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I.  Background
In the June 1995 Ministerial Joint Statement, the Transportation Working Group (TPT-WG) was directed to convene aviation safety representatives from each economy to identify aviation safety problems in the region and to make recommendations for necessary assistance.  These safety representatives formed a Group of Experts on Aviation Safety and Assistance (GEASA.)  The GEASA was directed to facilitate the harmonization, coordination, and transparency of transport policies, regulations, procedures, and standards and to have as a priority the review of transport regulatory practices and procedures and to pursue as far as possible their harmonization or mutual recognition. 

The work of the GEASA began in April 1996 and resulted in a June 1997 report to Ministers entitled, "Aviation Safety in the APEC Economies," which identified ninety-two potential safety problems and resulted in recommendations in the five areas of: lack of adequate civil aviation safety oversight; lack of harmonization of civil aviation safety rules; concern regarding traffic conflicts; lack of good incident reporting data bases; and availability of appropriate skills in industry.  The APEC Transport Ministers accepted the report at their June 1997 ministerial meeting and requested the GEASA to make recommendations to implement the recommendations.  The GEASA submitted its recommendations in its November 1997, "Report to APEC Transport Ministers on Mechanisms to Implement Recommendations on Aviation Safety in APEC Economies."  The report proposed that the newly formed TPT-WG Steering Committee on Safe and Environment-Friendly Transportation Systems (SCSE) be tasked with the monitoring of the implementation status of the safety programs recommended by the GEASA.  

The SCSE agreed at the 13th TPT-WG meeting in Mexico City, Mexico, to begin monitoring the implementation of the GEASA recommendations by the APEC economies.  It was agreed that this monitoring should be conducted through a survey to each economy, with results forwarded to the APEC Transport Ministers.  A sample survey was presented at the 13th TPT-WG for comment and after consultation was later mailed in July 1998 to all APEC economies for completion by September 1998.  The survey results were compiled and an interim report was provided at the 14th TPT-WG meeting in April 1999.  It was agreed at the 15th TPT-WG that new APEC economies be provided with the opportunity to complete surveys as well as allowing existing economies to provide updates to their surveys.  It was also agreed that an Aviation Safety Seminar be held during a future APEC meeting to focus on areas needing attention as identified from the surveys.  The proposal for an Aviation Safety Seminar was accepted for the 17th TPT-WG meeting.

The results of the surveys, a summary of the Aviation Safety Seminar, and other areas in the GEASA report highlighted for follow-up are provided below.

II.  Survey Results

Completed surveys were received from sixteen of the 21 APEC economies.  The economies were asked to respond to their implementation of the GEASA safety recommendations in nine areas.  The results of responses are summarized below.

1.  High Priority for Civil Aviation Safety
All economies reporting have made a public announcement or other indication that aviation safety is a high priority.  A number of economies indicated that adequate revenue and personnel are in place for aviation safety oversight. 

2.  Civil Aviation Authority (CAA) Structure
All economies reporting had established a civil aviation authority that was separate from the airline operations and was responsible for oversight of civil aviation safety operations.  In all but two economies reporting, the CAA's were also responsible for the compliance and enforcement of civil aviation safety operations; in the other two economies, other government organizations were designated with compliance and enforcement responsibilities.  All CAA's were responsible for other aviation functions, the most common being air traffic, security, airports and accident investigation.  All CAA's had a designated office responsible for oversight of air carrier operations and continued airworthiness.

3.  Safety Oversight
All but one of the economies reporting participate in Directors General of Civil Aviation (DGCA) meetings within their regions.  The economies geographically located within the Asia-Pacific region participate in the ICAO Annual Conference of DGCAs of the Asia-Pacific region and two of the four Western Hemisphere economies also participate in this meeting.  Half of the economies reported some participation in the ICAO Cooperative Development of Operational Safety and Continuing Airworthiness Project or COSCAP.

4.  Civil Aviation Safety Academy Approach
More than half of the economies reporting have developed a standard training course curriculum for its inspectors.  Those that do not have a standard training course curriculum avail themselves of training from either ICAO experts, the United Kingdom Civil Aviation Authority (U.K. CAA) or the U.S. Federal Aviation Administration (FAA).

5.  Harmonization of Civil Aviation Safety Rules
Most of the economies reported participation in some type of harmonization activity.  This could either be a regional program like the ICAO COSCAP, working individually with a country or groups of countries, or by individual economy review and comparison of regulations of other economies.

6.  Air Traffic Conflict
Approximately half of the economies reporting who are participating in the ICAO Asia Pacific Air Navigation Planning and Implementation Regional Group (APANPIRG) have endorsed its recommendation on Airborne Collision Avoidance Systems (ACAS) developed in June 1997.  Most economies reporting indicate that they have regulations addressing ACAS and other economies are progressing work in this area.

7.  Lease, Charter, or Interchange of Aircraft (ICAO Article 83 bis)
All but one of the applicable economies reporting have ratified ICAO Article 83 bis and approximately half of these economies have developed the needed legislation or regulations needed to implement this standard within their own economy.  

8.  Incident Reporting and Analysis Systems
The majority of the economies reporting have responded that they had some type of accident/incident reporting system.  Most of these systems are confidential and separate from the aviation safety regulator.  

9.  Availability of Appropriate Skills in Industry
The majority of economies reporting have established certification criteria for pilots, mechanics and engineers and the training centers that might provide such airmen certification services.

III.  Aviation Safety Seminar

The Aviation Safety Initiative of the TPT-WG Steering Committee on Safe and Environment-Friendly Transportation Systems sponsored a seminar titled “Setting the Stage for Aviation Safety” on March 28, 2000, during TPT-WG17.  The United States, as lead of the SCSE Aviation Safety Initiative, volunteered to organize the seminar and welcomed the assistance of all Economies including the nomination of agenda items and speakers for the seminar.

It was noted that the survey results of the Economies’ implementation of the GEASA safety recommendations revealed that one recommendation in particular, “High Priority for Civil Aviation Safety,” should receive a focus during the Aviation Safety Seminar.  Based on this finding, the seminar presentations focused on the economic argument for aviation safety as well as the management philosophy and the necessary regulatory framework required to ensure aviation safety.  The topics discussed during the seminar included the following areas:

· The Economic Argument:  Enlisting support of high-level government officials by finding and presenting economic data to show that aviation is key to economic development through the expansion of trade and investment opportunities, enabling integration into a global marketplace, developing a skilled workforce, and promoting tourism, business, and local travel;

· The Regulatory Framework:  Developing requisite standards, policy statements, and resulting funding requirements for aviation system improvements.

· The Management Philosophy:  maintaining aviation priorities given potential pitfalls (e.g. competing funding priorities) and developing a safety culture including oversight of industry to ensure compliance.

Approximately 50 participants from 19 APEC Economies attended the seminar.  Presentations made during the seminar are posted on the APEC website.

IV.  Other Areas Highlighted in the GEASA Report for Follow-up

In addition to the nine recommendation areas noted above in the surveys, the GEASA report highlighted three areas for follow-up reporting. 

· Civil Aviation Academy Approach  It was recommended in the original GEASA report, that ICAO should develop a standard curriculum for training of civil aviation safety inspectors.  The first installment, in what is expected to be a series of ICAO courses for government civil aviation safety inspectors, has been developed and delivered.  At the request of ICAO, the U.S. Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) developed generic training courses through the ICAO Trainair Program.  These courses are designed for official aviation safety inspectors in the operations and airworthiness fields who are responsible for certification of air operators and maintenance organizations.  The courses were validated by a worldwide cross section of official aviation safety personnel.  The courses were completed and delivered to ICAO in September 2000 and are available for instruction to all APEC economies.

In addition to the United States, Canada and Singapore also expressed an interest in participating in the ICAO Trainair Program as either a contributor of course material or as a provider of course instruction.

· Harmonization of Civil Aviation Safety Rules  During the GEASA meetings, it was noted that the FAA was developing a model aviation regulatory document, which would be compatible with ICAO Annexes, Standards, and Recommended Practices, and the aviation regulations of other economies.  In July 1999, the United States FAA completed its first development of the model aviation regulatory document and provided it to ICAO for use in its projects and initiatives.  The model regulatory document consists of a civil aviation law, regulations and implementing standards for flight operations, and continuing airworthiness of aircraft.  The model regulations were developed using ICAO material, comparisons of the U.S. Federal Aviation Regulations, the European Joint Aviation Requirements (used by some APEC economies,) and regulatory material from the APEC economies of Australia and Canada.  The document is cross-referenced to ICAO, FAA, and JAA requirements.  The model document was updated twice based on input from a cross-section of worldwide aviation safety experts, including experts from some APEC economies.  The current version, (Version 2.0) was provided to ICAO in September 2000.  The document is available on the FAA web site at http://www.faa.gov/avr/iasa/index.htm.

· Incident Reporting and Analysis Systems  The GEASA noted that for future reference, a reporting should be made on the efforts of both ICAO, toward the development of an international standard for universal reporting of incidents, and on the continued development of the Global Aviation Information Network (GAIN) program.  

During the 32nd ICAO Assembly in 1998, a resolution was passed to improve safety through enhanced collection, analysis and dissemination of safety information.  This culminated in a September 1999 recommendation to ICAO Annex 13, that States should establish non-punitive incident reporting systems, promote establishment of safety information sharing networks, and facilitate free exchange of information on potential safety deficiencies.  This recommendation has now become part of the ICAO Annex 13, Chapter 8, paragraph 8.7.

The GAIN program continues to evolve by expanding and enhancing existing systems through an international cooperative effort.  This international cooperative effort involves ICAO, some APEC Economies, and industry.  Areas of emphasis include expansion of existing safety information sharing among users, the development and use of analytical methods and tools, and the continuation of regular international GAIN World Conferences to development and assess progress.  Further information can be obtained from the GAIN Internet site at www.gainweb.org.

V. Conclusion

It appears that the aviation safety items raised by the GEASA are well understood and being implemented in the APEC economies that participated in the GEASA work.  It also appears that there are several worldwide aviation safety initiatives underway in which APEC economies are directly involved. Consequently it appears that no further work is needed at this time as follow up to the GEASA report.  The Aviation Safety Initiative of the SCSE will continue to be responsive to any requests for future follow up work in these areas.  

VI. Recommendations

It is recommended that the TPT-WG 18 endorse this report and forward to the APEC Transport Ministers.

<END>

ATTACHMENT

Follow-on Survey Results Regarding Recommendations of the APEC TPT-WG 

Group of Experts on Aviation Safety and Assistance (GEASA)
I.  High Priority for Civil Aviation Safety
The Ministers' mandate to the Group of Experts on Aviation Safety and Assistance (GEASA) was not only to identify safety problems but also to provide necessary assistance.  In response, the GEASA report endorsed by Ministers states that there is "opportunity to re-allocate resources to provide adequate funding not only to correct deficiencies but also to enhance safety.  In that regard, announcements by a number of Economies that safety is a high priority in public policy offer realistic expectation that such a re-allocation can be achieved where appropriate."  The reallocation of technical assistance funding by recipient Economies for consideration by Economies able to offer such assistance can provide the resources necessary to correct safety deficiencies and enhance safety.

Questions:

1.  Has your Economy made a public announcement that aviation safety is a high priority?  (  Yes;  (  No  (check one).

If yes, what action is your Economy taking to provide or seek resources as appropriate for this purpose?  Note other comments or observations.

Survey responses:

Australia.  Yes.  The resources devoted to aviation safety are commensurate with current needs and priorities established by the Government.

Brunei.  Yes.  This effort is self-supported by the Government or through training in the ASEAN cooperation.
Canada.  Yes.  Canada has adequate resources to assure high standards of domestic and international civil aviation.  Canada provides resources to ICAO and States for aviation safety programs.

Chile.  Yes.  No action.  In our Economy all the activities of National Security are financed by aeronautical rates and cost.  Our economy does not consider donation to other economies.

China.  Yes.

Chinese Taipei.  Yes.  CCAA requests all operators to follow an ICAO Annex 6 equivalence regulation.  The CCAA builds up an inspection system that provides help to airlines and emphasizes high leverage issues should be addressed first.
Hong Kong, China.  No.  Aviation Safety issues have always been accorded with high priority in Hong Kong, China.

Indonesia.  Yes.  Establishment rules and regulations based on Aviation Act number 15/1992.  Ministry of Transport has issued the latest of the Minister Instruction number IM.5/HK/207/PHB-98 about Safety Enhancement in transportation and DGAC has distributed this instruction to all related institutions.

Korea.  Yes.  The Government of the Republic of Korea is implementing a comprehensive civil aviation safety plan that was disclosed in December of 1997, by the Director-General of Civil Aviation Bureau.  Public announcements informing the general public that civil aviation safety is a high priority was performed by publishing articles in March of 1998 and organizing a seminar on civil aviation safety in April of 1998.

Japan.  Yes.  In discussion of the National Diet, the announcement has been made.  It is stated in Article 1 of Civil Aeronautics Law as one of the purposes of the Law.  Activity of safety oversight, surveillance, and enforcement of aviation safety operations are based on General Account.  On the other hand, the development of airports and air routes is based on Special Account for Airport Development, whose total amount of expenditure is $478.8 billion yen (1997 fiscal year) and 473.4 billion yen (1998 fiscal year).  The largest category in expenditure is airport development, while 40.2 billion yen in 1997 and 41.3 billion yen in 1998 has been delivered to air route development.

Mexico.  Yes.  Obligatory observation orders were published for the aeronautics technical personnel on CFIT training and practices on the emergency procedures in light airships of the general aviation; the same was done for the installment of the GPWS equipment in airships of commercial aviation (airlines) on a first stage, that will be applied for the year 1999 to the general aviation; as well as documents sent to airlines regarding to Policies on Human Factors.

New Zealand.  Yes.  Adequate funding streams are already in place.

Philippines.  Yes.  RP availed of ICAO Technical Assistance Program for the provision of OPAS experts on aviation safety.  A trust fund agreement was entered into with ICAO for the three-year project.

Singapore.  Yes.  Our economy has sufficient resources for this purpose.

Thailand.  Yes.  The seeking of assistance for staff training in the field of airworthiness, flight operations, personnel licensing, etc. is under negotiation with the European Association of Aerospace Industries (AECMA).

United States.  Yes.  An annual review of current needs and resources is completed by the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) as part of the ongoing process to obtain funding and personnel.  The FAA currently has several safety initiatives ongoing, including the Safe Skies/CAST Initiative, which is a partnership program with other government agencies within the U.S. , Canada, and Europe, and the aviation community with a goal of a five-fold reduction in the rate of fatal accidents in commercial aviation over the next ten years. To reduce the U.S. commercial aviation fatal accident rate by 80 percent by 2007, and to reduce the world wide commercial aviation fatal accident rate.

Survey results conclusion:  All economies reporting have made a public announcement or other indication that aviation safety is a high priority.  Most economies have indicated that adequate revenue and personnel are in place for aviation safety oversight.  

II.  Civil Aviation Authority structure.

The APEC Ministers have endorsed the following recommendation:  "An Economy that has not already done so, is asked to establish a Civil Aviation Safety Authority operating under clear principles for independence from the airline operator and where feasible from other operations."

Questions:

Has your Economy established a Civil Aviation Authority (CAA) that is separate from the airline operators of your Economy?   (  Yes;  (  No

If yes, is the function of safety oversight, surveillance, and enforcement of aviation safety operations contained within the Civil Aviation Authority (CAA) of your Economy?  (  Yes;  (  No 

Is your CAA responsible for other aviation safety functions, such as air traffic or security: (  Yes;  (  No  Describe

Please attach an organizational chart of your CAA and indicate which organization within your CAA is responsible for oversight of air carrier operations and continued airworthiness.

Survey responses:

Australia.  Australia has established a CAA that is separate from the airline operators.  On 6 July 1995, the former Civil Aviation Authority became two organizations:  the Civil Aviation Safety Authority (CASA) as an aviation safety regulator and Airservices Australia as an airways service provider.  CASA is responsible for regulating the activities of Airservices Australia, which is the organization responsible for provision of air traffic services.  Aviation security is the responsibility of the Department of Transport and Regional Development (DoTRS).  Under CASA's current construction, an Assistant Director is responsible for safety oversight and continuing airworthiness. (organizational chart was provided).

Brunei.  Brunei has established a CAA that is separate from the airline operators.   The function of oversight, surveillance, and enforcement of aviation safety operations is contained within the CAA.  The CAA is also responsible for other safety functions such as Aeronautical Telecommunications, Search and Rescue Coordination, Airport Fire Services, Meteorology, Airport management and airfield maintenance.  Within the CAA, the Operations Section is responsible for the oversight of air carrier operations and continued airworthiness.

Canada.  Canada has established a CAA that is separate from the airline operators and the function of oversight, surveillance, and enforcement of aviation safety operations is contained within the CAA. The CAA also is separate from NAV CANADA which provides Air Traffic Services; but, the CAA has regulatory safety oversight authority over NAV CANADA.  Canada has regulations on security, air traffic control, airports, airworthiness, aircraft operations, and other elements of civil aviation. (organizational chart was provided).

Chile.  Chile has established a CAA that is separate from the airline operators and the function of oversight, surveillance, and enforcement of aviation safety operations is contained within the CAA.  The CAA is responsible for other aviation safety functions such as air traffic and or security.  In Chile, the Air Navigation Direction of the CAA is responsible to watch over air transport operations and continuing airworthiness. (no organization chart was provided).

China. China has established a CAA that is separate from the airline operators and the function of oversight, surveillance, and enforcement of aviation safety operations is contained within the CAA.  The CAA is responsible for other aviation safety functions such as air traffic and or security. (no organization chart was provided).

Chinese Taipei. Chinese Taipei has established a CAA that is separate from the airline operators and the function of oversight, surveillance, and enforcement of aviation safety operations is contained within the CAA.  The CAA is responsible for other aviation safety functions such as air traffic and or security.  (an organization chart was provided).

Hong Kong, China.  Hong Kong has established a CAA that is separate from the airline operators and the function of oversight, surveillance, and enforcement of aviation safety operations is contained within the CAA.  The CAA is responsible for other aviation safety functions such as air traffic control, airport standards, aviation security standards, and accident investigation.  The Flight Standards and Airworthiness Division (FSAD) of the Civil Aviation Department of Hong Kong Special Administrative Region is responsible for oversight of air carrier operations and continued airworthiness.  (organization chart was provided).

Indonesia.  Indonesia has established a CAA that is separate from the airline operators and the function of oversight, surveillance, and enforcement of aviation safety operations is contained within the CAA.  The CAA is responsible for other aviation safety functions such as air traffic and security.  There is a division on DGAC structure that is responsible in regulating and controlling for oversight of air carrier operations and continued airworthiness.  (no organization chart provided).

Korea.  Korea has established a CAA that is separate from the airline operators and the function of oversight, surveillance, and enforcement of aviation safety operations is contained within the CAA.  The CAA is responsible for other aviation safety functions such as air traffic and security.  Within the Civil Aviation Bureau, the Aviation Safety Division is responsible for the oversight of air carrier operations and the Aircraft Certification Division is responsible for the oversight of continued airworthiness.  (an organization chart was provided).

Japan.  Japan has established a CAA that is separate from the airline operators and the function of oversight, surveillance, and enforcement of aviation safety operations is contained within the CAA.  The JCAB is responsible for other aviation safety functions such as air traffic control, security, and airport construction.  Within the JCAB, the offices responsible for oversight of scheduled air carrier operations are the Flight Standards Division and the Airworthiness Division.  The Regional Civil Aviation Bureau is responsible for oversight of non-scheduled air carrier operations and continued airworthiness.  The Airworthiness Division is responsible for oversight of continued airworthiness.  (an organization chart was provided).

Mexico.  Mexico has established a CAA that is separate from the airline operators and the function of oversight, surveillance, and enforcement of aviation safety operations is contained within the CAA.  The CAA is responsible for other aviation safety functions such as air traffic and security.  The air transportation services and the safety of the same are in charge of the Civil Aviation Authority through the following sections:  the agency named "Services to the Navigation in the Mexican Aerial Space (SENEAM) and to the Civil Aeronautics Office.  (an organization chart was provided).

New Zealand. New Zealand has established a CAA that is separate from the airline operators and the function of oversight, surveillance, and enforcement of aviation safety operations is contained within the CAA.  The CAA is responsible for other aviation safety functions such as air traffic and security.  It is also the regulator for air traffic control but is does not provide the air traffic control service.  The Assistant Director, Safety Certification is responsible for oversight of air carrier operations and continued airworthiness.

Philippines.  The Republic of the Philippines has established a CAA, the ATO, that is separate from the airlines operators.  The safety oversight functions are performed solely by ATO.  The process for the restructuring of ATO into a Civil Aviation Authority with corporate powers, is in progress.  The ATO is responsible for air traffic services and oversight for security services.  Some security services are contracted out to private-sector in some airports.  (no organization chart was provided).

Singapore.  Singapore has established a CAA that is separate from the airline operators and the function of oversight, surveillance, and enforcement of aviation safety operations is contained within the CAA.  The CAA is responsible for other aviation safety functions such as air traffic.  The Deputy Director, Airworthiness and Flight Operations is the organization within the CAA responsible for oversight of air carrier operations and continued airworthiness. (an organization chart was provided). 

Thailand.  Thailand has established a CAA that is separate from the airline operators and the function of oversight, surveillance, and enforcement of aviation safety operations is contained within the CAA.  The CAA is responsible for other aviation safety functions such as air traffic, airport construction, airport management, air transport control, search and rescue, aircraft accident investigation, air navigation and communications facilities.  The Air Safety Division is responsible for the oversight of air carrier operations and continued airworthiness. (no organization chart was provided).

United States.  The United States has established a CAA – the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) -- that is separate from the airline operators and the function of oversight, surveillance, and enforcement of aviation safety operations is contained within the FAA.  The FAA is responsible for other aviation safety functions such as air traffic services, security, airport planning and safety standards, commercial space transportation licensing, aircraft accident investigations, aviation medicine standards, and aircraft certification.  The oversight of air carrier operations and continued airworthiness of aircraft is the responsibility of the FAA Flight Standards Service.  (an organization chart was provided).

Survey results conclusion:  All economies reporting had established a civil aviation authority that was separate from airline operations and was responsible for oversight of civil aviation safety operations.  In all but two economies reporting, the CAA's were also responsible for the compliance and enforcement of civil aviation safety operations; in the other two economies, other government organizations were designated with compliance and enforcement responsibilities.  All CAA's were responsible for other aviation functions, the most common being air traffic, security, airports, and accident investigation.  All CAA's had a designated office responsible for oversight of air carrier operations and continued airworthiness.

III.  Safety Oversight
The APEC Ministers have endorsed the following two recommendations:  

"Conference of Directors General of Civil Aviation (DGCA) of the Asia Pacific to assume a strong leadership role in safety oversight in that Region."

"Steering Committees of DGCAs, constituted pursuant to the [ICAO] Cooperative Development of Operational Safety and Continuing Airworthiness Project (COSCAP) to expand its agenda to discuss more broad-based safety issues and to cooperate in conducting regional safety oversight activities."

Questions:

Does your Economy participate in the ICAO Annual Conference of DGCAs of the Asia Pacific region? (  Yes;  (  No

Does you Economy participate in other regional DGCA meetings? (  Yes;  (  No

Does your Economy participate in the ICAO COSCAP project? (  Yes;  (  No

Other Comments or Observations.

Survey Responses:

Australia.  Australia participates in the ICAO Annual Conference of DGCAs of the Asia-Pacific region.  It is not the normal practice for Australia to attend DGCA meetings in other parts of the world.  Australia is not participating in the ICAO COSCAP project; however it is participating in the selection of a collaborative safety oversight system.

Brunei.  Brunei participates in the ICAO Annual Conference of DGCAs of the Asia Pacific region.  It does not participate in other regional DGCA meeting but it does participate in the ICAO COSCAP project meetings.  It notes that the ASEAN Nations had supported the ICAO COSCAP project at the ASEAN Second Working Group meeting in Indonesia during 1997 and this was endorsed by SEMOC Transport Ministerial Meeting (STOM) of ASEAN.

Canada.  Canada participates in the ICAO Annual Conference of DGCAs of the Asia-Pacific region.  It does not participate in any other regional DGCA meetings.  Canada participates in the ICAO COSCAP project and is providing experts and funding for this project.

Chile.  Chile does not participate in the ICAO Annual Conference of DGCAs of the Asia-Pacific region.  It does participate in other DGCA meetings, such as the annual conferences of Civil Aviation Authorities of the Caribbean and South America Region.  Chile does not participate in the ICAO COSCAP project; however it does participate in a similar ICAO regional project in Latin America (ICAO RLA/95/003) has the lead for providing personnel licensing expertise and training to the project.

China.  China participates in the ICAO Annual Conference of DGCAs of the Asia-Pacific region but does not participate in other regional DGCA meetings.  It does not participate in the ICAO COSCAP project, noting that it has a bilateral arrangement with the United States FAA.

Chinese Taipei.  Chinese Taipei does not participate in the ICAO Annual Conference of DGCAs, nor other regional DGAC meeting.  It does not participate in the ICAO COSCAP project.  Since non-ICAO members are not allowed to attend any ICAO activities, Chinese Taipei would suggest similar conference or projects be conducted under APEC.

Hong Kong, China.  Hong Kong participates in the ICAO Annual Conference of DGCAs of the Asia-Pacific region but does not participate in other regional DGCA meetings.  It does not participate in the ICAO COSCAP project.

Indonesia.  Indonesia participates in the ICAO Annual Conference of DGCAs of the Asia-Pacific region but does not participate in other regional DGCA meetings.  It does not participate in the ICAO COSCAP project.  It notes its DGAC has both regulation and program for the safety oversight assessment.

Korea.  Korea participates in the ICAO Annual Conference of DGCAs of the Asia-Pacific region but does not participate in other regional DGCA meetings.  It does participate in the ICAO COSCAP project.

Japan.  Japan participates in the ICAO Annual Conference of DGCAs of the Asia-Pacific region but does not participate in other regional DGCA meetings.  It does not participate in the ICAO COSCAP project.

Mexico.  Mexico does not participates in the ICAO Annual Conference of DGCAs of the Asia-Pacific region.  It does participate in other regional DGCA meetings.  It does not participate in the ICAO COSCAP project.

New Zealand.  New Zealand participates in the ICAO Annual Conference of DGCAs of the Asia-Pacific region but does not participate in other regional DGCA meetings.  It does participate in the ICAO COSCAP project.

Philippines.  Philippines participates in the ICAO Annual Conference of DGCAs of the Asia-Pacific region and occasionally participates in other regional DGCA meetings.  It has participated in the initial stages of ICAO COSCAP for its regional area.  Philippines has a previously consummated Trust Fund Agreement between ATO and ICAO for the provision of technical assistance. 

Singapore.  Singapore participates in the ICAO Annual Conference of DGCAs of the Asia-Pacific region and participates in other regional DGCA meetings.  It participates in the ICAO COSCAP project.

Thailand.  Thailand participates in the ICAO Annual Conference of DGCAs of the Asia-Pacific region and participates in other regional DGCA meetings.  It participates in the ICAO COSCAP project.

United States.  The United States participates in the ICAO Annual Conference of DGCAs of the Asia-Pacific region and also participates in other regional DGCA meetings.  It participates in the ICAO COSCAP project by providing planning expertise and funding.

Survey results conclusions: All but one of the economies reporting participate in DGCA meetings within their regions.  The economies geographically located within the Asia-Pacific region participate in the ICAO Annual Conference of DGCAs of the Asia-Pacific region and two of the four Western Hemisphere economies also participate in this meeting.  Half of the economies reported some participation in the ICAO COSCAP project.

IV.  Civil Aviation Safety Academy Approach.

The APEC Ministers have endorsed the following recommendation:  "International Civil Aviation Organization (ICAO) to develop a standard curriculum, for training Civil Aviation Safety Inspectors, that includes the general competencies required to convert a specialist to a safety inspector."

Note:  ICAO will be asked to provide an update on the development of an international standard for aviation safety inspector training, which is underway in its TRAINAIR program.

Questions:

1.  Has your Economy developed a standard curriculum for training Civil Aviation Safety Inspectors? (  Yes;  (  No

Other Comments or Observation

Survey Responses:

Australia.  Yes.

Brunei:  No.  There is on the job training for the two local officers together with UK CAA Flight Safety Inspector.

Canada.  Yes.  There is a comprehensive program for training inspectors headed by the Director Training Services.  Canada is considering its possible participation in the TRAINAIR Programme as a contributor of course material.
Chile.  No.  Our inspectors receive their training from the FAA.

China.  No.

Chinese Taipei.  Yes.  Chinese Taipei hopes to get into the international standard for training Civil Aviation Safety Inspectors.

Hong Kong, China.  Yes.  All safety inspectors in areas such at air traffic control, airworthiness and flight operations are professionally qualified in their areas of responsibility.  On-the-job enhancement courses are arranged regularly for aviation safety inspectors in Hong Kong, China.

Indonesia.  Yes.  Training curriculum is set up by joint co-operation between CATC and Directorate of Airworthiness Certification.

Korea.  Korea has run a Civil Aviation Safety Inspectors training course since the 1970s and will comprehensively improve the course and its curriculum and materials in 1998 and 1999.

Japan.  Yes.
Mexico.  No.

New Zealand.  Yes.  CAA uses slightly different terminology.  Inspectors (flight operations and airworthiness) are involved in the certification process – i.e. the entry process.  Safety auditors (flight operations, etc.) are involved in the monitoring audit function.

Philippines.  No.  Training is presently being availed of through the ATO-ICAO Trust Fund agreement.

Singapore.  Yes.  Training for our inspectors consists of on-the-job training and attendance of UK-CAA and US-FAA airworthiness management courses.  A standard curriculum developed by ICAO will be very useful guide for the Economies.

Thailand.  Yes.  Initial training for new inspectors only.

United States.  Yes.  A series of indoctrination training courses for new inspectors and recurrent training courses for inspectors are taught at the FAA Academy, Oklahoma City, Oklahoma.

Survey results conclusions:

More than half of the economies have developed a standard training course curriculum for its inspectors.  Those that do not have a standard training course curriculum avail themselves of training from either ICAO experts, the UK-CAA or the US-FAA.

The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) has developed a model aviation regulatory document consisting of a civil aviation law, regulations and implementing standards for flight operations and continuing airworthiness of aircraft.  Model regulations were developed using ICAO material, comparisons of the U.S. Federal Aviation Regulations and the European Joint Aviation Requirements, and in some instances, Canadian and Australian regulatory material.  This model aviation regulatory document has been provided to ICAO for use in its projects and initiatives and is also available on the FAA Internet site at http://www.faa.gov/avr/iasa/index.htm.  The model aviation regulatory document has been used as the basis for the development of ICAO Trainair Program courses for aviation safety inspector training for certification of air operators and approved maintenance organizations.  These courses have been developed at the FAA Academy.  Experts from the FAA, ICAO and Contracting States of ICAO collaborated in the development of the material, while government safety inspectors from all over the world took part in the testing of the training packages.  The courses are available for teaching at ICAO approved government safety inspector regional/subregional training centers, including the FAA Academy.

V.  Harmonization of Civil Aviation Safety Rules.
The APEC Ministers have endorsed the following recommendation:  "Civil Aviation Authorities, pursuant to the APEC Transport Ministers Declaration of Principles on Harmonization, will pursue the harmonization of civil aviation safety regulations, standards, procedures and associated processes employed in the manufacture, maintenance and operations of the civil aviation systems."

Questions:

Is your Economy participating in a harmonization activity, such as the ICAO COSCAP with groups of other economies, or working individually with another Economy to harmonize aviation safety regulations? (  Yes;  (  No

If yes, please describe these activities.

Survey results:

Australia.  Yes.  CASA is in the process of harmonizing its regulations with leading aviation nations overseas.  CASA also is working with South Pacific nations, through the COSCAP program to expedite harmonization of aviation rules throughout the region.

Brunei.  Yes.  Brunei is participating in the ICAO COSCAP meeting in the ASEAN region.

Canada.  Yes.  Canada has MOUs on harmonization with Australia, Chile, China, Mexico, New Zealand, and the United States.

Chile.  Yes.  Our economy is adopting FAA rules to our system; similar situation occurs in several countries in the Caribbean and South America.  Chile is participating in an ICAO regional project in Latin America (RLA/95/003) that is addressing harmonization of aviation safety regulations within the region.

China.  Yes.  China has a bilateral arrangement with the United States FAA.

Chinese Taipei.  No.

Hong Kong, China.  No.  The civil aviation legislation framework was inherited from the UK-CAA and Hong Kong, China is in the process of reviewing JARs (European Joint Aviation Requirements) with the view of harmonization of aviation regulations.

Indonesia.  Yes.  Indonesia has revised the Civil Aviation Safety Regulations by Ministry Decree with reference to the U.S. Federal Aviation Regulations and ICAO standards.  DGAC conducts regular meetings with Australia and other neighboring countries in areas such as air traffic services.

Korea.  Yes.  Korea is participating in a harmonization activity of civil aviation safety rules, for example, the Bilateral Aviation Safety Agreement with the United States to improve airworthiness.  Korea is in step in the harmonization process of civil aviation safety regulations, standards, procedures and associated and employed in the manufacture, maintenance and operations of the civil aviation systems.

Japan.  Yes.  The JCAB is working with the United States, Canada, Germany, Sweden and France to promote reciprocal acceptance of airworthiness approvals, environmental testing or environmental approvals, flight simulator qualification evaluations, aircraft maintenance facilities, maintenance personnel, airmen and flight operations.  With regard to air traffic services, air traffic control and aeronautical information services are provided by the Civil Aviation Bureau of the Ministry of Transport of Japan, which also develops most of the radio navigation facilities in Japan.  All these services and facilities are in compliance with international standards such as ICAO SARPs, to secure the safety of air transportation in Japan.  To implement new CNS/ATM systems in Asia/Pacific region advocated by ICAO, Japanese Civil Aviation Bureau is constructing a satellite-based air traffic services system cored by Multi-functional Transport Satellite (MTSAT), the first of which is scheduled to be launched in the summer of 1999.  This system will realize safer and more efficient air traffic not only in Japanese FIRs but also throughout Asia/Pacific region.

Mexico.  Yes.  Working meetings on aerial and airport safety aspects are taking place with the United States FAA and the Transport Canada (TC), and with the DGCAs of France, Spain, Germany and preliminary reunions on the same subjects.

New Zealand.  Yes.  New Zealand rules are closely harmonized with overseas standards, particularly the U.S. Federal Aviation Regulations.  There is direct involvement with South Pacific Forum in establishing a COSCAP program with the 13 South Pacific Forum Islands.  New Zealand's aviation safety rules are being utilized by other Pacific States by reference, thus achieving considerable harmonization progress.

Philippines.  The Philippines has regularly attended the Senior Transport Officials Meeting (STOM) which discussed among other items, COSCAP.

Singapore.  Yes.  Singapore studies mainly the U.S. FAA and the European JAA aviation regulations and adopts them where applicable.

Thailand.  Yes.  Memorandum of understanding on aviation safety co-operation, Southeast Asia-Europe between economies of Thailand, Lao PDR, Malaysia, Philippines, Vietnam, and the European Commission, which includes harmonization, is under negotiation.

United States.  The FAA participates in the ICAO COSCAP by providing planning guidance and at times financial assistance.  For the ICAO South Asia COSCAP, FAA also provided office equipment donations.  FAA also participates in an ICAO regional project in Latin America, which like the COSCAP, is designed to address basic aviation infrastructure needs and harmonization of aviation safety regulations.  FAA completed its fourth year of participation in this regional project and provided financial assistance and inspectors to teach flight operations, aircraft maintenance, and flight crew licensing courses to inspectors within the region.  The FAA and the European Joint Aviation Authorities (JAA) have been working for several years to harmonize regulations for aircraft certification, maintenance, flight operations and flight crew licensing.  The FAA completed its development of a model aviation regulatory document, based on ICAO, FAA, JAA and other regulatory guidance.  The first version of this document was presented to ICAO in July 1999.  The document has now been updated, based on input from a cross-section of world-wide aviation safety experts, and version 2.0 was provided to ICAO in September 2000.  Further, in September 2000, the FAA completed its development of aviation safety inspector training courses for operations and maintenance inspectors involved in air operator and maintenance organization certification, and provided these training courses to ICAO for teaching at ICAO approved regional/subregional training centers..

Survey results conclusions:

Most of the economies reported participation in some type of harmonization activity.  This could either be a regional program like the ICAO COSCAP, working individually with a country or groups of countries, or by individual economy review and comparison of regulations of other economies.

VI.  Air Traffic Conflict
The APEC Ministers endorsed the following two recommendations:

Development of a Regional Air Navigation Agreement on Airborne Collision Avoidance Systems, in accordance with ICAO Annex 6.

ICAO to develop a standard for the application of Airborne Collision Avoidance systems universally.

Questions:

Has your Economy endorsed the ICAO Asia-Pacific Air Navigation Planning and Implementation Regional Group (APANPIRG) recommendation on Airborne Collision Avoidance Systems (ACAS) developed in June 1997? (  Yes;  (  No

If yes, what processes has your Economy developed in order to fulfill or satisfy the APANPIRG recommendation to implement ACAS by the year 2000? 

Survey responses:

Australia.  Yes.  Appropriate legislation has been enacted to meet this requirement.

Brunei.  Yes.  Brunei officially informed all Brunei registered aircraft holders that effective January 1, 2000 all turbine pressurized aeroplanes that had a maximum take off mass in excess of 15,000 kg or authorized to carry more than 30 passengers be equipped with ACAS in accordance with. ICAO requirement Annex 10 VIV.  ATC procedures have been implemented in accordance with. APANPIRG and recommendations on the use of ACAS by ATCOS.

Canada.  No.  We have standards for ACAS.  It is not necessary for Canada to endorse this because APANPIRG does not include Canada.  Canada does not mandate the use of ACAS, however when it is used, it must conform to established standrds.  ACAS will not be implemented in Canada by the year 2000.  However, most Canadian commercial aircraft operate frequently within US airspace and, to do so, Canadian aircraft must conform to the US rules.  This has lead to extensive ACAS usage by the Canadian commercial fleet.

Chile.  No.  Chile participates in the implementation and Planning Group for the Caribbean-South America region (GREPECAS).

China.  Yes.

Chinese Taipei.  Yes.  CCAA requests that all turbine engine aeroplanes of a maximum certificated take-off mass in excess of 15,000 kg or authorized to carry more than 30 passengers should be equipped with ACAS before 1 January 2000.  ACAS installation has been required in flight operations regulations and operators have been advised to meet the installation’s requirements.

Hong Kong, China.  Yes.  Hong Kong, China is pursuing the implementation mandate for carriage of ACAS and has issued an Aeronautical Information Circular on 1 January 1998.

Indonesia.  No.  Indonesia will progressively introduce this requirement.

Korea.  Yes.  Korea is in the process of introducing legislation that each civil aircraft with a passenger seating configuration of more than 30 seats, excluding any pilot seat, or a maximum take-off weight of more that 15,000 kilograms shall be equipped with an Airborne Collision Avoidance System from January 1, 2000.

Japan.  In Japan, a deadline for the implementation of ACAS carriage was set forth in Civil Aeronautics Regulations in January 1996 as follows:  (a)  January 3, 2001 for turbine-powered airplanes of a maximum certificated take-off weight in excess of 15,000 kg or authorized to carry more than 30 passengers, (b) for airplanes of a maximum certificated take-off weight in excess of 5,700 kg or authorized to carry more than 19 passengers, a deadline is under consideration.

Mexico.  No.  In regard to the necessary measures to avoid airborne collision, Mexico is working jointly with the FAA and  Transport Canada on their working group.

New Zealand.  Civil aviation rules provide for the mandatory carriage of SSR transponders in transponder mandatory airspace.  A similar arrangement is proposed with respect to the carriage and operation of ACAS.

Philippines.  Consultations with airlines operations groups are in progress.  Once ICAO standard for the application of ACAS are developed, implementation will follow.

Singapore.  Yes.  All Singapore-registered aircraft fulfill the recommendation.

Thailand.  The requirement for ACAS is under consideration.  The majority of Thailand registered aircraft operated in international air service are equipped with TCAS II System.

United States.  Yes.  FAA has developed technical standards for ACAS II.  FAA does have regulations requiring TCAS and TCAS II.

Survey conclusions:

Approximately half of the economies participating in the ICAO Asia-Pacific Air Navigation Planning and Implementation Regional Group (APANPIRG) have endorsed its recommendation on Airborne Collision Avoidance Systems (ACAS) developed in June 1997.  Most economies report that they have regulations addressing ACAS and other economies have work in progress in this area.

VII.  Lease, Charter or Interchange of Aircraft (ICAO Article 83 bis).
The Ministers endorsed the recommendation that each Economy ratify ICAO Article 83 bis to the Convention on International Civil Aviation in order for it to have the required number of ratification to enter into force.  The Article 83 bis was subsequently ratified in June 1997.

Questions:

Has your Economy ratified Article 83 bis to the Convention on International Civil Aviation? (  Yes;  (  No

2.  If yes, has your Economy developed any needed legislation and/or regulations to implement this standard within your Economy? (  Yes;  (  No

Survey results:

Australia.  Australia has ratified Article 83 bis and developed needed legislation/regulations to implement this standard.

Brunei.  Brunei recommended ratification of Article 83 bis through its Ministry of Foreign Affairs and has developed needed legislation/regulations to implement this standard.

Canada.  Yes. Development of regulations has been deferred until ICAO guidelines as regards States’ implementation of the Protocol are received.  The Protocol requires the transfer of a safety function from one State to another by agreement.  That agreement will require negotiation to ensure that the parties to the agreement are fully satisfied with each other’s safety practices.  There are also safety implications concerning third parties’ aircraft.  Progress is pending a legal opinion as to whether enabling legislation is required in Canada or whether Article 83 biscan be implemented using existing authorities with respect [to] bilateral agreements.  Development of regulations has been deferred until ICAO guidelines as regards States’ implementation of the Protocol are received.

Chile.  Chile has ratified Article 83 bis but has not developed needed legislation/regulations to implement this standard.

China.  China has ratified Article 83 bis and has developed needed legislation/regulations to implement this standard.

Chinese Taipei.  (not reported).  No.
Hong Kong, China.  Hong Kong, China has ratified Article 83 bis.

Indonesia.  Indonesia has ratified Article 83 bis and developed needed legislation/regulations to implement this standard.

Korea.  Korea has ratified Article 83 bis.  Detailed legislation and regulation to implement the standard have not been developed within the economy.  Korea is considering how to implement the standard and to develop relative legislation and regulation.

Japan.  Yes.  Japan has ratified Article 83 bis at the end of June 1998. 

Mexico.  Mexico has ratified Article 83 bis but has not yet developed needed legislation/regulations to implement this standard.

New Zealand.  New Zealand has ratified Article 83 bis.  Its implementation legislation is contained in the Civil Aviation Action of 1990, Section 4(2).

Philippines.  Philippines ratified Article 83 bis on 31 January 1984.  Its implementation is allowed under existing Philippine legal statutes.

Singapore.  Singapore has ratified Article 83 bis and developed needed legislation/regulations to implement this standard.

Thailand.  Thailand has not ratified Article 83 bis.  The lease, charter or interchange of aircraft is arranged by using ICAO Manual of Procedures for Operation, Inspection Certification and Continued Surveillance, Doc 8335, and ICAO Manual of Continuing Airworthiness Doc 9642 as the guidance.

United States.  The United States has ratified Article 83 bis.  Enabling legislative changes have been enacted by the U.S. Congress. The FAA is currently considering options for the implementation of the Congressional legislation covering Article 83 bis.

Survey results conclusions:

All but one of the applicable economies have ratified Article 83 bis and approximately  half of these economies indicated that they have developed the needed legislation or regulations needed to implement this standard within their own economy.   Article 83 bis requires a bilateral agreement to enable the transfer of a safety function from one State to another.  In that regard, it will be necessary to enter into negotiations to ensure that the parties to the agreement are fully satisfied with each other’s safety practices.  There are also safety implications concerning third party’s aircraft.  ICAO has indicated that it will issue guidelines. 

VIII.  Incident Reporting and Analysis Systems
The Ministers endorsed the following two recommendations: ICAO was urged to develop an international standard for universal reporting of incidents.

An international incident data bases system, such as the U.S. Global Analysis and Information Network (GAIN) was recommended for use by all countries.

Note:  ICAO will be asked to provide an update on the development of an international standard for universal reporting of incidents and the United States will be asked to provide an update on the development of the GAIN system.

Questions:

1.  Has your Economy developed an Incident Reporting and Analysis System?

(  Yes;  (  No

Other Comments or Observations.

Survey results:

Australia.  Yes.  Australia has a comprehensive accident/incident Reporting and Analysis system as part of the responsibilities of the Bureau of Air Safety Investigation (BASI).  BASI is now part of a new safety agency, the Australian Transport Safety Bureau (ATSB) created in the Department of Transport and Regional Services on 1 July 1999.  The ATSB represents a major step forward for safety in Australia in all modes of transport.  The Bureau combines and focuses the expertise and safety resources of the Bureau of Air Safety Investigation (BASI), the Federal Office of Road Safety (FORS), the Marine Incident Investigation Unit (MIIU) and a new Rail Safety Unit.  The formation of the ATSB will strengthen the investigation power and effectiveness of all the agencies involved.  It will provide a greater resource base, and enable substantial improvements to be achieved in areas such as corporate support and information systems.  ATSB has the specific role of investigating aircraft accidents, serious incidents, incidents and safety deficiencies.  ATSB is also responsible for independently auditing and assessing trends and significant broad issues associated with maintaining appropriate safety standards and making recommendations.  ATSB is completely separate and independent from CASA.  The Bureau’s core functions is to promote safe aviation by disseminating information of selected occurrences and on the results of research.  ATSB also manages the Confidential Aviation Incident Report Program which offers a method of reporting safety concerns and safety deficiencies while preserving the confidentiality of the reporter.

As a regulator, CASA investigates and takes appropriate action on any reports on breaches of civil aviation safety requirements.  It reviews the analysis of incidents to confirm the appropriateness of legislation and standards.

Brunei.  No.

Canada. Canada has implemented a Canada Aviation Data Occurrences System (CADORS) for incident reporting and analysis.  The incidents are reported daily, compiled in a data base and analyzed.  In that regard, a monthly Aviation Safety Bulletin, a semi-annual report and an annual report are published.  

Under the auspices of the North American Aviation Trilateral, the Economies of the United States, Mexico and Canada are developing a Trinational Accident/Incident Reporting System.  This trilingual system (English/French/Spanish) will record accidents/incidents for categories of aircraft representing of common interest to all three countries.  Full implementation is forecasted for December 1999.

Chile.  Yes.  The reporting and analysis of incidents is being used internally by the CAA.

China.  Yes.

Chinese Taipei.  Yes.  The confidential aviation safety reporting system is being developed for voluntarily submitted incident reports.  CAA has developed a mandatory incident reporting system, and Aviation Safety Council, which is in charge of accident inspection, has developed a voluntary incident reporting system.
Hong Kong, China.  Yes.

Indonesia.  Yes.  Serious incident will be reported to the Aircraft Accident Investigation Committee (AAIC) as independent body for aircraft accident investigation.

Korea.  Yes.  Korea has adopted an Incident Reporting System since 1970's and is currently improving the System to facilitate the filing of the report of any incident by ensuring confidentiality of the data and of the persons reporting the incidents from punishment for unintentional mistakes.  The new system is to be administered by the Transportation Safety Promotion Authority, an agency independent from the CAB from 1999.  

Japan.  Not applicable.

Mexico.  Mexico is working jointly with the United Sates and Canada to implement an incident data base that may be shared among the three countries.  The FAA is the leader of this project.

New Zealand.  Yes.  Civil Aviation Rule Part 12 provides for the mandatory reporting of accidents and incidents to the CAA.  In addition, a confidential incident reporting scheme operates independently of the CAA.

Philippines.  No.  Philippines will adopt ICAO international standards for universal reporting of incidents.

Singapore.  Yes.

Thailand.  Yes.  Thailand has also developed service difficulty reporting system which requires operator to report aircraft malfunction or flight interruption.

United States.  Yes.  The United States uses the GAIN system.

Survey results conclusion:

The majority of the economies responded that they had some type of accident/incident reporting system.  Most of these systems are confidential and separate from the aviation safety regulator.  For future reference, ICAO will be asked to report on the progress toward the development of an international standard for universal reporting of incidents, and FAA will be asked to provide an update on the development of the GAIN system.

IX.  Availability of Appropriate Skills in Industry.
The Ministers endorsed the following observation:

Each Economy's Civil Aviation Authority must monitor the status of training of aviation personnel to prepare students and provide adequate skills for the increasing use of new technology.

Question:

Each Economy is requested to discuss how it is monitoring training of students and current aviation personnel to provide for adequately trained aviation personnel.

Survey results:

Australia.  CASA establishes the standards for the issue of personnel licenses, and conducts regular examinations for students who have completed the necessary training courses.  CASA also has an audit program in place which includes product and system audits of aviation training establishments.

Brunei.  A series of training programs are being taken overseas in the UK, the USA, and Singapore.  Workshops and seminars are being attended regularly on CNS/ATM, JARRs and safety oversight.

Canada.  Aviation training in Canada is provided by the Civil Aviation Authority (CAA) as well as by private enterprises such as flying clubs, colleges, airlines and maintenance organizations.  These enterprises must meet the standards set by the CAA.  There are standards for training courses, written examinations and flight tests.  Base inspections by Regional staff ensure that the training programs are complete and appropriate and that our prescribed standards are maintained.  To ensure that training is effective, we track and monitor the pass/fail rates of flight tests and identify areas of difficulty that need to be addressed.  Quality assurance review by headquarters staff ensure that the Regional staff are maintaining the correct standard.  Aircraft maintenance engineers are required to complete update training a minimum of once every three years to ensure that competency is maintained.  Holders of private pilots licenses are required to attend a safety seminar every two years or complete a self study course and a safety questionnaire.  Commercial pilots are required to complete a pilot proficiency check either annually or every six months depending on the type of aircraft they are operating.

Chile.  The CAA is responsible for supervising of study programs, instructors, and academies, that are responsible for aeronautical personnel training.

China.  (no response).

Chinese Taipei.  For air traffic control training, evaluation is made at the end of respective training.  Any training should follow the training program and assessment method.

Hong Kong, China.  The intake and training capacity for aviation personnel and supporting staff such as air traffic control, operations inspectors and surveyors are reviewed regularly and adjusted from time to time in accordance with the projected manpower requirements.  To match with the changes in the operational environment, the training program, facilities and course materials for aviation personnel are subject to periodic review to ensure that adequate knowledge and practice on operating and inspection techniques and new standards are provided to the appropriate staff.

Indonesia.  DGAC has an authority to issue the license and rating of aviation personnel and renewal of license.  The Civil Aviation Training Centre continuously updates the syllabi in accordance with new technology development.

Korea.  Korea has designated some specialized educational institutions to foster aviation technical personnel such as pilots, mechanics, etc. and is improving aviation regulations for air carriers to train their pilots, mechanics, etc. to cope with up-to-date technology such as cockpit resource management, line oriented flight training, controlled flight into terrain, accident prevention, airborne collision avoidance system, quick recording system analyses, etc.

Japan.  JCAB is monitoring that Designated Training Schools for airmen, approved organizations for maintenance or manufacture and air carriers provide students and current aviation personnel with appropriate training courses.

Mexico.  In Mexico, the regulatory margin of the Civil Aviation Law is being actualized, where the aspects of formation and training of the personnel involved in the industry of air transportation are redimensioned.

New Zealand.  New Zealand checks each entrant into the aviation system and monitors the examination and flight testing standards, examination of personnel either through to CAA or its designated agencies.

Philippines.  The ATO is regulating the activities of aviation training schools through the issuance of Air Agency Certificates that are subject to annual re-certification.

Singapore.  Aviation personnel are mainly trained by the engineering training departments of airline operators or their subsidiaries in our economy.  We have regular dialogs with them to obtain feedback regarding the training status.  We also conduct examinations and licensing of aircraft maintenance engineers, commercial and airline transport pilots and flight engineers.

Thailand.  Civil aviation training center that is a government enterprise, under the Ministry of Transportation and Communication, takes control and monitoring.

United States.  Federal aviation regulations provide for the establishment of training schools for pilots and maintenance technicians.  These schools must be certified by the FAA, as an approved course curriculum, and receive periodic evaluations to determine if training requirements are met and if students achieve an appropriate pass/fail rate when tested for certification.

Survey results conclusion:

The majority of economies have established certification criteria for pilots, mechanics and engineers and the training centers that might provide such airmen certification services.  Nonetheless, it is necessary to take positive steps to ensure that all Economies have established criteria and that training is effective to provide for adequate skills to assure safety and for new technologies.  International civil aviation is an interdependent network of systems, all of which must be manufactured, maintained and operated safely because a significant safety deficiency in one Economy is a high safety risk to other Economies to which it operates aircraft and for which it provides air navigation services.  

<end>
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