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SUMMARY

In the very short period available since the release of the Ambidji report and this draft NFRM, ASAC has given very serious consideration to this proposal.

ASAC points out that these rules are central to good safety outcomes in Class G airspace, for the protection of the travelling public and of all aviation participants.  

ASAC is forced to reject this NFRM because the effect of these rules, as now proposed, would be to change fundamentally, all operations in Class G airspace with unknown, but clearly serious consequences, to the safety of the travelling public and all aviation participants.

If CASA proceeds on this basis, ASAC will be forced to oppose these rules in every forum available for the following specific reasons.

a)  There has been a failure of consultation with respect to important aspects of this proposal – most significantly, the introduction of a fifth call (overflying) – which has unintended consequences to operations in all of Class G airspace with very serious and largely unknown safety consequences.

b)  Inadequate time has been allowed for discussion of the implications of the very important hard data made available, at considerable expense, in the Ambidji report.  ASAC notes that all agree that this report did not identify any evidence of a safety issue justifying any urgent action.

c)  The proposal is contrary to CASA’s own strongly stated principles which are the basis of the regulatory review and is the basis of rule-making by all modern regulators – namely this proposal is not risk based, not performance based and not evidence based.

Sport Aviation remains strongly opposed to these rule changes because of the effects on the protection of the travelling public and all aviation participants and is still awaiting CASA’s response to a number of questions asked previously (see below).

However, specifically, at this time, Sport Aviation concerns are for the belated introduction of a fifth call, which was not the subject of consultation, and which will have the effect of altering totally, and fundamentally, the procedures applying to all aircraft in Class G airspace with no consideration of the effect on safety outcomes, let alone efficiency and equity.  

ASAC requires that CASA not proceed with this NFRM until it has met its responsibility; 

a)  to consult on the newly proposed additional rule for overflying aircraft, 

b)  consider and develop a safety case for the fundamental change to operations in Class G airspace.

c)  and for a risk and evidence based approach to rule making.

ASAC is aware of legitimate concerns for some aspects of this problem in some specific locations but believes that the introduction of blanket, prescriptive rules will not address these problems.  ASAC would be happy to be involved in discussion leading to a solution of these problems and has some significant suggestions to make, which incidentally, would be precluded by these current changes.
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DETAILED COMMENTS

1.  Regulatory Approach

ASAC has made submissions regarding the importance of a performance based approach to rule-making, particularly for collision avoidance, and ASAC would refer to these submissions and will not repeat this here – except to say – put simply, the rules must focus pilots on providing situational awareness, not simply on making calls.

2.  Consultation

There has been considerable consultation of a proposal for prescriptive radio requirements at the more busy (‘CTAF’) unclassified airfields – but this was limited to four calls involving aircraft inbound to, or outbound from, an airfield with significant traffic (‘CTAF’). 

This current proposal applies to all airfields, strips and  landing grounds, and more importantly now includes five calls – with the fifth being an overflying call.  It is this additional mandatory call, especially when combined with the number of airfields involved, which makes this proposal unworkable and will result in the creation of serious hazards at untowered airfields and elsewhere in Class G airspace.  

This additional, prescriptive call was first introduced at ad hoc meeting involving only those who happened to present following the last SCC meeting.  Inadequate consideration of the consequences of this mandatory requirement has been allowed.

3.  Workability

Prescriptive rules for the initially proposed four calls, two inbound and two outbound, legislate the calls which would be made under all ‘normal’ circumstances – so that the only consequence of making these rules prescriptive is the poorer safety outcomes resulting from outdated and discredited, prescriptive rule making.

The belated introduction of a fifth mandated call overflying all airfields depicted on the WAC chart introduces unintended consequences which change fundamentally operations in Class G airspace and makes these rules unworkable.  

Some examples are given in the appendix.  

The outcome will be that pilots of all aircraft in Class G airspace operating at or below 5000’ will be required to make frequent calls on 126.7, overflying airfields with little or no traffic, including landing grounds in farmer paddocks depicted on the WAC chart, and will do two things:

a)  The number of calls now mandated on 126.7 will make this frequency unworkable exposing the travelling public and all aviation participants to serious hazards at untowered airfields dependant on this frequency for situational awareness.

b)  This mandatory requirement will impose simultaneous competing requirements for radio calls, and on the listening watch, required for good safety outcomes, which cannot be resolved by prescriptive rule making.  Risk assessment shows that this overflying call is of little effect except at obvious cases such as airfields which are now CTAF(R).  ASAC has considered how this requirement may be improved – but is unable to devise a prescriptive rule which will not frequently have pilots exposed to competing prescriptive rules, or create situations where the prescriptive rule and sensible use of radio are in conflict – resulting, again, in poor safety outcomes for the travelling public and all aviation participants.

(ASAC would point out that identification of those airports which justify protection would enhance the application of pilot responsibility in providing situational awareness at these airfields.  The effectiveness of this advice will depend on realistic decisions as to which airports need special protection and the priority for protection of the travelling public must take precedence here.)

These changes will fundamentally alter operational procedures in Class G airspace with no consultation or analysis of the effect on safety outcomes, let alone efficiency and equity.

It is precisely this requirement which has not been the subject of consultation which delivers the unacceptable, unintended outcomes making the proposal unworkable and which is not required by risk assessment except at a very limited number of airfields. 

Clearly the ad hoc basis for choosing at which airfields this requirement is to be mandated – ie depiction on the WAC chart – is NOT risk based, but rather ‘what can we do, given current documentation, to implement this requirement immediately.’

CONCLUSION

Sport Aviation reiterates that these rules will deliver poorer safety outcomes and that the best approach is to put resources into pilot T&E to further improve the outcomes already achieved under NAS 2c – towards that achieved in other jurisdictions.  

Sport Aviation remains strongly opposed to these rule changes because of the effects on the protection of the travelling public and all aviation participants and still awaits CASA’s response to the following:

1) What is the safety justification to return to centrally imposed, mandatory prescriptive rules?

2) How does the CEO of CASA now explain that a modern risk management and outcomes based approach is inappropriate for Australia?

The Australian Sport Aviation Confederation believes that the Civil Aviation Safety Authority:

a) must not return to outdated and 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, to continue to implement a modern risk management and outcomes-based approach to deliver to the Australian travelling public and all aviation participants the superior safety outcomes achieved in other jurisdictions such as the US.

Finally Sport Aviation insists that this proposal not proceed until CASA has met its responsibility for consultation and risk based approach to the newly proposed rule for overflying aircraft.
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Appendix

Overflying requirements at all airfields depicted on the WAC chart.

Australia is dotted with airfields represented on the WAC chart, frequently, at intervals of about 30 NM.

Taking, by way of example, the airspace north west of Dubbo – the airspace loosely defined by Dubbo, Nyngan and Coonamble.  

Within in, or close to, this triangle, which is only 80-100 NM on a side, there are no less than 10 airfields depicted on the WAC chart.   About half of these are strips on farm properties – but this list does not include the aerodromes at Gilgandra or Trangie.  Presumably Airservices have chosen airfields at regular intervals to make them known to a pilot with an emergency.  They are certainly not chosen on the basis of traffic.  Many are not named except perhaps, and only presumably, by a farmstead close by the airfield.

Circles of 20 NM diameter drawn around these airfield leaves NO continuous airspace over this remote part of Australia.

As a further example, a flight from Bathurst to Condobolin would pass though or near (within 10 NM) of no less than six airfields and would be within 10 NM of an airfield essentially all the way.

Overflying calls at all these airfields would have to be made by an aircraft at or below ca 5000’  At this altitude calls on 126.7 would cover a most of the state.  This would probably double the calls on 126.7 making this frequency unworkable.

The result is mandatory radio on the CTAF frequency essentially all over Australia in Class G airspace below 5000’ requiring frequent mandated calls to no effect.  This would make 126.7 unworkable and impose multiple mandatory requirements which are at odds with, not enforcing, sensible use of radio to provide situational awareness in this airspace.
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