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Data Mining

Acceptable Risk Definition

An expert panel was convened to determine what level of
injury would be acceptable for NASA. The team used a
systematic approach to buy down the risk to an acceptable
level for nominal and off-nominal scenarios. To provide
context, the team considered other analogous
environments such as previous spaceflight, military aircraft,
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Historically, spacecraft landing 4P
systems have been tested with ___i;
human volunteers, because
analytical methods for estimating
injury risk were insufficient.

These tests were conducted with

Human surrogates (e.g.
ATDs) are used to estimate
risk since injury risk often
cannot be measured directly
with live humans. For this
study, we have chosen to
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new validated, analytical
approach was desired.
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return to flight status. All three factors are used to calculate testing at expected Orion nominal landing loads. The testing will be
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Ankle Moments

Finally, each test will have a matched ATD run to allow a correlation
between the subject responses and the ATD responses.

crewmembers from egressing (SE = 3), so it would be
classified as a Class Il Injury using the ORIS

Contact Limits / Restraints (Design Constraint)
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