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Research on Several Key Problems of Individual Aircraft Fatigue Life
Monitoring for Aircraft Structure
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Abstract: The life of aircraft structure depends on its manipulating methods, and individual aircraft fatigue life monitoring is
an effective way to reflect the difference. Based on the theory of flight data monitoring, the influences of different sample rate and
different threshold were analyzed in detail by considering its efficiency and precision, and the sample rate and threshold for certain
aircraft were proposed. The influence of different suspension weights on calculation result of damage was discussed. The purpose
was to provide theoretical basis for individual aircraft fatigue life monitoring.
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Fig. 1 The contrast of different sample rates
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Table 1 The sample rate and computational efficiency of the

main parameters
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Fig. 2 Individual aircraft damage results for different sample rates
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Table 2 Individual aircraft damage for different thresholds
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Fig. 3 The damage errors for different thresholds
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Fig. 4 The relationship between suspension weights and take—off

/landing times
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Fig. 6 Process diagram of the shovel slot in grain umbrella disc
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Fig. 7 Mesh division of the shovel slot in grain umbrella dise
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Table 2 The contrast of Von—Mises stress and strain before and

after restoration
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