Comments on Civil Aviation Authority of New Zealand
Flight Training Review
Aviation Industry Association 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Flight Training review.  You will be aware from various submissions we have made that we wished this review to be removed from the CAA’s public web page and the document to be circulated to industry stakeholders.

This remains our view – the essence being that fundamental and integral to high quality risk reviews of any sector in the aviation space is appropriate consultation and communication with affected stakeholders.  In this particular instance neither of these key elements of a risk assessment were undertaken and to that degree we see the document as an adjunct to and not the essence of developing an appropriate risk profile for the sector.

We also have severe reservations that the document could be misinterpreted and used against the flight training community of interest in this country, particularly by international competitors.  A conclusion that could be reached from the recommended actions CAA proposes taking is that the industry is lacking in regulation, has poor examination and testing requirements, including flight tests; unsound or poorly developed safety systems.    Our view is that this is not the situation and for the CAA to take any action at the present time on the basis of the report is premature and inappropriate.

This conclusion is based on the following:

· An absence of comparative data i.e. how does New Zealand’s Flight Training system perform relative to the rest of the world.  We understand our accident rate is no higher than and certainly broadly comparable with comparative jurisdictions – the ATSB has some excellent work on the flight training industry including accident rates per 100,000 hours flown
· The report in a number of areas poses more questions than answers P23/24 

· The strategic analysis p24-25 appears quite lightweight.  Linking it to the CAA’s strategic directions paper would place some context around this analysis as well as issues such as global context on skill needs, demographics, growth in industry, recognition that having suitably trained pilots is an enabler for the New Zealand economies key sectors of travel/tourism and agriculture

· The Regulation of Flight Training concentrates on certification of flight training organisations, but the commentary appears scant on the role of syllabus, new technology, new qualifications

· Review of Accidents – this contains valuable learning materials and lists multiple causative factors, but no mention is made of corrective actions taken.  It is therefore easy to assume nothing has been done whereas we all know that this is not in fact the case.  We are also concerned about the interchange and use of the terminology “mountain flying”.  As we understand this is now called terrain avoidance and not mountain flying as the industry is not particularly supportive of the concept of teaching the young and inexperienced to fly in mountainous terrain.  We would prefer this is discouraged rather than encouraged.   

Comments of a more specific nature 
1. Disappointed that the matter of funding excluded – while we can accept this is excluded we think that any comprehensive risk profile of the industry would have to assess and evaluate the role of ownership and financial resource deployment and their impact on safety in the sector.  Without such analysis it is possible that one of the key risk issues is excluded from a robust assessment of safety drivers or practices.

2. Test the Theory of Industry concentration – we are not sure this is necessarily the case. In some locations such as Hamilton and Palmerston North this could be true, but in others possibly not. There is no comparator over time and there appears little testing of the theory.  It could be correct, but it may not be.  Perhaps the issue is airspace and airport procedure design as opposed to concentration.
3. Flight Training Fatalities and Injuries – the link to certification under CAR 141 and frequency of accident is not mentioned. Given that CAA accepts that certification is a critical determinant of safety improvement we are surprised that the linkage is not tested in this research.

4. Regulation under CAR 141 is a matter of international recognition – a discussion of this valuable point we believe would be beneficial 

5. Benchmarking of Occurrence descriptors  - it is difficult to get any sense of proportionality i.e. are the airspace incident descriptors detailed at page 19 radically different to other users of the airspace.  If they are that may tell us something about training 

6. ASPEQ data incomplete picture – in any analysis the information from Massey University where comparable should also be gathered before any conclusions are drawn. This would give a comprehensive basis to start drawing potential linkages which we think are very useful sources of research and understanding of performance.

7. The resit issue – is there any clear international data which supports the conclusion that re-sits should be controlled or curtailed – we are assuming this is the conclusion drawn below the graph on P22.  
8. CAA response to recommendations – before making any conclusions we would recommend a comprehensive risk profile be undertaken of the sector.  

On the matter of our continued concern that this document is in the public domain this may be unfounded and with the passage of time it is clear that misinterpretation of the information has significantly reduced. However, while we respect it was CAA’s desire to significantly increase transparency over the issues we request that careful consideration be given to not releasing such documents in the future irrespective of the issue without adopting standard risk assessment methodologies.

In providing these comments they may be misconstrued as being overly critical this is not our intent.  We see value in having such documents.  There are a number of insights which are interesting but they do require vigorous testing.  It is not possible for CAA to conduct such testing without first engaging with industry just as it is wrong for industry to be dismissive of possible insights.  Enhancing the safety performance of this sector we accept is challenging however we do not believe that we are any better nor worse than comparable jurisdictions – this critical piece of information is missing and we too should not jump to any conclusion without the facts.

Yours sincerely

Irene King

Chief Executive   
