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A Study on Contributing Factors to Aircraft Maintenance Failure
Chun-Yong Kim*, Heui-Kwan Park**

ABSTRACT

Aircraft maintenance failure doesn’t only threaten flight safety but also causes

significant economic losses such as flight delays, flight cancellations, air turn backs and

diversion and so on. Therefore, the efforts should be made to detect the contributing

factors that cause such maintenance failure and eliminate them. In this study, by

analyzing factors contributing to system failure using the Maintenance Error Decision

Aid (MEDA) model based on stochastic relations between the contribution factors,

system failure and events, we will draw a improvement plan to aircraft maintenance

defects.
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other Fig 9. Contributing Factors—Technical
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