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Fig 1 Diagram of free air turbulence
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Fig 2 Curve of steady component of carrier air wake
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Fig 3 Diagram of random component of carrier air wake
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Fig 5 Velocity response curve
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Fig 6 Angle of attack response curve
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Fig 7 Angle of pitch response curve
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based on mean-variance statistics error multi-attribut dy-

Analysis of Carrier-based Aircraft’s Longitudinal Touchdown Point
Distribution Under the Influence of Atmospheric Disturbances

ZENG Tao,ZHU Pingfang,ZENG Jianping*

(School of Aerospace Engineering, Xiamen University, Xiamen 361102, China)

Abstract ; Taking into account the nonlinearity and randomness characteristics of atmospheric disturbances, we have conducted
single factor analyses of variance and have used the decision tree with linear regression programs to qualitatively and quantitatively
analyze effects of longitudinal touchdown points.Results show that effects of each component of atmospheric disturbances on the dis-
tribution of longitudinal landing points differ significantly from one another,and the vertical disturbance component is the most seri-
ous one.Particularly,decision tree combined with the linear regression method greatly improves the accuracy of the predicted landing
point of the longitudinal.

Key words: atmospheric disturbances; longitudinal touchdown point distribution; single factor; variance analysis; decision tree;

linear regression



