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[Abstract]

According to the International Air Transport Association (IATA), 61% of the accidents occurred during the approach and
landing phase of the flight, with 16% of the accidents caused by unstable access of the commercial aircraft. It was identified that
the pilot's unstable approach and poor manipulation of correction led to accidents by continuing the excessive approach without
go-around manuever. The causes of unstable access may vary, including airport approach procedures, pilot error, misplanning,
workload, ATC (Air Traffic Contol) congestion, etc. In this study, we use the flight data analysis system to select domestic case
airports and aircraft type where unstable approach events occur repeatedly. Through flight data analysis, including main events,
airport approach procedures, pilot operations, as well as various environmental factors such as weather and geographical conditions
at the airport. It aims to identify and eliminate the tendency of unstable approach events and the causes and risks of them to

derive implications for mitigating unstable approach events and for developing navigation safety measures.

Key word : Flight data analysis program, Unstable approach, Standard operation procedure (SOP), Corrective action,
Go-around, De-identification & non-punishment.
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