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ABSTRACT: Aiming at the characteristics of high randomness, fuzziness and uncertainty in the process of fault level
evaluation of wheeled equipment performance qualification tests, the work aims to propose a method for fault level
evaluation of wheeled equipment based on a cloud model. First of all, according to the requirements of actual combat as-
sessment and the characteristics of performance appraisal tests, a fault rating index system of wheeled equipment was es-
tablished from three perspectives of “equipment”, “safety” and “operation”. Secondly, the G1 method was used to deter-
mine the index weight, a cloud model was introduced to integrate qualitative and quantitative indexes, and membership
degree was used to determine the final grade. At last, a fault classification cloud model was used to evaluate and analyze
the two types of equipment faults. The results showed that the cloud droplet span could effectively represent the random-
ness of the scoring process, and the cloud droplet thickness could truly reflect the fuzziness and uncertainty of the evalua-
tion results, and the evaluation results were consistent with the reality. The method is feasible and applicable for the fault
level evaluation of the performance qualification test of wheeled equipment, and has certain reference significance and
popul arization values.
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Tab.3 Fault classification standard and digital characteristics of cloud model
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Fig.2 Fault level evaluation process of wheeled equipment based on cloud model
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Tab.4 Index weight and fault score
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Tab.5 Numerical characteristics of index cloud model
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