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Abstract: Based on the data of China Airworthiness Directive (CAD) in 1996—2019, the
evaluation indexes were constructed with the typical failures obtained by correlation analysis. The
boundary conditions of whitening weight function were determined by risk coefficient, and the weight of
each index was determined according to the principle of maximization of deviation. A safety risk
assessment model based on grey whitening weight clustering was proposed. The grey prediction model
was constructed by using the index data of equal time interval, and the prediction accuracy was improved
by 2.88% by optimizing the weight value. The predicted number of failures was consistent with the actual
occurrence, which proved the accuracy of the prediction model. Accordingly , improvement and

prevention measures can be put forward to reduce the occurrence of faults.
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