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ABSTRACT

This report presents a model for the computation of heavy-
duty parachute system reliability based on the reliability of
the individual components and sub-components of the system and
the operdtional reliability of the system as a whole. The
model is applicable to the estimation of system reliability in
field use; it can be applied at any desired phase in the develop-
ment of the system.

Methods of selecting the applicable terms for the model
for a specific parachute system, and the details of computa-
tion of component reliability values from various types of
field use, laboratory test, and engineering data to a pre-
selected confidence coefficient are presented. A worked ex-
ample of a reliability analysis of a hypothetical parachute
system is used to illustrate the application of the method.

Numerical results of reliability analyses of parachute
packing, reefing line cutter performance, and some solid fabric
canopies, and data’on parachute materials strength tests usable
in the analysis are included. The mathematical derivation of
the reliability methodology is presented in an appendix.

PUBLICATION REVIEW

This report has been reviewed and is approved.

W ‘
GEORGE A.“SOLT, JR. ‘
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SECTION 1
INTRODUCTION

The study upon which this report is based was undertaken
to develop a method for determining the reliability of heavy-
duty parachute systems. The method of reliability analysis
resulting from this work is intended for use as a tool of the
parachute design and development agency. Within the framework
established by the project directives, the study is pointed
toward the assessment of the reliability of the fully developed
parachute system in its field use application.

The first portion of this report deals with the develop-
ment of a reliability concept applicable to the evaluation of
parachute performance. This is followed by discussions of the
reliability model developed, means of applying the model to
specific parachute systems, and the methods for evaluating the
individual terms in the model. The method of application of
the model to the analysis of the reliability of a parachute
system is illustrated by a worked example, using a hypothetical
parachute system. Numerical data on observed failure rates and
the results of reliability analyses of specific parachute com-
ponents, data on parachute materials strength, and a detailed
discussion of the mathematical methods developed are presented
in three appendixes.

The term '"reliability' is used in this report in its com-
monly accepted sense: it refers to an inverse measure of the
expected failure rate, that is, to the figure obtained by sub-
tracting the expected rate of failure of a system from unity.
The important concept here is the use of the term "expected"
rate of failure'". The calculated reliability of a system
cannot be used to forecast, on an absolute basis, the perform-
ance of a single example of that system in a single use. It
gives the '"odds'", but does not foretell the result of any
single event. It refers to the rate of successful uses to be
expected when a large number of identical systems &re used,
or when a given system is used a large number of times, although
in the case of the single-use parachute systems considered here,
the former statement is the applicable one.

Manuscript released by the Authors 30 June 1960 for publication
as a WADD Technical Report.
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The rationale used in developing the reliability model in
this study assumes that the parachute system is to be evaluated
after (1) it has been through its preliminary design stages,

(2) a minimum number of models have been built and tested, (3)
the results of these testshave been evaluated, and necessary
design changes made, (4) modified models have been fabricated
and tested, design faults found have been corrected, and revised
models tested until the design can be finalized, and (5) a
limited number of final models are fabricated and tested to
demonstrate the adequacy of the final design.

Because of these assumptions, the reliability model pre-
sented is most useful in forecasting the performance of the
parachute system after the development process is completed.

" The type of development process assumed will ''shake out'" major
design errors, both in materials choice and component arrange--
ment. Thus, the factors which contribute to "unreliability"
in the final parachute design will be due to '"chance' human
and material deficiencies, and hence will be susceptible to
probability analyses.

The reliability of a parachute system in field use must
be relatively high; since the factors which tend to reduce
reliability are found and corrected during development, the
reliability trend during the development process must be one
of continuous increase. Thus, while the application of any
reliability model to the determination of system reliability
at any intermediate phase in the development process is pos-
sible, the value of the results so obtained will be only
transitory.

For these reasons, the reliability model developed in
this study has been pointed primarily at the determination of
the performance of the final product of the parachute system
design process. It may be used to forecast this final reli-
ability at any stage in the development. The confidence which
may be placed in the accuracy of the reliability calculated,
of course, will be greater as the development process pro-
gresses and more information on the system is available for
the evaluation of the model. .

The parachute system reliability model presented in this
report is completely general, and can be applied to any type
of parachute system. However, in the development of the data
necessary to apply it, this study has been pointed specifically
toward the evaluation of heavy-duty parachute system reliabil-
ity. Thus, to use the model to evaluate the reliability of
other types of parachute systems, it will be necessary to
develop additional data, chiefly on the performance of the
system components and the materials used in their fabrication.
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In addition, it will be necessary to introduce a "wear out”
factor for those systems in which the parachutes may be sub-
jected to repeated use,
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SECTION 2
APPLICATION OF RELIABILITY CONCEPT TO PARACHUTE SYSTEMS

In the development of a reliability model for a parachute
system, it is necessary to choose, within rather narrow limits,
the boundaries defining the system, the use conditions under
which its reliability will be considered, and the measures of
success in the parachute mission. In the first place, it is
necessary to know the exact points in the rather complex
sequence of parachute system operation at which the reliabil-
ity computations begin to apply and that point at which they
cease to apply. Further, if the reliability statement com-
puted is to be meaningful, it is necessary to specify the
limits of applicability of the system with respect to the
physical conditions of use: deployment speed and altitude,
load, aircraft maneuvers, etc. Finally, a definition of suc-
cess or failure of the parachute mission is necessary as a
yardstick upon which to base the computation of system relia-
bility.

2.1 Limits of Applicability

In the application of the generalized reliability model
developed in this study to the specific problem of the heavy-
duty parachute system, the parachute system performance has
been considered from the start of its deployment to the
instant of touchdown (or upon reaching its equilibrium veloc-
ity). Thus, the operation of the device which releases the
parachute from the aircraft, and the nperation of the ground
disconnect device, if any, are not considered in the study of
the reliability of the parachute system.

Further, in those cases in which the parachute is deployed-
automatically from a compartment in the load, the study does
not consider the design of the parachute compartment, nor of
the explosive-operated or other device which effects the open-
ing of this compartment so that parachute deployment may be
initiated.

The above are the system boundaries specified for this
study by project directives. If desired, the reliability
model can readily be expanded to include other aspects of the
parachute system use, including the pre-release operations in
the aircraft and the process of touchdown and canopy discon-
nect where applicable.

WADD TR 60-200 4



In assessing the reliability of any system, it is neces-
sary to define the conditions of system use under which the
reliability is to be computed. Thus, in the consideration of
a parachute system, maximum load, maximum deployment speed,
minimum (and possibly maximum) altitude, allowable aircraft
maneuvers, and other factors, under certain conditions, must
be defined in order to provide a basis for the computations.
If the parachute system is used under less severe conditions,
its reliability may, and probably will, be higher than when
in use under maximum allowable stress. If it is used under
more severe conditions, the reliability will probably decrease
as the severity of the use increases, to a point at which the
system fails so frequently as to be unusable.

Thus, any reliability figures which may be developed as
a result of the work described herein should be regarded as
an indication of the performance of a system when it is used
under its design conditions. 1If the conditions of use are
less severe than those upon which the calculations are based,
the figures may be regarded as minimum reliability. In the
case of system use beyond the design limits, the reliability
computations based on design limits will not apply.

One additional set of factors which affect the reliabil-
ity of parachute systems, to some extent at least, are the
atmospheric conditions under which they are used. Rain, snow,
gusts (both horizontal and vertical) and other meteorological
phenomena undoubtedly have some effect on the success of para-
chute missions during which they occur. However, if such
factors were included in a reliability model designed for
routine use in forecasting parachute system performance on a
world-wide basis, they would complicate the computational
process to the point at which the utility of the method would
become open to question. Consequently, consideration of the
effects of weather conditions upon parachute reliability has
been omitted in this study, although the general model developed
can be wed to calculate their effect if adequate data and
computational effort can be made available.

2.2 Measures of Success

In order to apply the concept of reliability to the use
of a specific parachute mission, it is necessary to have a firm
definition of success, and hence of '"failure'", of the mission.
Obviously, for parachute use in general, the measure of suc-
cess is the safe delivery of the load to the desired point.
This, however, is not an adequate definition for the purposes
of this study; two questions arise: (1) What is '"safe delivery"
in the use of a heavy-duty parachute system in delivering a
weapon? and (2) How close to the aim point must the load touch
down?

WADD TR 60-200 5



For the usual type of cargo parachute use, these questions
are related. Safe delivery depends on the rate of descent
being within certain limits, and the trajectory of the system
depends on the rate of descent. 1In the case of the heavy-duty
parachute system, the problem of safe delivery is really one
of meeting trajectory requirements. Since the type of load
delivered may not require pin-point accuracy, there is usually
more or less of a range of descent rates which will result in
adequate system.performance.

In order to avoid the complexities of calculating the
effects of various possible types of events during the deploy-
ment of the parachute system on the descent rate and landing
point, a somewhat different approach to the definition of a
successful heavy-duty parachute system mission has been taken
herein. For the purposes of evaluation of the reliability
model, a parachute failure is defined as the failure of any
portion of the parachute construction which will cause an
unsuccessful drop, or as a use in which the parachute packing
process was improperly performed, so that the parachute deploys
in such a manner as to cause failure of the mission,

There are two requirements for the use of this type of
criterion of mission success: first, it is necessary to
evaluate human performance in parachute packing, and second,
it is necessary for the agency doing the evaluation to estab-
lish its own criteria of what constitutes failure of the
specific parachute system under evaluation.

The first of these problems has been met by a statistical
study of the parachute packing failure rate for various types
of systems. The second involves no major complications. The
evaluation of parachute system reliability is basically an
engineering problem, and requires that the engineer understand
the operation and construction of the system. Thus, he is in
the best position to determine which portions of the construc-
tion are critical in the success of the system, and to choose
his failure criteria accordingly. Failure criteria chosen in
this manner are tailored for the specific parachute system
under evaluation; they will undoubtedly produce better results
than a rigid set of failure criteria set up for application to
all possible parachute systems.

2.3 Summary

The reliability model developed in-this study is appli-
cable to the evaluation of the overall expected rate of suc-
cessful use of a heavy-duty parachute system, within the
framework of the definition of success established by the
evaluating agency, under the following conditions:
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1. Only the parachute system itself is evaluated
(deployment initiation devices and ground dis-
connects are excluded).

2. The parachute system is used within its design
limits.

3. The parachute system is a single-use system.
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SECTION 3
DEVELOPMENT OF THE RELIABILITY MODEL

There are a number of approaches which may be taken to
the determination of the reliability of various types of sys-
tems; a considgrable volume of material has been published on
the subject.lL_/ However, most of the work in the field of
reliability has been pointed specifically toward the problems
of electronic circuitry, or similarly complex systems, in which
the mode of failure is primarily time-based. Thus, the reli-
ability of an electronic circuit is principally a measure of
the probability of its successful operation for a given period
of time.

Heavy-duty parachute systems, on the other hand, are only
required to operate once, and from a practical viewpoint, are
likely to fail (within the framework of the definition of
failure outlined in the previous section) only during the
deployment and opening process., Thus, time-based reliability
models, based on testing equipment to failure or Bo a specific
number of cycles of usage (the life test approach,/) do not
generally apply to the present problen.

There are other means of determining the reliability of
systems which may be applicable to heavy-duty parachute sys-
tems. In general, these are based on trials of a number of
systems (or the components of systems), rather than repeated
or continuous trials of the same system or small groups of
systems. Some of these methods are discussed below.

3.1 Overall Reliability Approach

The least complex approach to the study of the reliabil-
ity of a single-use system consists of testing a number of
systems to determine the failure rate of the sample, and pro-
jecting this rate, with allowance for an adequate confidence
coefficient, as the failure rate of all systems made to the
same specifications. In the application of this approach to
heavy-duty parachute systems there are two possible results
to each test: pass or fail. Thus, the failure rate is binom-
ially distributed, and the reliability of the system (failure
rate subtracted from 9nity) can be calculated readily from the
sample test results.%

WADD TR 60-200 8



In presenting the failure rate (or the reliability) cal-
culated in this manner, good statistical practice requires
that two figures be given, the computed expected failure rate
and the confidence coefficient of this rate, for example:

"An expected failure rate of 0.001 (or a re11ab111ty of 0.999)
at a 90% confidence coefficient." This statement may be
interpreted in the following manner: If a large number of sets
of samples are tested, it will be found that the reliability
of the systems in the sets will be 0,999 at least 90% of the
time.

The reasoning behind the formulation of the reliability
or failure rate statement in this manner is based on the fact
that the statement made is applied to all the systems con-
structed (or to be constructed) to the given specification, -
while only a portion of the total number manufactured (or to
be manufactured) were actually used in the test. Thus, the
reservation about the calculated reliability stated in the
confidence coefficient allows for the fact that, by accident,
the proportion of failures in the sample tested may not be
completely representative of the proportion of failures which
will occur when all the systems manufactured are used.

In calculating system reliability by this method from a
given series of test results, the confidence coefficient used
must be selected by the evaluating agency. Any desired con-
fidence coefficient may be used in the calculation, although
in practice the choice of a 100% level will not give meaning-
ful results for reasons discussed below. In the choice of a
confidence coefficient for the calculations, it must be
realized that the higher the confidence coefficient used; the
lower the reliability (or the higher the failure rate), and
vice versa. This is illustrated in Figure 1, which presents
two sets of curves for the same series of tests, one for a
90% confidence coefficient and the other for 99% confidence.
It can be seen that the reliability calculated at the lower
confidence coefficient will be greater than that calculated
at the higher coefficient, although the two values tend to
become closer with a large number of tests.

The choice of a confidence coefficient for reliability
calculations in practical cases tends to be dictated by the
amount of test data available for study. Unless the test
data can be obtained from trials of the system made for pur-
poses other than reliability testing, the cost of doing the
testing is probably the controlling factor in the choice of
confidence coefficient. Figure 2 is a generalized plot of
the relative cost of reliability testing versus the confidence
coefficient. It can be seen that the major increase in cost
begins at about the 90% confidence coefficient, and that by
working at this level, the evaluating agency gets the greatest

WADD TR 60-200 9
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return for the amount of money spent. Obviously, 100% confi-
dence has no real meaning in this concept, since its achieve-
ment requires an infinite number of tests. That is, to
achieve 100% confidence in a reliability statement requires
knowledge of the results of every use of the system, includ-
ing advance knowledge of future uses.

When the problem of determining the reliability of heavy-
duty parachute systems is considered, from a confidence co-
efficient viewpoint, the information presented in Figure 1
becomes the key issue. Even if no failures whatsoever are
encountered in testing, over twenty systems must be tested to
be sure of 0.9 reliability at a 90% confidence coefficient.
If assurance of 0.98 reliability is desired at a 90% confi-
dence coefficient, about 100 systems must be tested without
failure. If greater confidence in the results is desired,
e.g. 99%, about 50 systems must be tested without failures
to assure 0.9 reliability; the testing of 100 systems will
assure only about 0.93 reliability.

If the reliability model is to be applied to a system
under development, to forecast its performance when it reaches
the field-use stage, it is doubtful whether adequate use data
would be available for such computations. The data needed
are the results of tests of the system in its final configu-
ration. Thus, data on development test series during which
the system configuration is changed to eliminate defects are
not applicable, both because of difference in the physical
make-up of the parachute system and because of possible dif-
ferences in the use conditions,

Use data on the final configuration of the system are
rarely available in any quantity, even at the end of the
development phase., Indeed, when the applications of the
heavy-duty parachute system are considered, it can be seen
that the generation of sufficient use data for the type of
reliability computation described above is very unlikely,
even after the system has been developed for field use.

For any item as complex and as expensive to test as a
heavy-duty parachute system, the number of tests required for
reliability computations by the method described above is
obviously excessive. By the use of sequential analysis,§;z/
the number of tests which must be performed for a given con-
fidence coefficient can be reduced tg gyme extent (under
certain conditions by as much as 50%2:Y/), but the amount of
testing required for this type of analysis is still quite
expensive,
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The applicability of this type of analysis to the heavy-~
duty parachute reliability problem comes in the study of indi-
vidual component reliability (see below), when certain components
of the heavy-duty system (e.g., reefing line cutters, solid
canopies) for which exiensive use data are available are also
used in other parachute systems.

3.2 Component Reliability Approach

The overall approach to system reliability discussed above
considers the parachute system as a unit, and measures its
reliability by measuring the performance of the whole systen.
The component approach to system reliability, on the other
hand, measures the reliability of each component of the systen,
and computes the reliability of the compliete system from the
reliability of its components and the operational reliability
of the combination of components. The advantage of the com-
ponent approach is that it can utilize laboratory test data,
engineering computations, or actual field use experience with
identical components in other systems to compute the reliabil-
ity of the complete system, without requiring extensive test-
ing of the entire system, '

3.2.1 Basic Concept

The basic mathematical model describing the component
reliability method is '

R-= Rp.Rc; ...Rc N
where ‘
R = System reliability
Rp = Operational reliability
RCl"'RCn = Reliability of individual components.

In this model, the term 'reliability' has its usual meaning,
R = (1-F), where F represents the failure rate.

The operatiocnal reliability term in this model represents
the rate of failure which can be expected because parachute
system components must function in a specific manner and in a
specific sequence during deployment and inflation of each of
the individual canopies in the system. The component terms,
on the other hand, represent the rate of failure which can be-
expected to result from inherent weaknesses of each of the
components of the system. Together, these have been taken as
the total significant causes of failure in a parachute systemn.
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3.2.2 Data Required

To use the above model in a practical evaluation of para-
chute reliability, it is necessary to develop methods of eval-
uating the specific terms in the model.

Actually, there are two types of terms to be evaluated,
those representing the reliability of the individual parts of
the system (the number of terms required, of course, will de-
pend on the characteristics of the system being studied --
see next section) and the term which represents the reliability
of the operation of these parts as a system.

3.2.2.1 Component Terms. In evaluating the component
reliability terms, three possible approaches to the calcula-
tion of the probability of failure of a given component have
been studied. The preferable method of calculation utilizes
test data on the component generated in its use in other para-
chute systems, or by deliberate testing, laboratory or field,
to provide a basis for calculation. The second type of calcu-
lation utilizes data on the stresses on various components of
the parachute system derived from instrumented drop tests and
data on the strength of the materials from which the component
is constructed to compute the probability of component failure.
The third, and least preferable, approach utilizes engineering
computations on the expected stresses on the various portions
of the component, together with the data on the strength of the
component materials, to compute the potential failure rate.

3.2.2.2 Operational Term. In developing a method for
evaluating the operational term, the parachute deployment pro-
cess was studied, considering the fact that the reliability
computations represent the performance of the parachute system
after a field test and redesign process which should correct
any avoidable operational difficulties. The results of this
work indicate that what are here called cperational failures,
in field use, will be caused by human error in the parachute
packing process, since the parachute development process-will
result in a product which will function properly if (1) it is
used under its design conditions, (2) no materiel failures
occur, and (3) the parachute is packed properly. The basic
assumptions under which the reliability of the system is
studied assume that condition (1) will be true. Failures due
to materials (component failures) are considered separately.
Thus, from a practical viewpoint, the operational failure term
can be evaluated, based on the rate of human error in the
parachute packing process.
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The details of the calculation of component reliability
by each of the three methods, and the computation of parachute
packing (operational) reliability are covered in the next
section of this report.
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SECTION 4
EVALUATION OF COMPONENT RELIABILITY MODEL

The problem of computing "exact' values of the reliabil-
ity of a heavy-duty parachute system with any type of a model
is a complex one; in general, to obtain "best' estimates of
reliability requires extremely heavy computation. However,
mathematically sound techniques of approximation exist, which,
if properly applied to the component reliability model, will
yield quite satisfactory estimates of reliability with a sig-
nificant easing of the computational load. The latter approach
is the one followed in the subsequent discussion.

4.1 Selection of Component Terms

As a first step in the analysis of parachute system reli-
ability with the component model, the complete system must be
subdivided into simpler independent component systems, each of
which is subject to reliability analysis as a unit. The esti-
mates of component reliabilities thus established are then
combined to give the overall reliability. Of course, a con-
siderable amount of judgment must be applied in the subdivision
of the parachute system into components; the minimum number of
components for which failure rates can be computed is the most
desirable result. The components chosen should be independent
entities with respect to their possible modes of failures in
the use of the system.

Component reliabilities will vary over a broad range;
obviously those components with very high reliability will not
affect the overall reliability of the system to any significant
degree if components of lower reliability are also present.
(Since the numerical values of reliability may range from zero
to unit, it is obvious that the lowest component reliabilities
will have the greatest effect on the overall system reliability.
For example, if the system is composed of three components with
reliabilities of .999, .999, and .900 respectively, the overall
reliability -- .999 x .999 x .900 —- will be .898, which dif-
fers by only two tenths of one percent from the value for the
lowest component, .900.)

It is obvious that a parachute system will have a rela-
tively large number of components, some of which, such as the
canopy, will have a large number of subcomponents. Any of
these components or subcomponents may cause failure of the
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system if the component or subcomponent fails. If all compo-
nents and subcomponents are analyzed for reliability, a very
large amount of effort is required. Much of this may be eli-
minated, however, by a preliminary analysis to determine the
components and subcomponents most likely to fail under normal
load. These, of course, will have the lowest reliability,
while the components which are least likely to fail will have
the highest reliability.

Thus, in the early stages of the analytical effort, the
classification of all components of the system into two major
groups, highly reliable and less reliable, can facilitate the
computation of the overall reliability by eliminating many
terms which do not contribute materially to the magnitude or
accuracy of the final result.

It is not possible to write hard-and-fast rules for the
classification of parachute system components in this process.
The experience and judgment of the engineer evaluating the
system is the key factor in making such decisions. In general
failures which will affect mission success of hardware items,
deployment bags, reefing lines, break cords, radial canopy
reinforcements, and some other components (in field-use, pro-
perly packed parachute systems used under their design condi-
tions), appear to be so rare as to be generally negligible,
although exceptions may occur in parachute systems of unusual
design. On the other hand, consideration of the failure rates
of such components as risers, bridles, suspension lines, reef-
ing line cutters, mechanical disconnect systems, etc. will
probably be required with much greater frequency.

The optimum procedure recommended, following the defini-
tion of the components of the system, is a preliminary quali-
tative analysis of the system to select those components known
to be very highly reliable and those known to be of marginal
reliability. The middle-range components can then be subjected
to a rough quantitative analysis to eliminate other highly
reliabie items from consideration. The remainder of the com-
ponents, and those deemed marginal by solely qualitative con-
siderations, make up the group for which component reliabili-
ties must be computed. :

4.2 Computation of Operational Reliability

To illustrate the concept of reliability and its computa-
tion, the specific concept of operational reliability, that
is, of the parachute packing reliability, which will probably
be one of the more important factors in the overall result,
will be considered here in detail. Suppose that on the basis
of past experience with parachutes similar to the one under
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study, there were Fp packing failures in N observed parachute
pPackings. On the basis of these empirical data, an estimate
of the reliability of packing this type of parachute, to be
denoted by Rp, is desired. The maximum likelihood estimate
of Rp is given by

P =3-_F 2)

However, it is quite possible that the '"true'" reliability -
(that is, the reliability for a very large number of packings)
is either less or greater than this maximum likelihood esti-
mate. To handle this situation, a more refined measure of
reliability is needed. Roughly speaking, if an estimate of
the reliability of a system is made, there is associated with
that estimate a probability of the estimate being incorrect.
The lower the estimate of the reliability (expressed as a
probability of 'at least™ a given fraction of successes), the
higher is the probability of the estimate being correct. The
estimate of the reliability will be denoted in the present
case by Rp ; the probability of the estimate being correct
will be chifed the confidence coefficient (denoted by g). A
probabilistic interpretation of these concepts is that if in
many empirical studies with F, failures out of a total of N
cases, the reliability is estimated to be at least Rp,6g, then
the estimate will be correct on the average of at least g
(percent) of the time.*/

In order to compute Rp g, it must be recalled that if the
"true" reliability is R, then in a single packing the probabil-
ity of failure is (1-R) and the probability of success is R.
Using the binomial distribution, the probability of Fp or less
failures in N packings is given by

2
2‘ N @a-mi gt (3)
i! (N-1)!

¥/ In the literature, the concept is usually stated in terms
of the statement being correct on the average of exactly
g (percent) of the time; the modification here presented
is for purposes of flexibility in using approximations.
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As R decreases, the expression in formula (3) also de-
creases. The estimate Rp g will be that value of R which
causes formula (3) to be equal to 1l-g, for then the probabil-
ity of obtaining more than F, failures in N tests will be g.
If F, is small while N is large (that is, if there are not
many packing failures in a large number of parachute uses),
the Poisson approximation to the binomial distribution may
be used. This may all be summarized by the equation

F

P
1-g = E N @-r)i gN-i (4a)
i! (N-i)!
i=o0
F
P
i i -N@-R
~ g N (-R) e (-0 (4b)
i!
i=o .

When R g is computed from equation (4), it is then possible
to stage that the reliability lies between Rp, and 1 with
the assurance of being correct given by the confidence co-

efficient g.

To facilitate computation of R to a given confidence co-
efficient, Table I may be used. The value in the table for
the observed number of failures in the column headed by the
desired confidence coefficient is divided by the total number
of trials to obtain the expected failure rate. Subtracting
this rate from unity gives the desired reliability at the
confidence coefficient used.*/

Further discussion of parachute packing reliability and
the results of the analysis of available parachute packing
failure data by these methods are presented in Appendix A.

*/ It should be noted that the values given in Table I are

~ based on the approximate form, Equation 4b. Thus, it is
applicable to cases in which ten or more items are tested,
and in which the ratio of failures to trials is no greater
than 0.2 (not more than 2 failures in 10 trials). Beyond
this limit the exact form, Equation 4a, should be use&lfzz/
Tables are available to facilitate such computations.==:="<Z
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Table I. Table of Values for Computing Reliability to a
Selected Confidence Coefficient From a Series
of TrialslO

No.of Confidence Coefficient

Fail--
ures 90% 94% 95% 96% 96.5% 97.5% 98% 98.7% 99%

0 2.28 2.94 3.00 3.22 3.37 3.68 3.87 4.36 4.58
1 3.89 4.68 4.74 5.02 5.19 5.56 5.79 6.36 6.61
2 5.32 6.22 6.30 6.61 6.80 7.21 7.46 8.10 8.38
3 6.68 7.67 7.75 8.09 8.30 8.75 9.03 9.71 10.0
4 7.99 9.07 9.15 9.52 9.74 10.2 10.5 11.2 11.6
5 9.28 10.4 10.5 10.9 11.1 11.6 12.0 12.8 13.1
6 10.5 11.8 11.8 12.2 12.5 13.0 13.4 14.2 14.5
7 11.8 13.0 13.2 13.6 13.8 14.4 14.7 15.7 16.0
g 13.0 14.3 14.4 14.9 15.2 15.8 16.1 17.0 17.4
9 14.2 15.6 15.8 16.2 16.5 17.1 17.5 18.4 18.8
10 15.4 16.9 17.0 17.5 17.8 18.4 18.8 19.7 20.1
11 16.64 18.1 18.2 18.8 19.0 19.7 20.1 21.0 21.5 -
12 17.8 19.4 19.% 200 20.3 21.0 21.4 22.4 22.8
13 19.0 20.6 20.7 21.2 21.6 22.2 22.7 23.7 24.1
14 20.2 21.8 21.9 22.5 22.8 23.5 23.9 25.0 25.5
15 21.3 23.0 23.1 23.7 24.0 24.8 25.2 26.3 26.7
16 22.5 24.2 24.3 24.9 25.2 26.0 26.4 27.6 28.0
17 23.6 25.4 25.5 26.1 26.5 27.2 27.7 28.8 29.3
18 24.8 26.6 26.7 27.3 27.7 28:5 28.9 30.0 30.6
19 25.9 27.8 27.9 28.5 28.9 29.7 30.1 31.3 31.8
20 27.0 28.9 29.1 29.7 30.1 30.9 31.4 32.6 33.1

1 - _Table Value . Rejiability at Chosen Confidence Coefficient
No. of Trials

WADD TR 60-200 - - 20



4.3 Computation of Component Reliability

The other type of factor in the model from which the
overall result is calculated represents the reliability of
specific components, to be denoted by R,. It is safe to
assume that Rp and R¢ are independent of one another, so that
each may be considered by itself. As an example of a major
component, the parachute canopy, including the suspension
lines may be used. If the canopy under analysis (or any other
component of the parachute system) is used in another para-
chute system for which an adequate body of test or use data
are available, the analysis of the component reliability for
the desired confidence coefficient chosen, proceeds as des-
cribed above for packing reliability.

If use or test data are not available for the specific
component, an alternate method of analysis is required. Again,
taking the canopy as an example, it can be seen that the canopy
consists of several sub-components, such as the canopy fabric
(or ribbons), the vent band, the skirt band, the suspension
lines, etc. Hence, the canopy can be considered as a combi-
nation of subsystems in series (in a probability sense). If
no data are available from which the reliability of the com-
plete canopy can be calculated, it will be necessary to
analyze the reliability of the canopy subcomponents. Some
simplification of this task may be effected by preliminary
analysis of subcomponents to eliminate consideration of those
of very high reliability (see above). To simplify subcompo-
nent analysis further, the subcomponents which must be anal-
yZed may be treated as components of the complete system
directly, and be reprusented by individual Re terms in the
‘overall system reliability model, Equation (1).

4.3.1 Use of Instrumented Test Results and Materials
Strength Data

In the analysis of the reliability of parachute components
(or subcomponents) for which an adequate number of tests are
not available, the preferred method is the one utilizing the
results of instrumented drop tests on actual parachutes which
provide load data on the components of interest, together with
the results of tensile strength tests on the materials from
which the parachute is fabricated.

Unfortunately, in practical cases, the available instru-
mented test data on the parachute component for use with the
materials strength distribution data will usually be based
upon very few tests. gg ever, the application of the Non-
Central t-Distribution—?’ to the instrumentation and materials
strength data will allow the computation of component
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reliabilities and their associated confidence coefficients with
a degree of precision adequate for .the analysis. The types of
data required and the methods of computation are discussed
below; the mathematical derivations are .presented in Appendix

C.

The materials of construction used in parachutes are pro-
duced in relatively large quantities by machine production
methods, using yarns produced in similar (or larger) quantities
by other machine methods. The final products (webbings, cords,
tapes, cloths, etc.) are inspected and tested, generally more
than once, and defective materials rejected. Under such cir-
cumstances it might be expected that the various batches of
materials produced would be uniform in strength, or nearly so.

In practice, however, materials tests indicate that there
is an appreciable batch-to-batch variation in break strength
of the various fabric items used in parachute construction.
Investigation of the results of tensile strength tests on a
number of parachute materials (see Appendix B) indicates that
the distribution of strength for all of these materials is
essentially normal. That is, if a large number of samples,

N, are tested and the results plotted as a graph, a symmetri-
cal bell-shaped curve similar to that in Figure 3 will be
obtained. The mean (average) value, X, of the break strength
(x) corresponds to the peak of the curve. The actual shape

of the curve is determined by the spread of the values observed
which can be measured by the standard deviation, sy:

(N
(xy - X2
Z * (5)
s 1=l :
XN N-1

Study of the results of instrumented parachute drop tests,
and consideration of the processes by which the loads measured
are generated, indicate that these values are also distributed
approximately normally. Thus, in the following discussion it
will be assumed that both the load values and the materials
break strength data are distributed normally.

Let

X = sample mean of the break strength tests (with
allowance for sewing, etc. -- see following sections)

s, = sample standard deviation of the break strength

tests (with corrections for multiple layers --
see following sections)

WADD TR 60-200 22



‘eAIN) TWWION 943 Jo odweyg

-‘l‘““ﬂ’kﬂm SIBTIIIIWR

uven

‘¢ 2anBtryg

——p———— 83T duwg JO JOQWNN

23

WADD TR 60-200



Nx = number of break strength tests

f. = number of degrees of freedom of break strength
tests = Ny - 1

y = sample mean of the loads of the instrumented drop

tests

Sy = sample standard devia;ion of the instrumented drop
test loads (see Equation 5)

Ny = number of instrumented drop tests

fy = number of degrees of freedom of instrumented drop

tests = Ny -1

The convention is -established that the set of data with
the smaller standard deviation is considered as sj, N7 and fj
in the following, with the other set designated s,, Ng and fj.

Then, define
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(12)

(13)

Then, for a given confidence coefficient, g, the use of the
graphs of the Non-Central t-Distribution (Figures 4, 5, and
6), or of the tables in Appendix C with the computed values
of X and f (Equations 11 and 13) allows the determination of

a factor K.

Substitution of this value in

K.’f'i-l
N

(14)

allows calculation of a value of 4/ with which to enter the

table of Normal Distribution, Table II, to find R; o)
Having computed Rc

desired reliability.

: , the
g, the statement can

be made that the component reliability lies between R g and
1 with the assurance of being correct given by g.

The computation of overall
confidence coefficient requires
terms be computed to confidence
the desired result in the final
4.4 below). However, tables of

reliability to a pre-selected
that the component reliability
coefficients which will give
calculations (see paragraph
the Non-Central t-Distribution

are available for the computation of reliabilities to only a
limited group of confidence coefficients in the range of
interest: 90%, 95% and 99%.

If values intermediate to these are required, it will be
necessary to interpolate graphically for the desired confidence
coefficient. The simplest method is to compute reliability of
the component at each of the three confidence coefficients,
plot the reliability values against the ccnfidence coefficients,
and interpolate for the reliability at the desired confidence
on the graph. An example of this process is given in Section
5.

In applying the above technique to the computation of
parachute component reliability, it should be noted that the
mean and standard deviation of the instrumented drop test
results must be divided among the number of load-bearing mem-
bers under consideration when a group of subcomponents share
the load. Thus, it is necessary to determine the mean load
per line and the standard deviation per line (x/Z and syx/7Z
where Z = number of suspension lines).
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Table XI. Table of the Normal Distribution

AL Relia- e Relia- AL Relia~
o bility o bility a bility
1.00 . 8413 1.35 . 9115 1.70 . 9554
1.01 . 8438 1.36 . 9131 1.71 . 9564
1.02 . 8461 1.37 .9147 1.72 . 9573
1.03 . 8485 1.38 .9162 1.73 . 9582
1.04 . 8508 1.39 L9177 1.74 . 9591
1.05 . 8531 1.40 . 9192 1.75 . 9599
1.06 . 8554 1.41 . 9207 1.76 . 9608
1.07 . 8577 1.42 .9222 1.77 .9616
1.08 . 8599 1.43 .9236 1.78 . 9625
1.09 .8621 1.44 .9251 1.79 .9633
1.10 . 8643 1.45 .9265 1.80 .9641
1.11 . 8665 1.46 .9279 1.81 . 9649
1.12 . 8686 1.47 . 9292 1.82 . 9656
1.13 . 8708 1.48 . 9306 1.83 . 9664
1.14 . 8729 1.49 .9319 1.84 L9671
1.15 . 8749 1.50 . 9332 1.85 .9678
1.16 . 8770 1.51 .9345 1.86 .96 86
1.17 . 8790 1.52 . 9357 1.87 .9693
1.18 . 8810 1.53 . 9370 1.88 . 9700
1.19 . 8830 1.54 .9382 1.89 . 9706
1.20 . 8849 1.55 . 9394 1.90 .9713
1.21 . 8869 1.56 . 9406 1.91 .9719
1.22 . 8888 1.57 .9418 1.92 .9726
1.23 . 8907 1.58 . 9430 1.93 .9732
1.24 =~ .8925 1.59 . 9441 1.94 .9738
1.25 . 8944 1.60 . 9452 1.95 .9744
1.26 . 8962 1.61 .9463 1.96 . 9750
1.27 . 8980 1.62 .9474 1.97 . 9756
1.28 . 8997 1.63 .9485 1.98 .9762
1.29 . 9015 1.64 . 9495 1.99 .9767
1.30 .9032 1.65 .9505 2.00 .9773
1.31 . 9049 1.66 .9515 2.01 L9778
1.32 . 9066 1.67 .9525 2.02 .9783
1.33 .9082 1.68 .9535 2.03 .9788
1.34 . 9099 1.69 . 9545 2.04 .9793
(Continued)
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Table of the Normal Distribution

Table II. (Continued)

A Relia- e Relia-

T bility T bility
2.05 .9798 2.40 . 9918
2.06 .9803 2.41 . 9920
2.07 .9808 2.42 .9922
2.08 .9812 2.43 .9925
2.09 L9817 2.44 . 9927
2.10 .9821 2.45 .9929
2.11 .9826 2.46 .9931
2.12 . 9830 2.47 .9932
2.13 .9834 2.48 .9934
2.14 .9838 2.49 . 9936
2.15 .9842 2.50 . 9938
2.16 . 9846 2.51 . 9940
2.17 . 9850 2.52 . 9941
2.18 . 9854 2.53 .9943
2.19 . 9857 2.54 . 9945
2.20 .9861 2.55 . 9946
2.21 .9865 2.56 . 9948
2.22 .9868 2.57 . 9949
2.23 .9871 2.58 . 9951
2.24 .9875 2.59 . 9952
2.25 .9878 2.60 . 9953
2.26 .9881 2.61 . 9955
2.27 .9884 2.62 . 9956
2.28 . 9887 2.63 . 29567
2.29 . 9890 2.64 . 9959
2.30 . 9893 2.65 . 9960
2.31  .9896 2.66 .9961
2.32 - .9898 2.67 . 9962
2.33 .9901 2.68 .9963
2.34 . 9904 2.69 . 9964
2.35 . 9906 2.70 . 9965
2.36 . 9909 2.71 . 9966
2.37 L9911 2.72 . 9967
2.38 .9913 2.73 .9968
2.39 . 9916 2.74 . 9969

(Continued)
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4L Relia-
¢ bility
2.75 . 9970
2.76 . 9971
2.77 .9972
2.78 . 9973
2.79 . 9974
2.80 . 9974
2.81 .9975
2.82 . 9976
2.83 . 9977
2.84 L9977
2.85 . 9978
2.86 . 9979
2.87 .9980
2.88 .9980
2.89 . 9981
2.90 . 9981
2.91 . 9982
2.92 . 9983
2.93 . 9983
2,94 . 9984
2.95 .9984
2.96 . 9985
2.97 . 9985
2.98 . 9986
2.99 . 9986
3.00 . 9987
3.01 . 9987
3.02 . 9987
3.03 . 9988
3.04 . 9988
3.05 . 9989
3.06 . 9989
3.07 . 9989
3.08 . 9990
3.09 . 9990



Table of the Normal Distribution

Table II. (Continued)

A Relia- M Relia-
- bility o bility
3.10 . 9990 3.45 . 9997
3.11 .9991 3.46 . 9997
3.12 . 9991 3.47 . 9997
3.13 .9991 3.48 . 9998
3.14 .9992 3.49 . 9998
3.15 .9992 3.50 . 9998
3.16 .9992 3.51 .9998
3.17 .9992 3.52 . 9998
3.18 .9993 3.53 . 9998
3.19 .9993 3.54 . 9998
3.20 .9993 3.55 . 9998
3.21 . 9993 3.56 . 9998
3.22 . 9994 3.57 .9998
3.23 .9994 3.58 . 9598
3.24 .9994 3.59 .9998
3.25 . 9994 - 3.60 .9998
3.26 .9994 3.61 .99¢29
3.27 .9995 3.62 .9999
3.28 .9995 3.63 .9999
3.29 . 9985 3.64 .9999
3.30 . 9995 3.65 . 9999
3.31 .9995 3.66 .9999
3.32 . 9996 3.67 . 9999
3.33 . 9996 3.68 .9999
3.34 . 9996 3.69 .9999
3.35 . 9996 3.70 .9999
3.36 . 9996 3.71 . 9999
3.37 .9996 3.72 .9999
3.38 . 9996 3.73 .9999
3.39 .9997 3.74 .9999
3.40 . 9997 3.75 .9999
3.41 . 9997 3.76 . 9999
3.42 . 9997 3.77 . 9999
3.43 . 9997 3.78 .9999
3.44 . 9997 3.79 .9999
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3.80 . 9999
3.81 . 9999
3.82 .9999
3.83 .9999
3.84 .9999
3.85 .9999
3.86 .9999
3.87 .9999+
and
up



Of course, the use of this procedure assumes that the
load is equally divided among all the suspension lines. No
data are available at the present time with which to verify
this assumption. However, a test program to determine the
distribution of loads in the suspension lines of a heavy duty
parachute canopy is now being planned by WADD (May 1960).
Should the results of this study indicate a significantly
uneven load distribution, the maximum expected load per line
should be used here.

The rationale upon which the above technique is based can
be explained as follows. Let the break strength x be a randgm,
normally distributed variable with mean, sy, and variancg ox
Similarly, let the load y have mean, «,, and variance ¢,“.
Define the variable x - y as the diffegence between the mean
break strength and the mean load. In terms of x - y, success
or failure of a particular mission is expressed by x - y » O,
or x - y < 0. Hence the probability of success is simply the
probability that x - y 2 0.

The values of x - y ar normglly d%stributed with mean
M= Uy -4, and variance 0 ¢ = Oy 3 Ty“. 2Hence the estimator
X - y may ge used for a and sxz + s for 0, Using the Non-
Central t-Distribution, the probability that x - y » 0 can be
estimated. Appendix C presents further details on the mathe-
matical basis for the method.

As an example of the application of this method, the cal-
culation of the reliability of the suspension lines of a para-
chute canopy from the g-load data at opening shock and the
break strength of the suspension line webbing may be considered.

It will be assumed that the accelerometer readings from
a series of ten instrumented drop tests of a canopy with 72
suspension lines are available. For each drop the vector sum
of the 3-axis accelerometer readings corresponding to the load
at opening shock is computed (the square root of the sum of
the squares of the three readings). The mean (average) accele-
ration is assumed to be 3.14 g's, with a standard deviation
of 1.30 g's and a load weight of 6730 pounds.

The mean load per line is 294 pounds, with a standard
deviation of 122 pounds per line. The webbing in the suspen-
sion lines, as a result of 30 break tests, is found to have a
sample mean strength of 1110 pounds (after deducting 20% for
sewing -- see below), with a sample standard deviation of 218
pounds. Thus, the data needed to compute X and f for use in
the Non-Central t-Distribution Graphs (Figure 4, 5, and 6)
are:
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Material Load per Line

X = 1110 ¥ = 294
sx2 = 47,524 sy2 = 14,884
£, = -

X 29 fy = 9

Since the variance of the load data is the smaller, the
load data are used as s, Ny, and f;. From equations 8, 9,
10, 11, 12 and 13 it is found that = 20.3, £ = 38.0, and
X = 2.39. Using these values in Figure 6, K is found to be
1.66 for a 99% confidence coefficient. From equation 14, °
A /oo = 2.30; using this value in Table II, the reliability is
found to be .9893, with a confidence of 99%.

4.3.1.1 Effect of Seams on Materials Strength. At this
point an additional factor affecting materials strength must
also be considered; parachutes are constructed by sewing, and
the seams have a definite effect upon the strength of fabric
materials. Studies of the effects of seams on the strength
of parachute webbing, cords and cloths (nylon) indicate Ehag
the seam. weakens the sewed member by about 20% overall.1l2.13/
Thus, the mean material strength should be reduced by 20%
before the computation of failure probability is made.

4.3.1.2 Effect of Multiple Layers of Materials. Many
parachute components are constructed of more than one layer
of a single webbing or tape sewed together to increase strength.
The mean strength of such a member may be taken as the sum of
the strength of the individual portions, reduced by 20% to
allow for the fact that they are sewed together.

The standard deviation of this combined strength will be
greater than the standard deviation of the single member. In
general, since the multiple layers of fabric in the component
were probably taken from the same batch of material during
parachute manufacture, it must be assumed that the standard
deviations of the combined layers will tend to be equivalent
to the standard deviation of the individual layers multiplied
by the square root of the number of layers. In such a case,
it can be shown that for N layers, each of standard deviation
s and mean strength X, the combined strength will be approxi-
mate&z_o.s-N'E (allowing for seams), with a standard deviation
of s+VN.
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4.3.1.3 Other Factors Affecting Materials Strength. The
strength of nylon fabrics is affected, to some extent, by
environmental exposure to extremes of temperature and humidity,
to sunlight, to fume-laden atmospheres, and bX previous his-
tory of extreme stresses which cause fatigue.=Z 4/

In general, protracted and extreme environmental exposures
are required to cause significant changes in the strength of
the nylon webbings, tapes, cords, etc. used in heavy-duty para-
chute construction. The handling and packing requirements for
such parachutes and the fact that the packed parachutes are
sealed in containers, generally with dessicants, are all pointed
toward avoiding such exposure. Thus, it is not believed neces-
sary to make any allowance for fabric strength reduction due
to exposure to environments, natural or induced, in computing
component reliability.

Weakening of load-bearing fabric members by fatigue may
be a problem with parachute systems which are used more than
once. The heavy-duty parachute systems under consideration
herein, however, are single use systems. The only possible
mechanism by which fatigue of load-bearing fabric members may
oceur is the exposure to successive shocks during the deploy-
ment and filling process. Discussions with parachute and
fabric engineers of the magnitude of such shocks in relation
to the type of materials used and the canopy design factors
indicate that the reduction of component strength by fatigue
during these processes is not a factor which need be considered
in the reliability study. */

4.3.2 Use of Engineering Computaticns of Loads

If instrumented drop tests from which measured loads on
the components under study can be determined are not available,
engineering estimates of the éxpected load on the component
under design deployment conditions can be used in the above
methodology. In this case the estimated load is used as Y,
the standard deviation of the materials sample (sx) is used
as s, the number of materials samples tested (Ny) is used as
N, and Nx-1 as f to calculate X from equations 6 and 13. K
is found as above, and the f and N values used to find .« /¢
from equation 14.

*/ Personal Communication, WADD Parachute Branch and Materials
~  Laboratory. .
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It should be noted that the confidence coefficient asso-
ciated with the reliability calculated in this manner refers
to the results of the fabric sample and computation process
only, and does not reflect the adequacy of the engineering
estimate of the loads. The confidence which may be placed in
the accuracy of the load estimate can best be determined by
the engineering group making the estimate. It is not possible
to reflect this degree of confidence in the statistical con-
fidence coefficient. The latter can only operate on the assump-
tion that the engineering estimate is ''good', and expresses the
degree of confidence which may be placed in the reliability
figure which results from the acceptance of the engineerinrg
calculation.

Methods for the engineering computations of expected
loads are best chosen by the parachute design engineer; the
application of engineering principles to parachute design
analysis is beyond the scope of this study. Several books
on the subject are available.14,15

4.4 Computation of Overall Reliability

The overall reliability, R, is the product of all the
component reliabilities and the operational reliability.
However, to arrive at an overall reliability value with an
associated confidence coefficient, it is necessary to con-
sider the confidence coefficients of the component and opera-
tional reliabilities as well.

The exact computation of the overall confidence coeffi-
cient 'is a rather complex matter, and one which, in general,
is almost impossible without major computational effort. How-
ever, the overall confidence coefficient may be approximated
by the product of the confidence coefficients of the individual
reliability terms with sufficient accuracy for the purposes of
parac¢hute reliability evaluation. '

To demonstrate the degree of approximation involved in
this process, a system with only two components, Cj and Cjy,
in series may be considered. Let the respective reliability
estimates he Rpy, gy and RPZ,EZ‘ This means that ‘

prob (true Ry > Rpl:gl) > g1, and prob (true Ry > sz,gz) > 82. (15)

Now the true overall reliability, R,, is equal to true R; mul
tiplied by true Ryg. Since the even%

E3 : (true Rg3 Rp; o0 " Ry, o) (16)
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contains but is not necessarily contained in the product of
the two events .

E; % (true Ry > Rpy,g)) and Ep & (true Ry > Rpy,g,) , (A7)

it follows that
p(E3) > p(Ey) p(E2)2> gi85- (18)

Since Eg can occur when not both Ej and Eg occur, this means
that gygo is an underestimate of p%E3)

An example may clarify this. Suppose

prob (true Ry > .93) > .95
(19)
prob (true Ry, > .97) > .95.

Then prob (true Rg 2 (.93) (.97)) is surely 2 (.95)2. However,
if (.95)2 is used as the combined confidence coefficient, in
effect many favorable possibilities are overlooked, such as:

true Ry = .92, true Rg = .99,

However, to take all such possibilities into account would
involve an enormous amount of calculation by any techniques
now known.

In order to compute the overall reliability to a pre-
selected confidence coefficient, it is necessary to compute
each component reliability, and the operational reliability,
to a confidence coefficient which will give the desired over-
all confidence coefficient when the product is taken.

As was shown in a previous section, a confidence coeffi-
cient of 90% (or .90) is probably the most efficient level for
this type of computation, considering the amount and types of
data likely to be available. It is not necessary that the
confidence coefficients for the individual component reliabil-
ity terms be equal, but only that their product be the desired
coefficient for the final result. However, if equal confidence
coefficients are used for all component terms, the calculations

will be facilitated.

In general, if there are N terms in the model (one opera-
tional term and N-1 component terms), each of the individual
reliability terms should be computed at a confidence coeffi-
cient approximating the Nth root of the desired final confidence
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coefficient. The following table provides approximate values
of the confidence coefficient required for the component terms
to achieve a confidence coefficient of .90 in the final result:

No. of Component Terms 2 3 4 5,6 7,8,9 10,11,12
Confidence Coefficient .95 .965 .975 .98 . 987 .99
To avoid extreme complexity in the evaluation of the reliabil-
ity model, it is recommended that the number of component

reliability terms be held to the minimum which will give ade-
quate results (probably not more than 12 terms, and generally

less).

4.4,1 Parallel Components

In the previous discussion, all component reliabilities
considered have been for components which are in series from
a probability viewpoint. That is, the failure of any one com-
ponent will result in the failure of the complete system.
Parachute systems may also contain components in parallel. In
this case more than one component with the same function is
present, and the successful operation of any one component will
result in successful operation of the entire system (provided,
of course, no other failures occur).

An example of this is afforded by parachutes with two
(or more) reefing line cutters, where operation of any one
cutter is sufficient for successful disreefing. On the basis
of empirical studies, suppose that the reliability of a single
cutter is determined to be R with confidence coefficient g.
Then assuming independence o% %bo cutters, the reliability of
two cutters will be

2

1-(1-Rgy) (20)

at a confidence coefficient of g. Thus, if R, _95= .92, the
two cutters will have a reliability 1 - (1.- .92)2 =1 - .0064 =

.9936 with confidence coefficient .95.

In general, for any number, N, of parallel components,
the reliability of the parallel system Rp will be

Rp=1 - (1-Rpygy) (1-Bbggy) - - - (1-Rbygy) (21)

If gy =8 = ... = g then the overall confidence coefficient
will be g7. If the confidence coefficients.of the individual
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reliability termns are not equal, the overall confidence coeffi-
cient will be that of the lowest term.

4.4.2 Canopy Clusters

Clusters of parachute canopies used to decelerate a single
load are composed of components in parallel from a physical
viewpoint. From a probabilistic viewpoint, however, their
treatment depends on the design of the parachute system. If
the system can operate successfully only with all canopies in
the cluster successfully deployed, then each canopy is repre-
sented by a series term in the model, and the cluster is
treated as a number of separate independent components. How-
ever, if the load can be decelerated successfully if one (or
more) of the parachutes in the cluster fail, the situation is
a series-parallel one from a probabilistic viewpoint. 1In
general, the probability of failure of r identical canopies,
Py, out of a total of N in the cluster, when the probability
of failure of a single canopy is p, is:

= __ N pr a-p¥T (22)
r! (N-r):

If m is chosen as the maximum number of canopies which can
fail without affecting the success of the mission, then the
probability of failure of the entire cluster, pgy, will be

N
Pyq = Py (23)

r=n+l

For the usual case of three identical heavy-duty para-
chute canopies in a cluster, if the cluster can operate suc-
cessfully with only two of the canopies deployed, then the
probability desired is pgq with m=1, which reduces to

pg = 3 P2 (1-p) + p3 (24)

The above discussions are based on the assumption that
there is no interaction between the individual canopies in
the cluster, that is, that the probability of failure of any
one canopy in the cluster is no different from the probability
of failure of the same canopy when used singly under the same
deployment conditions. This assumption is difficult to prove.
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However, analyses of the records of 799 standard cargo para-
chute drops using clusters and 599 single drops of the same
types of parachutes reveals no significant difference in the
canopy failure rates in the two cases, when failures due to
rigging errors are eliminated. Since rigging errors are
included in the packing error term in the reliability analysis
of the heavy-duty parachute system, it is believed that the
assumption of no interaction between cluster canopies for this
type of parachute system is valid.

4.5 Application of Calculated Reliability Values

Obviously, the end result of the computation of the reli-
ability of a parachute system by the methods described in this
report can be used to evaluate the long-run performance, which
can be expected of large numbers of such systems. -However, the
process of reliability evaluation presented herein has broader,
and possibly more valuable, applications.

In the process of evaluation of the reliability model,
the components of the parachute system most likely to fail
are evaluated individually, as is the effect of the expected
human error rate in packing. These sub-results are really
the key to the study of potential causes of failure in a
parachute system, as well as a guide to the efficient expendi-
ture of effort in the improvement of parachute system relia-
bility.

To produce the most efficient parachute system for a
given over-all cost, effort should be concentrated on achiev-
ing approximately the same degree of reliability for all com-
ponents and for the packing process. Effort expended in this
manner has the greatest payoff in increasing overall system
reliability.

As was shown previously, the level of system reliability
is influenced primarily by those components with the highest
expected failure rates. Since the process of reliability
analysis detailed herein detects these components explicitly,
it can be of major value in locating those portions of a para-
chute system upon which the expenditure of further development
effort will have the greatest effect on system reliability.
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SECTION 5
EXAMPLE OF APPLICATION OF RELIABILITY ANALYSIS

To demonstrate the application of the methodology des-
cribed in the previous section to the evaluation of parachute
system reliability, a reliability analysis of a hypothetical
heavy-duty parachute system is presented in detail below.
While the actual parachute specifications used are not those
of any specific system, they are representative of fairly
complex operational heavy-duty parachute systems actually in
use.

5.1 Parachute System Description

The hypothetical parachute system consists of two canopies,
and operates as a two-stage retardation system with an explosive
disconnect mechanism to separate the first canopy from the load
after it has performed its function, allowing the second canopy
to deploy. The system is primarily intended for relatively
low~altitude, moderate-speed deployment -- about 500 knots
below 10,000 feet. The initial weight of the drop unit, in-
cluding the major canopies, pilot parachutes, deployment bags,
load, etc. is 7000 pounds. The deployment of the system from
a compartment in the end of the load is initiated by a static
line, which removes the compartment cover to which the pilot
chute deployment bag is attached.

5.1.1 First Stage Canopy

The first stage consists of a ribbon canopy with nominal
diameter of approximately 20 feet. 1t is packed in a deploy-
ment bag with a small pilot chute attached to remove it from
the compartment in the load and allow lines-first deployment.
Weight of the canopy, deployment bag, pilot chute, compartment
cover and static line is 140 pounds. The canopy is reefed by
‘a skirt reefing line six feet in diameter; disreefing is
effected by two M2A1 Reefing Line cutters with four second
delays.

The canopy has 24 suspension lines made of nylon webbing,
Type XVIII, MIL-W-4088C. There is a sewn loop at the lower
end of each line which is attached to a corresponding lug on
the periphery of the parachute compartment end of the load.
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The mechanism which disconnects the canopy from the load
consists of a length of primacord threaded through each of the
suspension line lower loops in a channel in the circle of lugs.
The primacord also passes through two 10 second delay train
initiating devices consisting essentially of M2Al1 reefing line
cutters with their firing wires reversed and the cutter knives
replaced with booster explosive charges. The delay trains are
initiated at line stretch by lanyards attached to the canopy
suspension lines. When the delay train ignites the booster
charge, firing the primacord and separating the first canopy
from the load, loop attachments on the suspension lines with-
draw the deployment bag containing the second stage canopy
and initiate its deployment.

5.1.2 Second Stage Canopy

The second stage of the system consists of a solid flat
circular canopy 70 feet in diameter. It is packed in a deploy-
ment bag with a small quick-opening stabilization chute attached
to its apex. It is deployed lines-first, followed by the canopy,
and then by the stabilization chute. The latter keeps the
canopy strung out in a straight line during filling. The canopy
is reefed by a 10 foot diameter skirt reefing line; disreefing
is effected by two M2Al1l reefing line cutters with two second
delays. Weight of the canopy, deployment bag, and stabiliza-
tion chute is 130 pounds.

The 72 suspension lines of the canopy are made of 1/2"
tubular nylon webbing, MIL-W-005625C. These terminate in
sewn . loops at their lower ends, and are attached to connector
links in groups of six. Each of the connector links is attached
to the upper end of a riser (twelve in all) made of Type XVIII
nylon webbing, MIL-W-4088C. . The lower end of the risers are
attached to a second set of attachment lugs on the periphery
of the end of a load, well separated from the lugs provided
for attachment of the first canopy to avoid damage when the
disconnect primacord is fired.

5.2 Preliminary System Analysis

It is assumed that the above described parachute system
has been designed, several models have been built and drop
tested, that design deficiencies have been rectified, and that
at least one more series of development drop test have been
run to prove the design. Final pre-production models of the
system have been produced, and eleven instrumented drop tests
conducted. '
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Study of these test results indicates that the critical
components of the system from a reliability viewpoint (i.e.,
those which are most likely to fail) are the suspension lines,
reefing line cutters, and delay device in the disconnect
mechanism of the first stage canopy, and the suspension lines,
reefing line cutter, and risers of the second stage canopy.
Accordingly, these are the components to be subjected to
reliability analysis.

5.3 Drop Test Data

The final series of eleven drop tests are assumed to be
instrumented with 3-axis accelerometers, located on the load,
which record the g-loads developed by the snatch force at line
stretch, the opening shock to reefed condition, and the open-
ing shock at disreefing for each of the two canopies. Table
III presents the hypothetical g=lioads computed from the reso-
lution of the three instrument readings for each shock recorded
(these are vector sums -- the square root of the sum of the
squares of the longitudinal, lateral, and vertical accelerometer
readings) .

Examination of the distribution of the g-values indicates
that they are approximately normal. The release speeds and
altitudes (450-525 knots, 6000-10,000 feet) are close to the
parachute system design limits of 00 kts and approximately
10,000 feet.

5.4 Suspension Line and Riser Reliability Analysis

To determine the loads to which each suspension line and .
each riser will be subjected, it is first necessary to calculate
the mean load, and its standard deviation, for each of the three
shocks on each canopy. Since all the drop units have been
assumed to have the same weight, the computations are simpli-
fied if the means and standard deviations of the loads are
first calculated in terms of g's and then converted to pounds
by multiplying by the drop unit weight at the time of the shock.
(If drop unit weights were not equal it would be necessary to
convert to pounds by multiplying weight by acceleration prior
to computation.)

The mean is the average -- the sum of the forces divided
by the number of observations. The standard deviation is most
readily computed from a formula developed from equation (5) of
Section 4:

< i/Nzxz - (£x)? (25)
N(N-1)
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Table III. Hypothetical Drop Test Data

Canopy # 1 Canopy # 2

Drop Snatch Opening Shock, g Snatch Opening Shock, g
No. Force, g Reefed Disreefed Force, g eefe isreefe

AP

1 4.1 7.3 7.6 1.9 2.4 5.9
2 6.8 5.6 7.2 4.1 4.3 1.7
3 - 9.9 7.9 4.1 - 3.3
4 3.9 4.2 6.8 5.2 5.5 2.8
5 4.7 7.1 4.6 2.6 3.7 2.0
6 5.3 7.2 7.1 2.9 1.3 3.5
7 7.8 8.7 6.9 3.2 3.3 2.1
8 7.3 9.4 8.1 3.4 4.1 4.6
9 5.7 6.7 5.8 1.7 1.7 1.6
10 4.9 6.2 - 2.8 3.0 3.1
11 2.9 3.3 9.2 3.7 2.1 2.7

All Data: 450-525 kts release speed; 6000-10,000 ft. release
altitude

WADD TR 60-200 43



The drop unit weight at release was given as 7000 pounds.
The first canopy, with its deployment bag, cover, etc. weighs
140 pounds; thus the load weight during first canopy deploy-
ment is 6860 pounds. The second canopy with its bag, etc.
weighs 130 pounds, reducing the load weight to 6730 pounds at

its deployment.

To compute the load per line and the standard deviation
of the load per line for each canopy, the appropriate total
mean and standard deviation are divided by the number of lines,
24 for the first canopy, and 72 for the second. The load and
its standard deviation per riser for the second cancopy are
found similarly, by dividing the total values by the number of
risers (12). The results of these calculations are summarized
in Table IV.

Materials test data are required on two types of webbings:
Type XVIII of MIL-W-4088C (canopy #1 suspension lines and
canopy #2 risers) and 1/2" tubular webbing of MIL-W-005625C
(canopy #2 suspension lines). Table IX of Appendix B indi-
cates that the mean tensile strength of the Type XVIII webbing
is 7486 pounds, and the strength of the 1/2" tubular webbing
is 1387 pounds. Since both of these materials are sewed in
the process of manufacturing the canopies and risers, the ten-
sile strength values are reduced by 20% to allow for loss of
strength in seams (see paragraph 4.3.1.1 in Section 4). Thus,
the materials strength data required for the computations are:

Type XVIII 1/2" Tubular

Mean (X) 5989 1bs. 1110 1bs.
Standard Deviation (sy) 272 1bs. 218 1bs.
Number of Tests (Ny) 61 30
Degrees of Freedom (fy) 60 29

The first step in the reliability analysis is the selec-
tion of the set of data to be used as 512, N1 and f1, on the
basis of the smaller variance (standard deviation squared)
for each case to be considered. In Table V the data necessary
for the evaluation of equations 6 through 11 of paragraph
4.3.1_in the computation of N, £, X -y, and s, are listed
for each of the nine cases, along with the results of each
computation.
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Table IV. Computations of Mean and Standard Deviation,
Loads per Line and per Riser

Canopy # 1 Canopy # 2
Snatch Opening Shock Snatch Opening Shock
Total Loads Force Reefed Disreefed Force Reefed Disreefed

Mean (g's) 5.34 6.87 7.12 3.24 3.14 3.03
Standard 1.42 2.03 1.26 1.02 1.30 1.30
Deviation

(g's)
Mean (1bs) 36632 47128 48843 21805 21132 20392
Standard ‘ 9741 13925 8643 6865 8749 8749
Deviation

(1bs)
Load/Line
Mean (1bs)(y) 1526 1964 2035 303 294 283
Standard 406 580 360 95.3 122 121.5
Deviation

(1bs)(Sy)

Load/Riser

Mean (1bs) - - - 1817 1761 1699
&2

Standard - - - 572 729 729

Deviation
(1bs) (sy)

Number of 10 11 10 11 10 11
Tests (Ny)

Degreeé of
Freedon (fy) 9 10 9 10 9 10
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Calculations of N, £, sz, and

Table V. Data Required, and
Cancpy #1 Suspension Lines; Snatch Force
X = 5989 ¥y = 1526 X-y = 4463
s,2 = 73984 sg? = 164863 s = 488.7
N; = 61 N, = 10 N = 13.50
f, = 60 fo = 9 f = 18.34
Canopy #1 Suspension Lines, Opening Shock, Reefed
X = 5989 ¥ = 1964 X-y = 4025
s12 = 73984 522 = 336400 s = 640.61
N; = 61 N2 =11 N = 12.91
f1 = 60 f, = 10 f = 14.76
Canopy #1 Suspension Lines, Opening Shock, Disreefed
X = 5989 ¥ = 2035 . X-y = 3954
s12 = 73984 s92 = 129600 s = 451.20
N, = 61 No = 10 N = 14.36
f, = 60 fz = 9 f =21.17
Canopy #2 Suspension Lines, Snatch Force
y = 303 X = 1110 x-y = 807
512 = 9082 5,2 = 47524 s = 237.92
Ny =11 Ny = 30 N = 23.49
£1 = 10 f, = 29 f =37.20
(Continued)
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Table V. (Continued) Data Required, and Calculation of
N, £, s? and X

Canopy #2 Suspension Lines, Opening Shock, Reefed

Y = 294 X = 1110 X-y = 816
s12 = 14884 so2 = 47524 s = 249.81
N; = 10 Ng = 30 N = 20.31
£, = 9 £, = 29 £ = 38.00

Canopy #2 Suspension Lines, Opening Shock, Disreefed

7 = 283 % = 1110 X-y = 827
s,% = 14762 5,2 = 47524 s = 249.57
N, = 11 N, = 30 N = 21.28
£3 = 10 £, = 29 t = 38.92

Canopy #2 Risers, Snatch Force

X = 5989 Y = 1817 X-F = 4172
s12 = 73984 so2 = 327184 s = 633.37
N; = 61 N, = 11 N = 12.96
f; = 60 f, = 10 f =14.91

Canopy #2 Risers, Opening Shock, Reefed

- X = 5989 ¥ = 1761 X-y = 4228

s12 = 73984 S92 = 531441 s = 778.09

N, = 61 Ny = 10 N = 11.14

f1 = 60 fo = 9 f = 11.65
(Continued)
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‘Table V. (Continued) Data Requirgd, and Calculation of

N, f, s“ and X

Canopy #2 Risers, Opening Shock, Disreefed

X = 5989 ¥ = 1699 X-y-= 4320
s12 = 73984 5,2 = 531441 s = 778.09
N; = 61 Ng = 11 N = 12.4993
£, = 60 fy = 10 f = 12.9362
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The next step in the computation is the evaluation of X
for each case by use of equation (13), using the values for N,
f, s and X-y calculated above. Since there will be eight reli-
ability terms in the final model, the desired confidence coeffi-
cient for each term is .987 (see below and paragraph 4.4). The
Non-Central t-Distribution nomograms in Figures 4, 5, and 6 are
available for .90, .95, and .99 confidence only. Thus it will
be necessary to calculate the reliability for all three confi-
dence levels and interpolate graphically to obtain the relia-
bility at .987 confidence. (In those cases in which the reli-
ability at either 99% or 95% confidence coefficient is found
to be .9999+, it is not necessary to compute reliability at a
lower confidence coefficient, since it will obviously also be
.9999+.)

Entering each plot of the Non-Central t-Distribution with
X and f, three values of K (one for each confidence coefficient)
for use in equation (14) can be found. From K, N, and f, « /r
is computed for each of the three confidence values. The table
of the areas under the Normal Curve, Table II, gives the corres-
ponding value of reliability (Ry) for each «/- value. Inter-
polation on the plot of R vs. g (figure 7) gives the reliability
value to the desired confidence coefficient.

The results of the above computations for each of the nine
canopy cases are summarized in Table VI. Examination of the
last column in this table indicates that Canopy #1 suspension
lines have their lowest reliability (.9998) during opening shock
to the reefed condition. The lines of Canopy #2 have their
lowest reliability (.9910) during both opening shocks, while
the risers on this canopy are at their lowest reliability (.9986)
during the opening shock to the reefed condition. The three
reliability figures above, consequently, are used in the com-
putation of the final reliability value in paragraph 5.8.

5.5 Reefing Line Cutter Reliability Analysis

Both canopies use the M2Al reefing line cutter in pairs
to effect disreefing after the first stage of f£illing. Since
no data on the performance of this cutter under high accelera-
tion, and no data on the acceleration experienced by the cutter
in this application are available, the reliability figures (at
99% confidence) presented in Table II of Appendix B are used
in the computations. The M2Al cutter was found to have R gg7 =
.985 for both two and four second delays in non-tropical environ-
ments. This value is substituted in equation (15) to compute
the reliability of the pair of cutters; the result is R gg7 =
.9998.
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Figure 7. Interpolation for Reliability at Intermediate Con-
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5.6 Disconnect Mechanism Reliability Analysis

The disconnect mechanism is essentially a pair of M2A1l
reefing line cutters in parallel with the cutter knives removed
(see paragraph 5.1.1). The reliability will, consequently, be
the same as that of a pair of reefing line cutters in parallel
R _gg7 = .9998.

5.7 Packing Reliability

Studies of cargo and extraction parachute performance in
routine use (see Appendix A) indicate that an overall rate of
about 2.7 failures per thousand canopies due to errors in
packing have been experienced. Since the hypothetical parachute
system considered herein has two canopies, there will be two
packing reliability terms in the model. At a 98.7 confidence
coefficient, the reliability value is .9953 for each canopy.

5.8 Overall Reliability

The reliability model for the hypothetical parachute sys-
tem has eight terms, six of which are component terms: two
canopy - terms, one riser tftern, two reefing line cutter terms,
and one disconnect mechanism term. The reason for the two
operational terms is discussed above.

R = Rpl.sz'Rcl ...RCG (26)

Numerical values for each of these terms have been derived in
the preceding paragraphs, and are summarized in Table VII, along
with the computed component and operational reliability and the
overall reliability.

5.9 Interpretation of Results

The interpretation of the overall reliability figure of
.979 is evident: in the long run, about 21 failures per thou-
sand uses can be expected with this hypothetical parachute sys-
tem in at least 90% of all sets of trials.

However, the reliability values computed for the indivi-
dual components are also of value in analyzing the system. For
‘exanple, the suspension lines of Canopy #2 are obviously under-
strength for the loads to which they are subjected, despite the
fact that the maximum of the three mean loads per line is only
303 pounds per line, while the material has a mean test tensile
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Table VII. Component, Operational, and Overall Reliability

Component Reliability (R;)

Canopy #1 Lines = .9998
Canopy #2 Lines = ,9910
Canopy #2 Risers = ,9986
Canopy #1 Reefing
Line Cutters = ,9998
-Canopy #2 Reefing
Line Cutters = ,9998 - .
Disconnect Mechanism = .9998

6
Component Reliability = R
TRy
i=1
= .9998 x .9910 x .9986 x .9998 x .9998 x  .9998

Component Reliability = .9888

Operational Reliability (Rp)

Canopy #1 Packing = .9953

Canopy #2 Packing = .9953
Operational Reliability = Rpl . sz

.9953 x .9953

. 9906

Operational Reliability

Overall Reliability (90% confidence)

R = Rp : Rc |
= .9906 x .9888
R = .979
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of 1110 pounds after an allowance of 20% for seams. In this
case the load is about 27% of the mean measured materials

strength.

On the other hand, Canopy #l1 appears to be highly reliable,
with a maximum mean load per line of 2035 pounds and a materials
mean strength (after sewing) of 5989 -- here the load is about
34% of the measured mean strength.

The explanation for this phenomenon lies in the relative
magnitudes of the variances (standard deviation squared) of
materials strength, tabled below for the two materials involved.

Canopy #1 Canopy #2
MIL-W-4088C, Type XVIII MIL-W-005625C,1/2"
Mean 5989 1110
Variance 73984 47524
Variance 12.4 . 42.8

Mean

As can be seen above, the ratio of variance to mean in the case
of the suspension lines of Canopy #2 is several times that for
Canopy #1, indicating a wider variability in the manufactured
material strength. Study of the equations used in calculating
the reliability of the canopy lines indicate that the final
values are roughly proportional to variance (and hence strength
variability). Thus, in the selection of materials 'for load-
bearing members of parachutes, those materials with the lower
variances (or standard deviations), will give better results,
mean strengths being equivalent.

A second type of information may be derived from a com-
parison of the performance of the MIL-W-4088C Type XVIII
webbing in the suspension lines of Canopy #1 and in the risers
of Canopy #2. Data for the worst of the three shocks are
_tabulated below.

Canopy #1 Canopy #2
Lines " Risers

Mean Load/Line or Riser 1 964 1 761

Variance/Line or Riser 336 400 531 441

Variance 171 302
Mean
Reliability . 9998 . 9986
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It can be seen that the webbing performs better in the
suspension lines than in the risers, despite the fact that the
load per member is higher in the case of the lines. Here,
again, the variances are the key to the problem. The shocks
on the risers are considerably more variable than the shocks
on the lines, as indicated by the ratios of the variances to
the means.

Since the parachute system analyzed herein is % hypothe-
tical one, it is not really possible to find a physical cause
for this variability. However, studies of drop test records
of actual parachute systems similar to the hypothetical one
indicate that the variability of the shocks is due primarily
to instability of the load during the deployment and filling
of the canopy. Thus, to increase the reliability of components
affected by this instability it is necessary for the parachute
designer to have some voice in the design of the load for better
aerodynamic properties. Of course, some improvement may also
be expected by increasing the stability of the canopy during
the deployment and filling process.

The reliability analysis can also provide an indication
of any required improvement in the reliability of auxiliary
mechanical devices used in the parachute system. 1In the
example, the reefing line cutter and the disconnect mechanism
reliabilities are a case in point.

Taken singly, each of these devices has lower reliability
(.985) than that calculated for the overall component relia-
bility of the parachute system (.988). Since they are used
in parallel pairs, however, the reliability of the two is high
enough (.9998) so that their effect on overall system relia-
bility is not serious. An increase in the reliability of each
device from .985 to .993 would bring the reliability of the
parallel pair to .9999+ (regarded in this computation as high
enough to be omitted from the calculation), resulting in only
a minor increase of overall sysStem reliability (from -.979 to

80). However, should the reliability of the auxiliary
device be lower, an attempt at improvement of its performance
is definitely indicated as a means of increasing overall sys-
tem reliability without major redesign effort.

It must be realized that the parachute system analyzed in
this section is a hypothetical one. No actual parachute system
which has reached the point of final operational testing is
likely to have reliability as low as that calculated for the
example, either in its individual components or on an overall
basis. The hypothetical system has had weak points deliberately
designed into it to illustrate the computational methods and
the types of conclusions which may be drawn from their results.
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However, the causes of unreliability in the example are actually
drawn from parallel cases in a number of operational parachute
systems, and represent typical problems which may arise in

heavy duty parachute reliability analysis.
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APPENDIX A

PARACHUTE PACKING RELIABILITY DATA

Study of parachute drop records, and discussions with per-
sonnel of military units using large numbers of cargo parachutes,
indicate that human error in the parachute packing process is
a major source of parachute system failure. Thus, in develop-
ing a mathematical model and basic data for the evaluation of
the reliability of heavy-duty parachute systems, detailed con-
sideration of parachute failure rates due to packing errors
was included.

The data available in sufficient quantity for a statistical
approach to the study of parachute packing reliability result
from drops of three parachute types: (1) Cargo parachute sys-
tems in routine field use, (2) Man-carrying parachutes used by
airborne troops, and (3) Test data on experimental and develop-
ment-phase parachute systems. Since the reliability model
developed in this study is pointed toward the evaluation of -
‘the performance of heavy-duty parachute.systems, the ideal
data source would be packing error experience with parachutes
of this type. Unfortunately, statistically adequate data for
these operations were not available for this study, and it was
necessary to use available information.

0f the three types of parachute use data available in
quantity (see above), two, man-carrying and experimental-
developmental uses, were re’ected as being too unlike the data
actually required for use in this study. Man-carrying para-
chutes are of almost completely different design and load
capacity; experimental and development-phase parachute perform-
ance is so uncertain as to make the differentiation between
packing failures, design failures, and other types of failures
very uncertain. Thus, the choice falls upon cargo parachute
systems as being the closest type to the heavy--duty systems
available, as far as the packing problem is concerned.

Actually, information gathered during interviews with per-
sonnel working with heavy-duty parachutes and cargo parachutes
indicates that the packing process for the former is probably
done with somewhat greater care than the usual packing process
for cargo parachutes, and that there is a possibility that the
overall packing failure rates in the two cases may not be the

same.
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To base the study of packing failure rates on processes
resembling heavy-duty parachute packing as closely as possible,
the cargo parachutes studied were those used by test agencies
developing and testing methods of use of standard cargo para-
chute systems, rather than testing the parachutes themselves
or using them in tactical airborne operations. Data gathered
in field interviews indicate that personnel packing the para-
chutes in these units would tend to have greater continuity of
task assignment than their counterparts in tactical airborne

units.

Furthermore, it is expected that these people would tend
to exercise more care in the packing process than the field
units, since the equipment to be test airdropped is generally
available to them in very limited amount, making it essential
that the chances of failure in the test from extraneous causes
be held to a minimum. Since these test organizations use the
standard cargo parachutes repeatedly as routine tools in
developing airdrop methods, it can be expected that the level
of proficiency in the packing process in these units will be
as great as can be expected in any type of parachute use.

The actual data used in the analysis of packing failure
rates were obtained chiefly from the project files of the
Airborne Test Division of the U.S. Army Airborne and Elec-
tronics Board at Fort Bragg, North Carolina, and the Airborne
Systems Test Division of the U.8. Army Quartermaster Field
Evaluation Agency at the Yuma Test Station, Arizona. These
data were supplemented by parallel types obtained in smaller
amounts from the routine drop test activities of the 6511th
Test Group (Parachute), NAAS, El Centro, California, and a
few other agencies.

In all, records of 5563 uses of standard parachute systems
were found. The failures recorded were studied carefully,
generally after consultation with personnel of the organizations
involved, to determine the number of failures which could be
attributed to errors in the packing process (at the same time,
data were collected on materials failures in the G-11A and
G-12D Canopies for other analyses -~ see below).

The data collected were analyzed for packing failure rates
for two cargo parachute types, the G-11A and G-12D, and for all
standard extraction parachutes as a group (combining 15, 22,

24 and 28 foot ring-slct and fist-ribbon types to obtain a
sufficiently large sample). All other cargo parachute types
have been grouped as ''miscellaneous’'.
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Packing failure causes included six cases in which reef-
ing line cutters were not armed, one case in which the cut
reefing line could not slip through the reefing rings to re-
lease the canopy skirt, one case in which the canopy was
packed in such a manner that it emerged from the bag twisted,
three cases in which improper cut knife installation prevented
deployment, one case of the use of too strong a break cord,
one case in which the canopy was not attached to the bridle,
and two cases of static lines improperly attached to the pack.
Thus, 14 of the 15 packing failures can be attributed to
auxiliary devices (cutters, attachments, knives, etc.), with
only one failure due to the canopy packing itself.

Parachute No. of No. of Packing Observed
Type Uses Failures Failure Rate )
G-11A 1964 7 ’ .00356
G-12D 1333 3 .00225
Extraction 1009 3 .00297
Misc. 1257 2 .00159
Combined 5563 15 .00270

Examination of the results of this study indicates that
the observed failure rate is between approximately 1.6 and 3.6
per thousand parachute packings. While this rate is not based
on use data for heavy-duty parachute systems, it appears to be
the best estimate available until sufficient data on heavy-duty
parachute uses are available for analysis.

0f course, before these data can be substituted in the
reliability model, the confidence coefficient must be selected,
and the expected failure rate computed from Equation 4 or from
Table I. The combined values give reliabilities of .9962,
.9958, and .9952 at confidence coefficients of 90, 95, and
99% respectively.
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APPENDIX B
PARACHUTE COMPONENT RELIABILITY DATA

As can be seen from the discussion of the methods of eval-
uation of the reliability model presented in this report, a
considerahle body of data on the components of the parachute
system are required to evaluate system reliability. Many of
these data are unique to the specific system under evaluation,
and must be obtained for the specific system. Some types of
component reliability data, however, are applicable to a wide
range of parachute systems. Where possible, these have been
collected as part of this study. Such data on reefing line
cutters, solid flat circular canopies, and some parachute
materials are presented below in a form directly applicable to
the evaluation of the reliability model. -

B.1 Solid Circular Canopy Reliability

In the study of cargo parachute drop data used tc evaluate
parachute packing reliability (See Appendix A), data on material
failures for the G-11A (100-foot) and G-12D (64-foot) cargo
parachute canopies were assembled, inasmuch as these canopies
are used as components of heavy-duty parachute systems. 1In
the case of the G-11A canopy used under its design conditions,
one failure attributable to materials failure (suspension lines
broke) in 1964 uses were found. For the G-12D, no failures
attributable to materials were found in the records of 1333
uses. Computed reliabilities for various confidence coeffi-
cients (from Table I, page 32) are presented below.

Reliability _
No. No.
Uses Failures 90% 95% 96.5% 98% 99%
G-11A 1964 1 .9980 .9976 .9974 .9969 .9966
G-12D 1333 0 .9983 .9977 .9975 .9969 .9966

These data are usable in their present form as component
reliabilities in computations for systems in which the specific
canopies are used under their design conditions. Computations
based on larger samples, however, will provide better estimates
of the reliabilities of these canopies. Thus, should more use
data on these canopies become available, they should be combined

with the above.
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B.2 Reefing Line Cutter Reliability?*/

Reefing line cutter field performance data based on actual
parachute use are generally not available in a form from which
reliability can readily be calculated. Since most parachute
systems employing reefing lines have more than one cutter, and
since the successful operation of any one cut.2r will disreef
the canopy, disreefing failure data generated by field use are
generally based on simultaneous failures of more than one
cutter. Laboratory test data on single items are available
in sufficient quantity, however, to allow computation of reli-
ability estimates on some reefing line cutter models.

In the analysis of these test data to determine expected
failure rates for reefing line cutters, the conditions of use
of the cutter are very important factors in determining appli-
cability of the reliability figures derived. The most commonly
used reefing line cutter, the M2Al, was designed for use pri-
marily in low-altitude, low-deployment-speed cargo parachute
systems. The original specifications called for an operating
altitude of 2000 to 5000 feet, (although the cutter was to be
operabl