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Abstract RAM analysis based on field data is a reliable result that reflects the experience of military
operators. This result can be used to confirm whether the development RAM goals have been achieved
during operation and set the development RAM goals. This paper presents a process and method of RAM
analysis based on field data focusing on air force weapon systems. Data collection, processing, and RAM
analysis are proposed to analyze RAM. An analysis of 00 aircraft was conducted to confirm the feasibility
of the proposed method. The development value, the past results ('15) and the present result ('21) were
compared. As a result, differences were found between these results, and the cause was analyzed. These

results can be used as useful basic data for the new development of similar weapon systems.
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Fig. 1. RAM Analysis Process using RAMVV
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Fig. 3. Revise to Airforce Weapon System Structure
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63 293.7 3747 7.6 T74 62.5 172.9 186.6 66.51
Tk 349.9 4033 13.2 T75 227.4 539.1 9739.2 97.67
65 562.0 769.7 270 T91 22816.0 243.5 10719.0 -112.86
oo e p— o0 96 34225 - 11347.7 69.84
71 400.7 5273 24.0 7 11746 - - -
T72 - 11,801.1 -
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Table 5. Level 2 System MTTR(Al) Comparison

MTTR(Hr)
LCN 1 o Rate(%)
T11 3.5 33 -5.2
T12 13.9 7 -98.7
T13 2.7 2 -36.0
T14 48.2 31.5 -53.0
T23 140.0 86.4 -62.0
T24 133.8 64.3 -108.1
T41 46.7 22.7 -105.7
T42 254.6 9.5 -2580.1
T44 0.7 0.6 -15.0
T45 17.8 13.3 -33.5
T46 94.8 53.9 -75.9
T47 14.1 2 -603.0
T49 2.8 8.1 65.4
T51 18.5 7.7 -140.0
T55 6.6 5 -32.4
T63 5.3 6.2 153
T64 5.2 5 -4.0
T65 5.2 16.8 68.9
T69 20.8 19.1 -9.0
T71 3.2 4.1 21.5
T72 - 60.3 -
T74 11.9 19.3 38.2
T75 22.2 2 -1012.0
T91 0.7 0.3 -120.0
T96 - 0.6 -
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