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Case Analysis: Aviation Human Factors
I. Summary
The flight 214, Boeing 777-200ER accident was concluded to have been resulted from pilot error. The flight was scheduled from Incheon International Airport, South Korea to San Francisco International Airport, United States. The plane crashed on July 6, 2013, which resulted in the death of three passengers and about 187 injured. By the time the plane was crashing, the flight data recorder had shown the airspeed was 106 knots, contrary to the expected 137 knots. The primary human factors associated with the accident of flight 214 include failure of last-second abort attempt and pilot distraction as well as the secondary causes such as slow approach speed and inadequate training (Kreindler, 2018). This analysis evaluates the primary and secondary human factors that contributed to the accident of flight 214.
II. Accident
The accident of Flight 214 crashed at 11.28AM when the landing gear of the plane as well as the tail struck the seawall that extended into San Francisco Bay. The report on the accident that was released later by the National Transport Safety Board (NTSB) showed that both engines of the plane and the tail separated as the main landing gear hit the seawall (Kreindler, 2018). As the plane approached the runway 28L, it was reported that the pilot did not follow the Asiana’s procedures that required him to stabilize the approach by going on the desired glide path. However, the NTSB (2014) the plane approached the runway at a slightly above desired glide path as the thrust levers were still idle, which contributed to the plane crashing on the seawall and causing the accident. 
III. The significance of the Accident
The accident is significant because it resulted in reforms and enactment of new safety measures that the NTSB issued to the FAA. As Mark (2014) explains NTSB issues about 27 safety recommendations that were supposed to improve the safety of planes. Further, on July 30, 2013, policy changes were made through the Amendment of the Transportation bill H.R. 2610 to improve the study of verbal warning system for low airspeed, also aimed at enhancing safety on aircraft. 
IV. Analysis
Primary Factors 
One of the primary factors that are believed to have caused the crash was last second abort attempt by the pilot. According to Kreindler (2018), once the plane reaches near its destination, it is required to go below an altitude of 500 feet through which the pilot can ensure that the target airspeed of the flight’s final approach is stabilized and established. This also requires that the descent power is stabilized and established as well (Kreindler, 2018). However, Asiana Flight 214 did not consider all these procedures. As Kreindler (2018) reports, if any of these variables becomes destabilized the pilot is required to abort the approach and begin again. In the case of Flight 214, the pilot failed to consider all these procedures and continued until when it was too late to try to abort approach leading to the crash of the plane. According to Mark (2014), NTSB concluded that Asiana pilots were primarily responsible for the accident because they mismanaged the final approach path. 
Pilot distraction was also considered as another primary cause of the accident. According to Kreindler (2018), one of the pilots from Flight 214 reported that he was temporarily blinded by a bright light when the plane was about 500 feet. Even though the investigations by the NTSB did not conclude on this, but it is believed that the pilot may have been distracted and in the process, he lost awareness of the flight’s airspeed. Mark (2014) explains that the flight captain selected an inappropriate autopilot mode that resulted in the inability of the autothrottle to control the airspeed. Mark (2014) explains that the pilots were accused of inadequately monitoring the airspeed, which resulted in the accident. 
Secondary Factors 
One of the other factors or secondary factors that contributed to the accident is believed to be the slow approach speed that the flight approached the runaway with. According to Kreindler (2018), the pilot allowed the flight’s speed to descent quickly below the desired approach speed, which caused the plane to lose altitude quickly. Several reports were heard from the cockpit a few seconds before the crash regarding the speed of the flight. The speed was too slow as the plane approached the runaway and by the time the pilot was thinking of initiating a go-around, the plane was already touching down and proved difficult to recover. 
Inadequate training of the pilots and the plane crew also contributed to the accident of Flight 214. According to the NTSB report, the flying pilot was still undertaking or undergoing training (NTSB, 2014). Further, it was reported that he had never landed a Boeing 777 plane the San Francisco International Airport. Similarly, the trainee’s instructor was also a first timer in overseeing a trainee during landing (Kreindler, 2018).
V. Recommendations
Since the accident of Asiana Flight 214 was concluded to have been caused by pilots’ incompetence, it is important that the company reviews its training programs and enhance the pilot’s training. From the accident, the company has learned a few things that need to be changed. For example, Asiana Flight needs to enhance training for the visual approach as well as automated flight, which primarily contributed to the accident of Flight 214. Further, to eliminate more doubts about the possibilities of other secondary factors that may have contributed to the accident, the company needs to conduct an inspection at the airports to ensure that anything that may be vulnerable to the safety of the plane is removed before departure. Pilot’s distraction is something that can be avoided if they are trained well to know that they are not supposed to be using cell phones, iPads or any other gadget that may distract them from their duties. As a result, Asiana Flight needs to focus on improving the code of ethics among its employees, especially the pilots. Finally, the company needs to ensure that every time a new pilot is flying, he or she is accompanied by a co-pilot who is familiar with the region or airport they are flying to.
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