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Probabilistic Approach for Fighter Inlet Hammershock Design Pressure
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Abstract

Inlet hammershock is the critical loads condition for designing the inlet duct structure of a fighter. The sudden flow
reduction in engine compressor causes inlet hammershock with high pressure. The traditional method was used to
combine extreme conditions (maximum speed, sea level altitude, and cold day) to analyze this compression wave inlet
hammershock pressure. However, after the 90s there have been papers that presented the probabilistic approach for the
inlet hammershock to achieve the appropriate design pressure. This study shows how to analyze the inlet hammershock
pressure by making practical use of the Republic of Korea Air Force real flight usage data under probabilistic approach
and then analyze approximately 30% decreased inlet hammershock pressure compared with the traditional valve.
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