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Aircraft Maintenance Intuitive Troubleshooting Field Demonstration Test Results 

Mr. Christopher K. Curtis

Air Force Research Laboratory, Logistics Branch

The project goal of the aircraft maintenance intuitive troubleshooting (AMIT) was to reduce aircraft downtime by improving human performance in maintenance troubleshooting of complex aircraft system discrepancies.  Part of the task was to generate job aids.  The project was funded using 6.3 money for three years.  The research gap investigated was troubleshooting and the technical gap was the difference between novice and expert users.  The task involved pulling together technical data, log books, maintenance history, and collaboration.  The hypotheses of the tests involved less total time, fewer errors and novice versus expert usage.  The measures taken were task time, performance errors, and a feedback session.  There were 72 test subjects.  The features most valued by the users were the automatic logbook, focused searches, and the navigation of the technical data.  AMIT is not currently fielded; however, it has been directed for implementation in future spiral efforts.  The team did not perform a cost benefit analysis; however, the results were focused on cost avoidance versus actual cost savings.

Human Performance Analysis Tool (HPAT)

Mr. Milt Stretton

Sonalysts 

The tool which includes a planner, observer and analyzer were described.  The data collection deals with the when, what, how and who.  Measures and audiences can be identified.  The observation tool allows for usability and observer awareness.  Overall the tool is broad and flexible.  The analysis and reporting section allows for multiple data sets to be combined.  One of the audience questions dealt with mishap capture and the tool was confirmed to be domain independent.  The tool is available for government users at no cost.  It was noted that the source code has even been posted to the open architecture repository for use and update.

Tradespace for Systems Analysis (TSSA)

Mr. Milt Stretton

Sonalysts

TSSA is a SBIR currently in the Phase 2 option period.  The problem that the tool is solving is that programs generally do not consider the human.  How can you examine trade-offs?  The trades can be cost, schedule, risk and any other user defined parameters.  Two views are available within the tool – operational and functional.  Strategies can be entered for evaluating multiple solutions for individual functions.  The tool is currently at a technology readiness level 6.  However when the current option period is complete in August 07 at a TRL 7.  One of the future growth areas is to define APIs to other tools such as DOORS or Total Crew Model.  One of the concerns from the audience was whether the tool could be NMCI certified.
Human Performance and Operational Test Panel Discussion
Ms. Barbara Wilper

Human Performance Center, NAVSEA Detachment

Mr. Paul Tennant 

Army Rep

Mr. David Harvey

Air Force Rep

Mr. Don Barbea (sp?)

Navy Rep

Human performance requirements were defined.  A high level description of the MOA between NAVSEA and OPTEVFOR to support the technical authority was presented.  Definitions for both operational test and human performance were given.  The metrics that should be collected are timeliness and accuracy.  Other contributing measures are availability, workload, and situation awareness.  Some of the areas where the organizations are collaborating include the review of requirements, DT/OT planning, and observation of test events.  One of the main benefits is the reduction of duplication of effort and the establishment of metrics.  

Some of the discussion for the various panel members included what the role of humans within the system is.  The Air Force representative stated that most systems are not totally automated.  Their current challenge is that the HSI workforce within the government does not exist.  The Navy on the other hand is struggling with the integrating of the test requirements since the test design is mission based.  Tasks need to be defined pre-milestone B and the impact of the operator not being able to do their job and meet mission requirements.  The Air Force felt that many existing measures are human measures already.  One of the Army’s challenges is that the contractors are not concerned since the government is responsible for the people.  The Air Force uses the standard of “so what / is it mission capable?”.  One of the takeaways from the session was to get early involvement of the OT community to ensure that systems can be fielded.  There is a perceived inability to collect data unobtrusively in the Army.  The Air Force generates deficiency reports.  
