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Tab.1 Mishap risk assessment values
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Tab.2 quantitative index of system safety assessment in aircraft level
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Fig.2  System safety assessment index in Fig.3 Functional fault tree

aircraft level (unit: per flight hour)
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Tab.3  Failure modes and failure probability
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System Safety Index Analysis in Aircraft Level

ZONG Shu - ning' ,DUANMU Jing — shun' , WANG Qing' ,ZHAO Rui - xian’ , WANG Jian — hua’
(1. Engineering Institute , Air Force Engineering University, Xi'an 710038 , China;2. Beijing Aeronautical Technol—
ogy Research Center,Beijing 100076 , China )

Abstract ; System safety index in aircraft level is analyzed to solve the problem of index selection and quantization in
this paper. The flaws of the safety parameter application in system safety analysis are indicated through the analysis
and comparison of domestic safety parameters. Based on characteristic of system safety, the requirment and dimen—
sionality of index are proposed. Using the experience on system safety assessment of foreign countries for reference ,
and considering reliability, methods to select and quantify safety index in aircraft level is started, and one example
is given to illustrate when and how to apply safety index. Research shows, combining safety and reliability, selec—
ting indexes having effect on aircraft safety to conduct system safety assessment in aircraft level, can be a practical
and reasonable way to solve problems of traditional safety parameters such as the difficulty of quantification and in—
applicability.

Keywords : aircraft; aircraft Level ; system safety indexes; system safety assessment



