Sy ( SilSe (495505 sldvads ;I slois] Calild .ol cawlio o 43 AU pas 43 Cuwlio CodS
slaiel Cobyl gy ol 5 Cansl owwypt B Sl yied 5 (Swile GBS gl £o8y Lile g3le pué g g0l Laglpu
U (e (gLl I3l ¢gglite (al 4 B85 5108 (5l 5,90 (B SLOW (im0 b 39 Ak 51 (g
Sloie! CylB Fpiomod o dinigd CT 45 4 Visual Studio luso ;5 g s 8315 drwgi EPANET-IMNO (55,951 asly
390 Zao (0,5 U aSul B pan (g0,5 bLI | Jlais! S 51 (29990 (655 pmondd (512 D903 (W9, 3 3Ll b SlK0
S5 o (5L 13500 (09, (SLiwe 2 (Sl dlosie] Sl awlows (51,0 RNA 9 DNA (gl 13800 5 .08 )5 )13 (o) 2
O mj5 8 g b (Syb jolikeds a5l (SWile 5 (SWgyie Al Slais] Culild Culeg 4> il o3l (219390
A 93 0 &Il gy (il g dmmliie (gl (g1l O &g Snd yob et 9 10,5 A (G9ils O 22595 A s &1,
Ay i 33,5 il g 1y 316 3 Sl see] b b ] 8 a3 g0 LS b ol gl b 485
L oS gpabam mlod oo (Sl SoF 4w (Sl 9 (Slgyid (Hlli dlosie] Clil ial381 9 Ll 51 dinge (5,500 0 R0
ASamid 3 ygme 55 wiiid ARgA 239331 A IS dlosie] CudslB dy oy VAT (im0 4 (518 L Ol &o 597 a5 allls £ sl
Sl ot 13 1y o3 YA Sgues dlose] CulilB Wl (Cardg (o 5y 55 a5l ;3 dlgd S 3939 e i Solls Of au o)

LCawld

6)_;S’Io.m_;a.> 6Lm)la,p.s (B Slaoicl e bld (SS9 slaicl wulsld n__,T (v_._,_),.'s Al (s dals sldo /s
s o Sl (S )lwauud (52939

YA

dodio -

cidzia gloais 31 slazel bl ol st 6 pme ks
390 g3le b g ool Ll i s iS5 (SO (S
5l o 513 i szl Sl 5, e )5 e
o 5 53 it Oliabl LU S bt et &

Journal of Water and Wastewater

Lot s o oay 5 o Pt 3l O i lass
J‘)JPJ%@Y\—E&"_A—:@‘)\[—QOTW&A)J&L&C 45”}.’6)@-:‘
LoeSms 5, Shoe 5550 5 sl s ls ales 51 slazel ClllB .ol

CakS L ST 058 b sl Kt Ul ol sisas o

Vol. 29, No. 6, 2019

WAY Jl o8 o,les YA oy =



Y4

dx.doi.org/10.22093/ww;j.2017.94520.2470

b el ol o 4 0, 5oe 3,510

31653l Jelo B 5,8 13 sy 2550 T B35 sl
ealS Jlada 5 5Lad 5 S arnle &5 ) 5 53 0558 &l 4SS
5 o slaze bS5 o s ls I s s BB T
aal g3 o900 JLid e (Sdgsuee oo heslizal sl
(Tabesh, 2015) s 5

kit e ) sla e s il o Sy,
S aducs o 51 galacas ilosls slgniy Jlad 4l s o5leans
55 «S0oten vl wslurs sLw | EPANET2.0 jluas b
oe—zxen (Cheung et al., 2005) culsud slgein Yoo 0 JLs
43 &1, EPANET-EMITTER (b 4 513005 ¥+ )+ JLo s
L CWSNET (L sl L sles s (Pathirana, 2010)
(Cuidoline et al., a-i o gu HLid 5 i g5luans LB
EPANET-EMITTER (sLs /58l 5 S cual S5 L5 2010)
53 0l 5 Sl 5 olias] glad e b 51 Ooten s CWSNET
Lyly, op) 55 (Wanger et al., 1988) S oo 55, VIAA JLs
o> BB T s s e ) jriy ool an yolie (s
s amlys o, S 5o sy Lol bl 5 axils ol lade
WS culaad ol gL Yo P Jl s oes 5 2l Jimss,
G35 53 o 5 S 3y 55 1 srlio S35 ] CWSNET
3y on S 3,15 S ST Sl U oa S sla oz 5 luie
5550 =5 Ooten 15l s Slas fa g5 ol 5o ,lis Ciils
Ls_zh;aﬂi)\ﬁlo_i\@u«sa.x.:m\;omjcéﬁ)\}w)j
315525 ol ol (e 5308 53 Lhas 52y Jlaza 503 5
55 EPANET-EMITTER 33l i ;> (Tabesh et al., 2014)
L 3t colB 5 ol solizd gl a5l s
G o=l oo onl b sl s s ol 53 s Laly s 51 sslizl
g oalial JLad Gl o leand sk 2y )
wils s gy ol 5s HLad - s Cadiiae Jasly 5l eslizal cobs
a3k

slazel bl a b o o Sy 5l sladlu o
S sad e ysl s 08 Lol o sl i (Sssa
aolazsls s Hlad e gsleand laslinl L dd SO cuss
L ,sb yes (Ozger and Mays, 2003, Shuang et al., 2014)
slazel bl e VT 8 5 iy bodl ) CeSs o
Sl U a S eud 5ol slolis as s ol L Sy

Journal of Water and Wastewater

Vol. 29, No. 6, 2019

O e by 5 OYT 28 by ceSs wsle wnal 426 SBLis!
bl JS s (Ostfeld, 2004) 555 0 o] 1,8 05,55 o
5 S LS 6 58 g0 4 wnly O 55 S eSd slezsl
St il gl ol ol SOl s el SIS
s Sgpis cenS 5 Claons 5 YT 8 bl wsle
slatel bl ol o 5Lt 5 Lol s ol i
ol BLis| S5 5 el Sl 55 5 (60l Canl 51 oz
Cbl e (sl il axdls (g 5o (bbb s il g e
b o sl lasl s ol a5 gl s (S ssa slaxel
Al oo il Lyl 8 s S8 kb, (S oae

$iladin Gl b 5 Of s slas 3luas
e Jebo 8 90 4 Lol (S ol 5 0T cilsn (5152
Lo dado 5 6ok 52 258 g0 e LIS 5y e 5 LB
SLad e a5 g e S 51 (25 sl s (ST gsae
Sedssan o B ol a8 e 5550 35250 85
s ol glaslsile 5 Sl sl o S Lo, 2
o3 S baslsle 5 opl dler s laion dos (305 0nl sl
B eslinal 550 Ol a5 5 sladld (g5ludnd 5303 2.8
-2 EPANET2.0 )53l 5 5 S

S Jilas SLitd 51 Les ;S 55 552 50 SLid &S ol 5 )
Al g salss calio Kb Ldos (1 (Bs5 onl il 2t
s eosd o (B enl 5l eslinal L St gole 2 Ll 5
5355 S 5o Bilas ol 51 o2 S o jlid S (> s
slasls JolS b S on 5L sl ails it jlade 2>
sty 5 S5 03 S 5501 el i Bk 1y 2 S
355 3lme Jilax 5l a5 Lad S e pl 4 45 5 05 (oS
S oslizal b 5 ol 5 oy el a5 (il a8l o 28
Cendly b ol slacl sz Lol e (S g Ll
ont o) 0 Ol Ste s gy Jods e 4 il wial g s
53l il b | o5 sbasd dlss s S ailsdsm
(Tabesh et 5,5 1,8 4z 555,50 gl 5l (25,5 (2 5o 8
al., 2002)

=3 30lad g ddal, 48 (Sdssue s iy, onl
e (S gsans Jolow oS B 1) e S5l (25 5
ol Vs lan S8 s sl Lt = s bl 5 e i€ LS

VWWAY Jlu o8 ol Y4 5,5



dx.doi.org/10.22093/wwj.2017.94520.2470

el 55 o o

L5, EPANET2.0 )\,-_élrﬁ' Sl eslinul s g 50 ghs S jL2d
43 (Chandramouli and Malleswararao, 2011) coulsui
oz St b K S slazel S LB YV F L
23,30 o o2 5 Lol awys Lulul L, EPANET-emitter L2
.(Abunada et al., 2014) coul suds 4wl s

S Sl slazel bl o) 4 2> gy o
S (S samn sbozel Sl 0T Sl oy 5 T s
S gladd ) onnSs Jlaxsl 5525 L (g5laad S o s
Oty gLEe s 0 ad el (bl 608 Ol ()
J_Esjé&:a_ws.&6\&ﬁ)bﬁb)‘b))‘\jﬁ&ﬁ)bﬁw)j
Jd SO eSS Gl 58S S s il il b S
garilysg>y sobdd onss pllslusy Jlasl wslsl Gl
3&A6uaj_<JLaslruJL¢:;\Li\,;g$j);@\OiM
.zg@ywoﬁud\:ajAg&Lﬁbc&\azfjdﬂ
SlSe 5 (SIgsun slazel C bl tass opl 5o skt opl @
G a3 onl 53 orimed (L3S N3 550 (Gl O 0w
ol oled o e laad i 5laa s shtee
s slgiy Lz s adal, ulul ;s EPANET-IMNO
adeals w5 VAAA JL s o, LS s Wagner L g
Sd SOl slazel B o gb en (Wanger et al., 1998)
DNA I3l U 9590 6J_:§r.:.¢_.43 slalsses Jigy bl 5
oSV 5 e LSt Gl NRA I3l 55 37 b oSt 6l
3 g St (Sl sbozel Cobl 4ot 4l
O ol a8t Sgpamm slazel B of &l 51
5 il O 1238 S 93 G55 oS 353 e gl
5 Sdsane 2l slazel LB Coly s i Ll e
) sl ot 3.8 (sl 053 5 SlSo

DI TBRA

S Sl 3Lzl EblB sl )Y

5388 S (Sl sbazel e B 5 152l LS oLl
€l lats,wla S 15 bsolssse ilise glatags
S ol v Jlesl oSt IS (SIS slazel ClblB 4l
Bl 52l b 15 G 2o o, S S5 4 e s S

Journal of Water and Wastewater

oo dar w28 oy e sl e 3
&l g5 St bzl < LlB (El-Jumaily and Radi, 2005)
&304 EPANET2.0 Lol o e sluand 5laslizal L
A U G (Sl oS Jlozst s b 5 (Sl

(Al-Zahrani and Laiq Syed, 2005, <ulsui oU5,l

Gavrila et al., 2013)

el J ElS 51 S5 o b gleted L e o
LLIMS L 5 asl Bl las 51 2SS 5Lis S 5,50
i oo S o S 5l ke St K3
pas 3 o ol Sl oslinal U 5 g on a8 S i s aicaS
o i adais s 5 el S8 slazel LB Jgad
o),_ggr_wbumﬁﬁjl_w«,,:j\ sslizal ey
St Slolinnl b 3l gl oy s el (Sl fls
Couload O, b o ey 6l i3 Cans daits HLi8 5 g
ssbied am slaJLs s (Yannopoulos and Spiliotis, 2013)
Sl sln 63,8055 00 32 S S slezel 2 LB 4l
Sl s Gl (25 o taes BB DT CoaS 5 iS5 (2 5
Slwand 31l Sza s ol (Ataouni and Ermini, 2014)
S s ges salial St S gae s ol L, o
3l b 505 0l Sty s €] ids o 5 il 5 el
G a3l Ly 4 (Sl o O 500 5L28 s
(Shirzad and Tabesh, s xsls 5 S slazel LB ¢l o
525 slezel bl (a3 ls g5 (S5 o Kiw g3 ol 2016)
b 8 ks s WS slezel Sl ol gea | gl slazel ol
bl 5 o8 Gl el wo s Lulad Ly o S slezel oL
RGIU PV U TP S S - LI BV U R St PUN B e

ol e OB A e b aSs (S slezel 2 LB
55 BPANET2.0 5lusd Uy thin 36 5 &) oty b )
bl s (Geem, 2015) ol e S 51,8 s,
38 o sl s O s e o b (SIssae slezel
5,50 EPANET2.0 slols o e jlwacd 5laslezal b 50
X\ JLs s (Dini et al., 2016) ¢l a8 5 1,8 LU 5

deo s gl 9d Cu pae GUQJMQ@jJM)L&D‘%G

! Minimum Cut Set
? Inclusion-Exclusion Principal

Vol. 29, No. 6, 2019

VWAY Jlo 8 oled ¥4 553



1

dx.doi.org/10.22093/ww;j.2017.94520.2470

b el ol o 4 0, 5oe 3,510

05 el 5 BB s 2555 GBI S de o Slespus b
gl 2 GG (5393 g Spaal sl sad 2 Al
2 s o) didzme ol 5ls e S 1 (SU Ly
it ols s 5 JlS 5 bar YV + JL s Terruggia iy
(Terruggia, 2010) !

23 (29393 6;—:§r-:°—-45 slaslssed 2oy 2wl
srBins ity ol 53 St LS saiel Ckl L
L it T 5 4ot IS Sl slazel S LB el
adox 51 eslaz r-f-u)ﬁ\ )3l ed g 68 sl o
Sl Losls god s, Sl eslinal L oS o Le 153l 5
Sl 5l amlxe | S (SO slazel B g 5055
b a2 U5 5315 ol (Xing, 2008) <ol DNA
S et g ls 15 ST b gl Kol slazsl
somai B S s 53 S as aal 5 oLzl NRA 50 )
(Bobbio et al., 2008) =l 31u50l

S soae slael Sl anlowe -Y-Y
bl 5 YU e 5 b S e (sl s sl b 781
i g 5 e 93,5 53531 2 (512 e3¥ b ,s  (SSS sl
5l Sl (Sssas slasel Cohl plos S T 55 S8
&;».:.L’E )ﬁj) 93 A (Ostfeld, 2012) ))‘) JS.‘:.?! or
wsls 1y a5 slaos ame 5 Ll (Sdgsae 5 (Sl slexel
oLt I rp—e Sl 53 SaS L, Sos) 95 opl S5
syl 350 s slaxel

O 3551 s e ey ol > (Sds e slezel C LB
Sl il s r@wg\ ooll ol a0 2 S slolis
Sleslizul U O 235 S 3lmdine « S Lozl
i ey o i 03 S boles oy aal 3 Clie Slead
4.._»'[;;& JM 45@5‘}0 BL) )L.i.é » &AJ’L»% j‘ bb\.é.:.w\ %
ol (65850 el S slezel S8

3 U8 oS ol sl galise Jlad— s Lalgy 56l a b
B sz 350 S ol 5 Llse b Laily ol 5l eslizl
s g3 daly; ulwsd (i slael o2 O gon 5 2,5
j)b):_.ﬁ .M}J@M@mjmjw—d) ‘h.:‘jj

Journal of Water and Wastewater

Vol. 29, No. 6, 2019

Lo lee, S aer Sl ol Jlasl oSt SOl slazel o8
e S Al sy Jila> OIS sLas S 5l (gl goma 5
e s LaaSd O, S sl bl s KuSi b oo Shee
B s Sl e 4 gl sl 2 SO slezel S8
G sV L s, S ol 348545 &1,1G= (V,E) &I §
I 53" o Lael Qb s 5d 0 onls (WG E L e
OIS s sberan 258 a8 oy BB 2" 55 Ses
O Cgr g slal S il Cux g by e wls e
S e Jos 48, bSG Jlscg Sl S b g s0
)‘ua;wbuj‘jdjbgonﬁf &udd\néb&.}d\ﬁ

el el ) S5 5 g 43 e 8,05

Source
node

Fig. 1. Directed network graph with four nodes
GbS ot 5 STL I OIS - S

bass SOl slazel bl U550 6l alise sl g,
S olazel B (g5le 5 (6 m Lo ptns 533515 3525
o 5o 3 il Joe Wl 508 S8 JS e phe S 008
S o e o Scieas slazel Sl 5l &S slazel C LB
(s ¢ guas S 038 Jos A5 g5l 0 6“["“'“"-” BRI
SO ST slazel a5l S sleel LB 5wl o LS5
Sl i |52l
uiﬁ)‘l-“’u:ﬁ)(;i“‘—l-@j\ 4l >Hﬁo_i_ﬂ_<»ol_¢:.c\¢ﬁ.13l3
S G B0 L 5SS 03 (529393 S S el 5l sl
Sl o

%l:uw)jwb\45@353)6;@6\&)\))“&3)
asls olis Lg\_:.:ﬁj_z‘aj_z U9 O_i\Jae&:..iL;{:iKn slozel

.sjﬁ.o.c6Lgnﬂu&3)w\)>.@\uﬁ4i}qﬁ4§¢.i¢5)od\ﬁ

VWWAY Jlu o8 ol Y4 5,5



dx.doi.org/10.22093/wwj.2017.94520.2470

R P G
el oS 5 Ol S ry

Sles sl 31 SSb s o (e Ol i3 AV (4, t + AL)
syt Jols ¥ dslas 5b Sl So

AV;(t, t + At) = At X g;(b) (Y)
Dlas oyl o S
Nz bs 05 22 0l Qi) 5 55 5550 SlasosLAL
jébjjjwbo‘ﬁw\:;npj))).@\)_ﬁi)J‘,_AAS_ZU
il 5 il sy Gl o3L b 5o U5 (255
0595 0L s g 55 O 25 o5 ans e 2L EPANET2.0
o ool s s Sl ks col See S o Yo ol Sles
il S aalan sl sy Slasesly slml s las
s 54l U by o oF L2l 4 3B EPANET2.0
G35 ssbn Glasesl 5o Dl Ol s s opl oo clia
Slasie 5] Caws 4 5 calin S Ll bl
Sls i slezel Sl ol 5 g0 > o pl 55 Kt (S5
¥ oVslao b golae |y st a0 5 2,5 slolis s sl

b).u' w[;m f 9
demand Q?X !
— i
HR;¢ =3 ()
it
i s S s ><1‘1Ri,tdemalnd

Hthemand —

T s S s ()

SVslen ol g3 S
L;{;Jjj-’-—;-b slezel CA:.,L:G R Hthemand B HRi’tdemand
i (o S oy B o el Ty s K JS 51 S
Lol st oley p3ie, S5l (29,5 o5 oS Qrt s QY
o, S sl N JF slas s oiman i t olaj o058
HR ™M Jlaie ¥ adslan s asbion OF s 2 Lol
e il e Lol ol s Sssa sbazel C bl olos
WSl IS5 G kel 4z e il e i S Sho
3 2050 Lol 03,8 5550 s K2 VL CllB sl

Journal of Water and Wastewater

st 330 1y 5Lad — s Galosa Lly, Y VY Lo s ol s
Lt — sl e g0 Lals (s 5148 whhols Lt asls 13
i YA Il s 0, e 5 S5l b g5 o slgiiy
el sl 2yl Gl L L s
{Shirzad et al., 2013)

S (e sl S R iy ol 5o sl ol
ol 5hesliral U s a8, 55 & 5o EPANET-IMNO
ol 4o Visual Studio lae 53V AAA JLs s o), 5 Sl
5 gadands Y s s SIL Gl €7 s asls
EPANET-IMNO 5, (He et al., 2016) &b 3 | 8 sslazal
SUlgalasly Ol SO G o, B LSS 4L S
03,5085 555 (6 3luaned 53 3,8 EhB men 5 YL o) S
L ol oo S ol 5l oslizal b patzen wls 15 (Sleal
sl ol S g5l s - s il Ll
EPANET- 5Luard 48 8 osls olis Y\ 8 Lo s dnssy
soole Ll s s Spsacs 3luand o Uls s GIMNO
] sk S S Jdos S ol 3B Slssls 1) gsle 2
(He etal., 2016) sas rl;g\ Cadid o

sk s o S sl o5 QI 5 Y s s
el (2 S o s 40 (2 QY tzn IS5 sl ki + 1
A 8 aBly o295 QP SLad - s adal Lsas
oLty o 8 Slolis ws, eis flagl (IS5 cpl s 5 sb e

min max

S a2 S (95 oml s Yo as QT 5 QI aes e
st oo ag®
o ol 5l - B2 St 03 28 555 i w5 5o
293 2 0Ll us 0 S SLid 5 o255 s nalie 3 S
dalas b 55 8Kl 5355250 GLSSU 5o Ol 515 0l (Sl

YW C)La\ \

o AV (4 t+At)
Hi(t-l-At) _Hl(t)+—A(t) (\)
dsleo ol s S

At 5t ol i Kb s O 5,5 Hi(t+ At 5 H;(b)

! Extended Period Simulation

Vol. 29, No. 6, 2019

VWAY Jlo 8 oled ¥4 553



dx.doi.org/10.22093/ww;j.2017.94520.2470

b el ol o 4 0, 5oe 3,510

Ty

adgl a5 ld

Vv

IS5 oy les =k=1

Vs

S s BB (o ol i,

P 6[.&:; ok yles =1=1

v

*

EPANET2.0 ,i 31 p 5 sl !

v

Q' = PDR(Q;*",p:)

out _ navl
[\

daly Gk gl S (25 (o0 dle
A 3550 5l2d ey

f lagl.(k):O

ok

max — pout
i i

0 A

L r XL

min Hmax

= (ma int ain)

(k)
QM < Q,

o

in _ t
rin = o

A

=
f?ut > Qimax
St
(k)2
Q(k+1) = omax _ M Q(k+1) Qi(k) + qu[
i - t . =—
l 2% (@ - 0 i 2

out min
P <Q

M

(k) iny2
min _ (Ql — an)

Q(k+1) _
Get) _ gmin _ o — R0 )
l 2x (0 — e

—_——m— e m e e === ===

1=1+1 s

i=

- — = = = —— = = —————

ok
N?

b s B8 sk, by

N

A= abs(Q - %)
A= max(4;)

ot

s k=k+1

A< &

Fig. 2. Schematic diagram of EPANET-IMNO algorithm proposed by He et al. 2016
Y+\% JL s Heetal. L EPANET-IMNO o ;S -Y JSCs

Journal of Water and Wastewater

Vol. 29, No. 6, 2019

VWWAY Jlu o8 ol Y4 5,5



dx.doi.org/10.22093/ww;j.2017.94520.2470

el oS 5 Ol iU ry

YIS OF sy s sl S Slasia ) Jyan

Table 1. Nodal characteristics of the water
distribution network for figure 3

Node Nodal elevation N0('lal demand
(cubic meters per
number (m)
hour)
1 160 0
2 125 26
3 120 26
4 120 54
5 121 26
6 110 72
7 116 26
8 117 26
9 115 72
10 110 72
11 111 54
12 110 72
13 105 72
14 110 26
15 114 72
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Fig. 3. Branched water distribution network
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a) First scenario b) Second scenario ¢) Third scenario
Fig. 4. Three different scenarios used for the evaluation of the reliability of water distribution network shown in Figure 3
T UK OF s o8 slazed Sl ol 5 skate 4 il (5 5l 4 - JSCS

M&ﬁb)buJ>QJJW\%@@w@.B—Y ‘JJJ’

Table 2. Results of the network's reliability calculation under the three different scenarios

Hydraulic and mechanical Hydraulic and mechanical Hydraulic and mechanical
reliability reliability reliability
Node (First scenario) (Second scenario) (Third scenario)

Hydraulic Mechanical Hydraulic Mechanical Hydraulic Mechanical

2 0.994 0.9025 0.981 0.945 0.979 0.99
3 0.978 0.9025 0.916 0.995 0.93 0.995
4 0.962 0.95 1 0.995 1 0.995
5 0.899 0.9025 1 0.945 0.882 0.99
6 0.909 0.8574 0.959 0.898 1 0.94
7 0.973 0.8574 0.923 0.937 0.36 0.99
8 0.872 0.8574 0.89 0.937 0.91 0.983
9 0.905 0.8145 0.887 0.89 0.912 0.976
10 0.87 0.8145 0.952 0.89 0.974 0.976
11 0.937 0.7738 0.942 0.845 0.973 0.927
12 0.926 0.7738 0.973 0.845 1 0.973
13 0.952 0.8145 1 0.932 1 0.98
14 1 0.7738 0.939 0.932 0.966 0.982
15 0.919 0.7738 0.921 0.886 0.928 0.931
Integrated reliability 0.787 0.873 0.931
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Table 3. Results for the network's reliability calculation displayed in Figure 5 under different scenarios

Reliability Hydraulic Mechanical Hydraulic Mechanical Hydraulic Mechanical HydraulicMechanicalHydraulicMechanicalHydraulicMechanical
Node 1* scenario 2" scenario 3" scenario 4™ scenario 5™ scenario 6™ scenario
2 0.654 0.8946 1 0.945 1 0.9426 1 0.9448 1 0.9465 1 0.9465
3 0.71 0.8944 0.579 0.8944 0.998 0.94 0.999 09421 0.999 0.94 1 0.9421
4 1 0.9032 1 0.9448 1 0.9426 1 0.9448 1 0.9465 1 0.9465
5 0.773 0.899 0.998 0.9446 0.946 0.942 0.999  0.9445 1 0.9463 1 0.9465
6 0.708 0.898 0.612 0.94 0.817 0.9417 0.877 0.944 0.705 0.9376 0.887  0.9421
7 0.959 0.899 0.999 0.9422 1 0.94 1 0.899 1 0.9439 1 0.9421
8 0.777 0.899 0.785 0.944 0.824 0.9417 0.557 0.94 0.863  0.9475 0979  0.9421
9 0.445 0.896 0.424 0.9398 0.495 0.9395 0.506 09399 0456 09395 0.391 0.8964
I::lf:g:{ﬁ; 0.7532 0.8979 0.7998 0.9369 0.8815 0.9413 0.8676  0.9374 0.8779 0.9432 0.9072 0.9380
Integrated 0.6763 0.7493 0.8298 0.8133 0.8280 0.8509
reliability
Node 7™ scenario 8™ scenario 9™ scenario 10™ scenario 11" scenario 12™ scenario
2 1 0.9032 1 0.9425 1 0.9448 1 0.9465 1 0.9465 1 0.9448
3 0.966 0.8989 1 0.94 1 0.8988 1 0.9421 1 0.9439  0.995 0.9421
4 0.601 0.8945 1 0.9425 1 0.9447 1 0.9465 1 0.9465 1 0.9448
5 0.719 0.8989 0.979 0.9420 0.999 0.9445 1 0.9465 1 0.9463  0.999 0.9445
6 0.72 0.8987 0.857 0.9417 0.559 0.94 0.981 0.9421 0.897 09457 0.811 0.9439
7 0.729 0.849 1 0.9399 1 0.9421 1 0.9421 0.999 0.9399 0502  0.8943
8 0.646 0.8983 0.818 0.9417 0.824 0.9439 0.87 0.9421 0.69 0.9376  0.493 0.94
9 0.487 0.8964 0.482 0.9395 0.488 0.9398 0.404 0.8964 0.487 0.9395 0.45 0.9398
Ilii;;)?{ikt; 0.7313 0.8979 0.8921 0.9413 0.8589 0.9373 0.907 09380 0.8943 0.9432 0.7813 0.9396
Integrated 0.6566 0.8397 0.805 0.8508 0.8435 0.732
reliability
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