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CONCLUSIONS and SUMMARY

The data reported confirms the resounding success of the NAS 2c changes.  Despite non-existent pilot T&E and very poor documentation, these data show that reliance on outcomes based regulation introduced by NAS 2c has raised radio compliance levels at ‘CTAF’ (unclassified airfields) to those previously measured (by the then CAA) for MBZ.  If these radio compliance levels were to be programmed into the CAA ARM used to compare the pre NAS 2c, CTAF and MBZ outcomes, the result would confirm overall safety outcomes at all current NAS 2c ‘CTAF’ (unclassified) aerodromes equal to that which were achieved at MBZ.  This is achieved without creating the negative effects of reliance on centrally imposed, mandatory, prescriptive rules – namely, that prescriptive rules requiring specific radio calls focuses pilots on making calls whereas outcomes based requirements focus pilots on providing situational awareness.

This data also confirms that concerns held by some, that the Australian industry is not mature enough for the transition to a risk management and outcomes based approach, are entirely unfounded and those with these concerns can be reassured by this data

Accordingly, CASA must retain this modern risk management and outcome based approach and not return to prescriptive rule-making, as is now proposed.

This significant improvement in safety outcomes at unclassified airfields, as a result of an outcomes based approaches been achieved despite non-existent pilot T&E and poor documentation.  Sport Aviation strongly supports the recommendation regarding pilot T&E and improved documentation.

Sport Aviation believes that this pilot T&E and improved documentation must, as a minimum, have the following objectives:

a)  remove any residual confusion regarding the NAS 2c principles – both in the IFR and the VFR community,

b)  indicate the improved safety outcomes from this approach and engender confidence in these improved safety outcomes,

c)  encourage vigilance and overcome the negative attitude to unalerted see-and-avoid as an important backup mitigator to alerted see-and-avoid,

d) address the now serious lack of confidence, and in some cases lack of cooperation, between the IFR and VFR community, including targeted pilot T&E and/or counselling in response to reported instances of difficulty with discipline and/or cooperation under NAS 2c procedures. 

Finally, following this Ambidji study, the Sport Aviation Confederation therefore seeks clarification on the following:

1.  What now is the justification to return to the pre NAS 2c CTAF rules which depend on centrally imposed, mandatory prescriptive rules, as recommended by Ambidji and is currently proposed by CASA. 

2.  How does Ambidji and CASA now explain that a modern risk management and outcomes based approach, embodied in the NAS 2c rules and demonstrated to deliver improved safety outcomes, is inappropriate for Australia.

Accordingly, the Australian Sport Aviation Confederation believes that, in order to ensure the continued safety of the travelling public and all aviation participants, the Civil Aviation Safety Authority:

a)  must not return to outdated and discredited prescriptive rule-making,

b)  must, based on safety principles, continue to rely on the now proven NAS 2c principles,  

c)  must provide the necessary resources, including pilot Training and Education and improved documentation, to continue to implement a modern risk management and outcomes-based approach in order to retain these demonstrated safety benefits as achieved in other jurisdictions such as the US.
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PREAMBLE

ASAC would like to thank CASA for responding to our concerns, and the concerns of others, in commissioning this examination of operations at untowered airfields.  The data generated should allow an evidence based, risk management approach leading to improved outcomes – and much needed confidence in the current NAS 2c approaches.

Unfortunately, at this time there is no indication that CASA has taken account of this important information.

DATA COLLECTION

ASAC welcomes the scope and quality of the data collected.  ASAC notes that this data comprehensively confirms the views of Sport and Recreational Aviation, AOPA and most of the Australian Industry.  Radio compliance at untowered airfields is confirmed to be very high with no significant difference between CTAF(R) and ‘CTAF’ (busy unclassified) aerodromes.  Further, the majority of VFR pilots has a cooperative attitude to the protection of passenger carrying flights and the provision of voluntary priority for such flights.

Those segments of the Industry which had concerns regarding radio compliance under NAS 2c can now be reassured that these concerns are not justified.

ASAC would point out that these significant improvements have been obtained despite non-existent pilot T&E and poor documentation – as described in the Ambidji report.

ASAC also notes that the comparison compares radio compliance levels under mandatory, prescriptive rules including mandated specific calls (CTAF(R)), with those under a risk management and outcomes based approach introduced with the NAS 2c changes (‘CTAF’ or unclassified aerodromes).

AMBIDJI ANALYSIS

Unfortunately, ASAC rejects much of the analysis by Ambidji in this report.

1.  The thrust of this analysis misses the point of the current discussion entirely.  The analysis is dominated by a comparison of alerted and unalerted see-and-avoid.  Nobody in the aviation industry fails to agree the importance of radio alert .  The defining issue at this time is whether the Australian Aviation Industry is mature enough to transition to a modern risk management and outcomes based approach or whether CASA is forced, by the Australian ‘culture’, to revert to outdated prescriptive rule-making.  

This issue, fundamental to the way forward, was not addressed by Ambidji at all.

2.  The literature review is an overview of accepted literature on the relative success of alerted and unalerted see-and-avoid which adds nothing new to this discussion.   The review misses the only two issues of new importance in the literature:

a)  Ambidji seems unaware that in the 1990s , the then CAA, quantified radio compliance under the pre NAS 2c regime.  This earlier study showed compliance levels at MBZ similar to those found today in this study, but much lower compliance levels (5-10% non compliance) at the old CTAF aerodromes (non-mandatory carriage, mandatory use).  This crucial comparison shows just how successful the outcomes based approach embodied in the NAS 2c changes has been in improving radio compliance.

b)  Ambidji refers to the work done by the then CAA using the ARM model to compare outcomes from the old MBZ and CTAF rules.  Ambidji seem unaware that the driving input to this comparison is the level of radio compliance – and, that, if these current data  were to be inserted into this comparison, the study would show no significant difference between the current CTAF(R) and ‘CTAF’ (unclassified) aerodromes, and the then MBZ.

ASAC would point out that this shows that the implementation of the NAS 2c has raised the safety outcomes of unclassified (‘CTAF’) aerodromes to that which was assumed to apply at MBZ, without the modern concerns associated with reliance on mandatory, prescriptive rules – namely, that prescriptive rules requiring specific radio calls focuses pilots on making calls whereas outcomes based requirements focus pilots on providing situational awareness.

3.  Ambidji summarised alternate regulatory models and this summary is very complete and informative.  This summary shows that most countries with which we would like to compare ourselves (most specifically the US and the UK) rely on a risk management and outcomes based approach.  Ambidji go on, however, to conclude that it is not possible to draw conclusions regarding the relative effectiveness of these models.  

ASAC asks how, in reaching this conclusion, Ambidji justifies relying on accident rates per annum, ignoring the overall size of the operation?

On page 48 of the report, Ambidji reports 12 accidents for the US compared to six ‘for the corresponding period’ in Australia.  ASAC points out that that the US operation is some 20 times that in Australian – so these figures, if accepted as accurate, show that the accident rate in Australia is five times that in the US!  

The accident data of which ASAC is aware, taken from the ATSB (Australia) pre NAS 2c, and the NTSB (US), are not so complementary to the US, but still show substantially better safety outcomes in the US than in Australia.  

ASAC asks, given the fact that the traffic density in the US is some four times that in Australia, how does Ambidji justify the conclusion that it is not possible to conclude that the US system delivers superior protection than is provided in Australia pre NAS 2c?

When faced with this comparison some in Australia point to putative differences between Australia and the US.

Whatever the effect of these putative differences, the simple facts are these:

a)  Australia does not reach international benchmark safety outcomes. 

b)  Australia has not implemented international best practice regulatory approaches.

c)  These data collected by Ambidji show that the reasons given for delaying the transition to best practice in, at least this important and sensitive case, are comprehensively unfounded. 

ASAC would remind all that the reason for the adoption of the principles behind the US system in the NAS was specifically because the US NAS is a proven system which delivers better safety outcomes.  These data by Ambidji now show that these improved safety outcomes will be achieved in Australia if the NAS principles are effectively applied in Australia.

4.  Ambidji reported a Threat Barrier modelling exercise and a cost benefit study of some alternatives.

ASAC asks:

a)  Given the above evidence: 

i)  How does Ambidji justify the need for a strengthening of the threat barriers as a consequence of this data showing a marked improvement in radio compliance?

ii)  What is the risk management justification for the assumption that reverting to centrally imposed prescriptive rule-making by mandating specific calls will actually strengthen this barrier?

b)  The primary purpose of the threat barrier model is to systematise the implementation of the Reason model which makes clear that good safety outcomes result from the implementation of multiple barriers rather than attempting to make a single barrier 100% effective.  How then does Ambidji justify a primary recommendation that attempts to further strengthen the one already effective barrier – namely radio alerted see-and-avoid?  Further ASAC asks; how does CASA justify accepting this recommendation given the data obtained by this examination commissioned by CASA?

5.  Pilot attitudes

Finally, ASAC points out that this issue was raised by concerns held by some IFR pilots for the performance of VFR pilots.  The data collected both in terms of radio compliance levels, but more specifically, stakeholder views – which are very well captured in this Ambidji report – now show that these concerns are not justified.  Nevertheless, the stakeholder views highlight a sometimes high level of suspicion on behalf of both some IFR and  some VFR pilots, for the behaviour and attitudes of the other group.  This level of suspicion has now gone way beyond an amusing by-line and has become a significant safety concern, which sport Aviation believes must now be addressed by CASA.  
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