International Journal of Fluid Dynamics /&3 712, 2017, 5(4), 133-140 Hans X
Published Online December 2017 in Hans. http://www.hanspub.org/journal/ijfd
https://doi.org/10.12677/ijfd.2017.54015

Assessment of Low Speed Wind Tunnel Test
Safety Risk Based on Kent Index Method

Hui Wang, Dapeng Gao, Hong Chen
China Aerodynamics Research and Development Center, Mianyang Sichuan

Email: wanghuil05@sina.cn

Received: Dec. Sth, 2017; accepted: Dec. ZOth, 2017; published: Dec. 29th, 2017

Abstract

In order to making quantitative analysis for the safety risk of low speed wind tunnel test (LSWTT),
considering lack of safety assessment sample of LSWTT, using the reference of the Kent index
method application in tunnel safety risk assessment and the operating experience of LSWTT, by
means of improving the risk assessment model, working out the assessing principle of risk index
and risk acceptability principle, this paper built up the assessment of LSWTT safety risk based on
Kent index method, which was used to verify three typical LSWTT project for example. The verifi-
cation proved that the assessment of LSWTT safety risk based on Kent index method assessed the
possibility of the test risk by means of quantitative analysis, and provided the technical support
for improving the LSWTT safety control.
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Figure 1. Kent index method frame diagram
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Figure 2. Improvement of Kent index method
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Table 1. Hazard grade of wind tunnel test
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Table 2. Risk acceptance criteria of wind tunnel test
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Table 3. Selecting solution of wind tunnel test
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Table 4. Risk assessment of the power system
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Table 5. Risk index summary of sub-system
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Table 6. Risk assessment results of typical wind tunnel test projects
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Table 7. Results evaluation of improvement measurement
F 7. BUHEEHRITE
i Brgsiai ok e
R 9 S A G RE i
HH  zg  ARE RRE OB AR 2 AN RERE R AR K
Z2igH RIEH BHL S ZHigH RIBEL TeE0 B
B W5 308 3ol b T X 5 F LAY
wal,  m 3.77 8 30.19 1] b BT B 1.82 8 14.54 1]
Bk s BIREIFEE ARSI
ﬁﬁ ;@‘ 3.09 8 2475 N RE, ERMEAAEKES 2,05 8 1640 1l
AR 345 1)
Table 8. Methods comparing of risk evaluation in the low speed wind tunnel test
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