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-~ v e NTSB has recommended that fire-

e

___suppression systems be mstalled in the

ﬂ:‘

cargo compartments of all cargo airplanes
operating under 14 CFR Part 121.

v' Currently, Class E cargo compartments,

ich are the primary cargo compartment,_
PEe.UsS car arres“’ﬂta-rim_
SSIONI Sy Stems.
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Ini response to this recommendation, FAA
has reqguested that a cost/benefit analysis
be carried out relating to the installation of
on-board fire detection and extinguishment
iSHsGarge airplanes..
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-~ ~The —analysis assessed whether fire
suppression systems, fitted to the upper
deck cargo bays of cargo airplanes, type .
certificated to FAR Part 25 and- eperating
under FAR Part 121, are likely to be cost
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Analysis
carried out
for aircraft

types
grouped

Into welight
ategores

AIRCRAFT

Cx\'II'EEKCS;IC_I)-I;Y MAXIMUM TAKE-

OFF WEIGHT

o 12,500 Ib to
100,000 Ib

C 100,000 Ib to
250,000 Ib

D 250,000 Ib to
400,000 Ib

- Greater than

400,000 Ib
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~ Potential benefits will result from
~ “freductionin:

» Injuries (Fatal and Serious)

» Damage Incurred to the aircrait-and its
cargo, and

amage: that might..be iw
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Potential costs are those incurred from the
installation and  operation _of fire -
suppression systems.

N
\ International Aircraft Systems Fire

Protection Working Group



. ~ a = 'r"
—relerirar Cosr sariart Arlel

— Benefit Analysis based on:

v Monte Carlo model

v’ Statistical distributions: derived
from _data on In-service airplanes_.
o - - T —

i

.-
-
~ o= ‘1
International Aircraft Systems Fire e M ;
Protection Working Group s ‘




. l &) -. .
2lejeitar Cost earar]t Al

e — e ——

= — e ——

he Monte Carlo model was based-on the
following Benefit equation:

Benefit _ Accidents RTM Cost

Year RTM Year Acclident

e

BRI = Revenue Ton Miles
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ACCIENT Rale™ (ACCIHERLSPEr—RAIV) ™
—Pased” on US=cargo fleet experience

i.-_——.-

over the period 1967 to 2007:

v Four accidents caused: by cargo
compartment fires

w.émem
evenue Ton Miles
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WEIGHT CATEGORY REVENUE TON MILES

(2007) —~
B 13,500,000
C 1,764,400,000
-
,.h-,ﬁ 900,000 —-_

23,468,600,000
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0]l ‘I:I;I_C]EHT based on:

gi——— .
" Primary Damage

»> Crew Injuries (Fatal and Serious)
» Damage incurred to the aircraft anditsicarge; and

sreund, Collateral Damage
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Based on an analysis of accident data it
was assessed that approximatelysene. in
eighteen freighter aircraft fire accidents

ﬁlik(ﬂy_ to. result In some degree of...
llate ———
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"~ COst Assessmentsbasedon: =

| = Jfhe new Type F Cargo Compartment
(considered for combi aircraft) using a
Halon type fire suppression.. system
together with suitable cargo compartment

ipers. __The data™used In the cosi.g
éess as at'contaimed™s

document relating tor main
deck class B cargo compartments.
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~ Current Position:

v The report is with the FAA for
helreonsideration,..
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