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This study aimed to identify contributing factors
underlying military aviation maintenance accidents
and events and to support preventive safety
management in aircraft maintenance. Air Force aircraft
maintenance accidents and events were analyzed
using the Maintenance Error Decision Aid (MEDA)
model, and the status of maintenance defects and
contributing factors was systematically characterized.
The findings indicate that the approach is applicable to
naval aircraft maintenance. In addition, aircraft
maintenance defects can be reduced if the factors
contributing to accidents or events are identified,
removed, or managed in advance.
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Table 1. MEDA result form [4]

General Information
Create general information such as date of event,
aircraft type and registration symbol, etc

Section |

Event

Check for events such as cancellations, turnovers,
aircraft damage, rework, etc. and describe the
cause of the defect

Section |l

Maintenance System Failure

Select and Check maintenance defects that have
caused problems with the aircraft and describe
maintenance errors

Contributing Factors Checklist

It consists of the fundamental contributing factors
that caused the maintenance system error, and all
applicable matters are checked

Section |l

Section IV

Error Prevention Strategies

list the system barriers that failed to prevent

the error and recommendations for prevention
strategies to prevent the error from occurring again

Section V

Summary of Contributing Factors, Error, and Event
SECHOIAYIE summary of the whole incident, including
the contributing factors.

Table 2. Number of maintenance related accidents and
events

Year Number of events

2011 9
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016
2017
2018
2019
2020
2011
2022
Total

O N[O N|O NN O|W|OD

]
N

o oo Rodn md fo
>
k=t
2
i
i
)
i)

N
2 o
fo @
ro,
i
>
1o

ot o
>
By
1o,
ro,
-,
=
=
oo
_V,‘:"
me |o
J%

b‘ >~
oo g
o 1o
ok :
-,
N
%9,
9, oY,

12 e

Hjgo] A 0, G &4, AP &4 E
A2 (rework) 53+ 2L 3g7] olHE0] T3t
SEAE 24 23} goglo] WA o]  F
7] &4p0] 367102 AR o] HIE Y] 40.4% 714
orom, A2l 2271 (24.7%), ¥ Pl FFL w3
A(23.6%), A8 £4 104 (11.2%) <=°] A T}. H] P

AL AL QS AFER TR B, v
49} 0% F 71 FT%0] 27 6710 A1 B
o, ] 2| & 47, LCIO A returno] 37, 19 %
Al flame outdt ThA| | W] ZFo| 27} 1A

e

jus)
lo %
i 2 o 4 & N §2 o 8 rfr

Personal Injury ;7 -
1%

A5t Ax} AzAglo] 2474 (34.8%) 0.2 7HA; WoF
ow, 53] &ASHA FAetA g2 A7 9o =

298 2026; 9(2); pp. 296-301 Journal of the KNST



Songhui Kim et al., Human Factors Management for Aircraft Maintenance KNST

744 WOtk B2 7], 4] £440] 1974 (27.5%), FOD ], 27, 9bA A8 2l0] 297, A Ake] HLo] of
87A(1L6%), RHEY TG, AL 547 BHe A, A%, BEo] Bt 29l0] 87, T HhE
A(10.1%), AT £4 5A(72%), A4 0 47 Dol AL, BT L 2} AT, AL~
(5.8%), B84, BAT 52 27 (2.9%) 2otk A S AR golo] 177, 7] Lok B, 29 S %
AR A oIt FusASgo] JFL ud =

N QI 27, A4 R.9l0] 257, BXE X714 LAY,

= s Q9 BE g2E 2455 S 24490 20lo] 67

N Ao tebget. Ul AL B5 o] FL FE 8910
= P L SRR ERENE I P P
X4, %3E 90| 224, 3 2, A A, AW, 45

A, 719145 5 A=l 29lo] 637, £A Al &

917} Belo] 2L A, 7= 89l0] 517, Lel 3

Ml 7t BA 7F 50w L TE A AE 99l

Fig. 4. Maintenance system failure

43719999 24 A3} "
50

Hu] Aoto] 7ol 92l 107442 BAG AT o
% 335402 yehdth gu Ao A S g% 2 0 I 0 I I
2 uE B44 adlel 1634, Al gy o 8 B BOH R H B OH R
Fg vAE 954 adel maow uepgon, & &5 T 0SS S S
A4H Qo FuARE =, AEEA, 3G & &S
£, 71&38%, REEHEE(RC) 59 ool 174, < TS
el A4gset o] JFe vAE

Fig. 5. Contributing factors

Table 3. Maintenance error * contributing factors

Maintenance System Failure

(it STl B oS Installation Serving Repair Inspection Forglgn Alrplane/ Personal 1o
: : : . Object Equipment .
Failure Failure failure failure Injury
Damage Damage
Information 4 1 1 5 2 2 2 17
Equment_/TooIs Safety 1 0 0 3 3 4 8 29
Equipment
Aircraft Design
Configuration/Parts ° 0 0 0 0 3 0 8
Job/Task 5 1 0 3 2 5 1 17
Environment/Facilities 5 1 1 1 0 15 2 25
Organizational Factors 19 1 3 6 9 20 9 67
Technical I_<now|edge 8 1 5 3 5 3 3 2
Skills
Individual Factors 30 1 1 6 4 16 5 63
Leadership/Supervision 7 4 2 5 9 18 6 51
Communication 7 5 2 4 6 8 4 36
Total 335
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