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Under ICAO Technical Co-operation Programme

COSCAP-South Asia

MINUTES OF THE SIXTEEN MEETING OF THE PROGRAMME
STEERING COMMITTEE   COSCAP-SA
HELD AT KATHMANDU, NEPAL
27 – 29 NOVEMBER 2006


Present

1. The 16th Steering Committee Meeting of COSCAP – SA was held from 27 – 29 November, 2006 at Kathmandu, Nepal. A total of 56 participants comprising Directors General of Civil Aviation, their Representatives from participating States, ICAO, representatives from the European Aviation Safety Agency (EASA), Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), airplane manufacturers, air operators and service providers attended the meeting.  A delegation from South Korea also attended and made a presentation on SARPs Management and Implementation System. The list of the attendees is attached as Annexure1 

Opening of the Meeting
2. The Opening Ceremony began with the arrival of the Chief Guest Hon. Pradeep Kumar Gyawali, Minster for Culture, Tourism and Civil Aviation, Nepal.  

2.1 Chairman COSCAP-SA and Director General, Civil Aviation Authority, Nepal, Mr. Mohan Adhikari, welcomed the guests and eulogized the concept of regional groupings for enhancement of safety. Dilating over the achievements of the Programme he highlighted  the need of extend the COSCAP-SA Programme beyond 2007 and urged the Steering Committee, the Participant States and the Donors to strengthen the concept of COSCAP as a Regional Institution. He stated that COSCAP-SA had to reinforce its activities with new accident prevention strategies, together with satisfying the country specific needs of each individual member State. He emphasized that the 16th Steering Committee Meeting should adequately consider strategies in line with the Global Aviation Safety Plan. . The welcome address was followed by lighting of the ceremonial lamp to inaugurate the programme..
2.2 Mr. L. B. Shah, Regional Director of ICAO Asia-Pacific Office highlighted the cost-effectiveness, flexibility and efficacy of the sub-regional COSCAPs.  He informed the participants that the DGCA Conference, soon to be held at Bali, would be addressing the concept of Unified Strategy. Mr. Shah commented on the utility and productivity of COSCAP – SA and in particular the good work done by the Programme Coordinator in managing the programme which was now significantly expanded in its scope of work and its bench marks were being  used for guidance by the new sub- regional bodies.

2.3 Mr. Madhav Prasad Ghimire, Secretary to Ministry for Culture, Tourism and Civil Aviation stated that the Programme had provided mutual benefits with regard to the application of common requirements in a harmonious manner thereby providing a forum for thought and knowledge sharing. He, however, cautioned that challenges still stood as to how the sub-regional programme could fully institutionalize itself with focus on State-specific safety initiative and technological adoption. The Secretary was convinced that COSCAP-SA would play a role commensurate with the hopes placed in it as a sub-regional model for documentation, training and research; and as a technical support agency for the enhancement of aviation safety.
2.4 The chief guest, Hon. Pradeep Kumar Gyawali, the Minister for Culture, Tourism and Civil Aviation, stated that to move in line with the global strategy on aviation, Nepal was committed to achieving optimum level of improvement in safety in a cooperative, coordinated and transparent manner. He thanked ICAO for bringing in concepts of transparency and sharing of safety information as fundamental tenets of a safe air transport system. The Minister believed that the meeting would result in coming up with recommendations that would foster greater mutual trust between States within the sub-region towards safety oversight, creating better standards, determining future course of action and developing new assistance mechanism.

2.5 Mr. Keshav Raj Khannal, Deputy Director General, CAA Nepal proposed the vote of thanks.

Proceedings of the Meeting
3. Self Introduction of Participants. The Meeting commenced with the self-introduction by the participants.

4. Adoption of the Agenda.  The Agenda, as circulated, was adopted. A copy of the Agenda is placed as Annexure 2.    
5. 
Presentation – ICAO COSCAP Initiatives 
5.1 Mr. Wolfgang Sander-Fisher, Chief, Field Operations Section, Asia/Pacific, TCB, ICAO spoke on the ICAO COSCAP Initiatives. He stated that COSCAP has proven to be a viable, practical and effective approach to enhance safety; and it was being adopted increasingly in other regions. He informed that most cooperative arrangements of the ICAO, TCB use the COSCAP acronym while some do not. Briefly providing a genesis of the Programme he highlighted that the COSCAP objective was to enhance safety and efficiency of air transport system through the establishment of a self- sustaining, sub-regional cooperative entity, providing technical service in safety oversight to member States. COSCAP was a reality in eight sub-regions, while discussions were underway to establish COSCAP in two other regions as well; over 90 ICAO Contracting States were committed to being members of COSCAP. 
5.2 Discussing the modalities of the programme, he emphasized that the programme was implemented by ICAO based on the direction of the Steering Committee. Briefly describing the funding modalities he expressed that the funding modalities vary with the sub-regions but were none the less developed in consultation with the member States based on varied factors. He clarified that there was no ‘one’ COSCAP model as priorities of COSCAP programmes vary depending upon the needs as determined by the Steering Committee. While there were common elements within a particular COSCAP programme, there were also State-specific requirements that needed to be addressed. While the Programme initially commenced with focus on flight operations and airworthiness,            Mr. Sander-Fischer informed that most COSCAPs have broadened their scope to provide cooperation in the areas of aerodrome, accident investigation, air traffic management and dangerous goods. 
5.3 Highlighting the basic features of the programme he stressed that COSCAP programmes may supplement member States safety oversight capabilities and added that the programme also served as a vehicle for States to transition to a full fledged Regional safety Oversight Organization where the circumstances supported the establishment of such an organization. Commenting on the establishment of Regional Aviation Safety Team (RAST) under the COSCAP mechanism he stated that RAST was a high priority activity in Asia Pacific and was in line with the Global Aviation Safety Plan (GASP), which encouraged the establishment of RASTs. Dilating over the challenges that lay ahead, he discussed that ‘funding and contributions’ were difficult to establish and maintain; the implementation  of outputs were not always successful in all States; and the limited resources require the programme to take a long term outlook.
6. 
Presentation- DP 13 State Letter and SARPs Management and 
Implementation 
System
6.1  Mr. Man Heui Chang 
and Ms. Crystal Guseul Kim delegates from the Civil Aviation Safety Authority, Republic of Korea (KCASA) made a presentation on SARPs Management and Implementation System at the special invitation of the COSCAP-SA Steering Committee. Mr. Chang provided a background and explained that the expanded USOAP Comprehensive Systems Approach involving all safety-related Annexes to the Convention on International Civil Aviation placed greater demands on the Member States. In addition, ICAO Contracting States received on an average over 100 State letters from ICAO Headquarters and another 100 State Letters from the ICAO Regional Office each year.  He stated  that while the ICAO Safety Oversight Audit Programme had completed development of a web-based system that States could use to complete and update ICAO Compliance Checklists it would, however, not serve  as an effective tool  to track and manage the process from receipt and implementation of the ICAO SARPs and the State letters. 
 6.2
The Delegate stated that in response to the difficulties encountered in managing over 10,000 SARPs and numerous State Letters, KCASA had developed a State Letter and SARPs Management and Implementation System (SIMS). The system he explained is not designed to just identify SARPs differences and references to the corresponding regulations; rather, it is a Management System that assigns accountability within the CAA for each SARP and provides senior management with a tool to monitor the implementation of ICAO SARPs. Likewise, the need to review and take appropriate action on each State letter could also be tracked from issue to close and subsequent follow-up on them could be done over the long term period.
6.3
In order to avoid duplication of effort by member States that have mutual objectives to comply with ICAO SARPs and monitor its implementation, KCSA has improved the SARPs Management & Implementation System and offered to share the complete programme with member States free of cost. 
6.4
Following the 6th COSCAP-NA Steering Committee Meeting held in Ulaanbaatar, Mongolia, in August 2006, where the COSCAP-NA member States were invited to utilize the SIMS by entering into a Memorandum of Understanding, the MOU between People’s Republic of China and Republic of Korea was signed.  Recognizing the possible benefits to both ICAO and the SMIS user States, KCASA planned to develop an interface between the two programmes in cooperation with ICAO, which would permit States to export the  required data  to  the ICAO website while simultaneously utilizing the management features of the SMIS. 
6.5 An invitation was extended by KCASA to all COSCAP-SA member States to utilize the system and take advantage of the SMIS by entering into a Cooperation Agreement with Civil Aviation Safety Authority of Republic of Korea for continued cooperation. States may  get further details from the International Aviation Office of KCASA at g_planco@moct.go.kr, (TEL)82-2-2669-6451, FAX)82-2-6342-7219.
6.6
Conclusion:  In particular:


(a)
the SCM participants noted with appreciation the presentation provided by    

KCASA concerning SMIS; and  


(b)
Member States are kindly invited to utilize the system and take advantage of 

the SMIS by entering into a Cooperation Agreement with Civil Aviation Safety 


Authority of Republic of Korea for continued cooperation in this regard. 
7. Presentation –  SMS Regulatory Framework  : A Regional Approach
7.1 Mr. Miguel Ramos, Acting Chief, ICAO Unified Strategy Programme provided an update on the ICAO Safety Management System (SMS) through a presentation on ‘SMS Regulatory Framework – A Regional Approach’. Describing SMS as a systematic approach to managing safety, including the necessary organizational structure, accountabilities, policies and procedures, Mr. Ramos stressed that while the Providers were responsible for establishing an SMS, the States were responsible for the acceptance and oversight of Providers’ SMS. Taking the analogy of building blocks he enunciated the stages involved in building an SMS. He highlighted that as of November, 2006 States shall require, as part of their Safety Programme that an operator/ maintenance organization/ ATS provider/ certified aerodrome operator implements a safety management system accepted by the State that as a minimum: identifies safety hazards; ensures that remedial action necessary to maintain an acceptable level of safety is implemented; provides for continuous monitoring and regular assessment of the safety level achieved; and also aims to make continuous improvements to the over all level of safety. Mr Ramos further stressed that as of 23 November, 2006 an accepted SMS shall clearly define lines of accountability throughout the organization, including direct accountability for safety on the part of the senior management. He informed the participants that guidance on SMS is contained in ICAO Safety Management Manual (Doc9859).

7.2  Briefly describing the ICAO SMS Framework, which included safety policy and objectives; safety management; safety assurance; and safety promotion; Mr. Ramos discussed why a ‘Phased Approach’ to building SMS was necessary. A Phased Approach, he explained would provide manageable steps in implementing SMS and would effectively manage the workload associated with SMS implementation. Mr. Ramos also discussed at length each of the ‘four’ proposed implementation Phases and stressed that each Phase was based upon the introduction of specific SMS elements. He also touched upon the ‘four steps’ for SMS implementation that were pertinent to the CAAs: States Safety Programme (gap analysis); SMS SARPs (the significance of developing SMS regulations for operators/ service providers); the need for instituting CAA training programme; and ensuring an effective CAA Enforcement policy. Mr. Ramos reiterated the importance of developing the States’ Safety Programme around the four components of the ICAO SMS Framework and concluded by stating that the Safety Programme and SMS would result in an integrated system at the State level.
8. Presentation – Progress on Recent Aviation Safety Developments in the 
European Union
8.1 Mr. Thaddee Sulocki, Head of International Cooperation, European Aviation Safety Agency, provided an update on the recent aviation safety developments in the European Union. Mr. Sulocki informed the meeting that the EASA mandate to extend the competence of the European Community to Operations and Licensing was currently being debated by the European Council and Parliament and was likely to be adopted by mid 2007. While the implementation rules were still to be developed he expected the system to be fully operational by end 2008. He also informed that work was being done on the extension to Airports Safety Regulations, while work was expected to start soon on the Air Traffic Management. Explaining the transition from JAA to EASA he stated that the JAA organization will continue until 2010, however, the JAA Headquarters will stop its activities on 1 January, 2007. EASA would thereafter perform the technical work for JAA under a Service Contract and all tasks would be transferred to EASA step by step. Touching upon the SAFA programme, he informed that the data bank would be transferred to EASA by 1 January, 2007 and a series of working arrangements would be in place by December, 2006 to ensure a Pan-European dimension. 
8.2 Mr. Sulocki elaborated that in light of the transition of JAA into EASA, EASA had begun to build the European Strategic Safety Initiative (ESSI) in 2005 and subsequently the JSSI – ESSI handover was performed in June 2006. Discussing the cooperation between EASA and the Industry, Mr. Sulocki pointed out that EASA facilitated ESSI, powered by the Industry. Mr. Sulocki explained that the ESSI methods would be data driven and goal oriented; and the approach would be to take advantage of the existing safety work while focusing its resources on priority issues. Mr. Sulocki concluded the first part of his presentation by describing the scope and structure of ESSI and enunciating its philosophy which laid emphasis on promoting safety management principles, instituting a just culture, maintaining confidentiality and data protection and finally cooperating and coordinating activities with other safety initiatives world-wide.

8.3 The second part of Mr. Sulocki’s presentation was on SESAR – the European Programme for ATM modernization. Stating that air traffic in Europe would more than double within the next 20 years, he emphasized that traffic growth in Europe could not be sustained without a substantial technological step forward. The Single Sky Legislation adopted in 2004 reformed in depth the organization of air navigation service provisions and conferred on the European Community extensive implementing processes to enable one programme for Europe and a Vision to be shared with the world. Mr. Sulocki foresaw SESAR a solution to European issues with a global perspective.

9. Presentation –  FAA’s Plans for Next Generation Air Transportation System
9.1 Mr. Randall Fiertz, Senior FAA Representative for South Asia provided an overview of the ‘Next Generation Air Transportation System’. He stated that the current aviation system in the US would not be able to keep up with rising demands nor sufficiently address the many security, environmental and safety issues associated with increased demand unless the system is transformed and a multi-agency office is established to do so. Briefly commenting on the VISION 100, which provided for the creation of the Joint Planning and Development Office (JPDO) to develop the US National Plan and manage the work associated with it, he stated that forecasts for the future up to 2025 and beyond depended on many changing factors. The mix of the airspace was likely to change as much smaller jets entered the picture. The demand for the airspace would increase and the required capacity could be as much as three times that is required today. 
9.2 The Next Generation Air Transportation System – NGATS – was therefore the solution for the US. Mr. Randall elaborated that the NGATS would deliver a system with the capacity to allow travellers to choose how, where and when they want to travel while making their experience as safe, secure and as hassle free as possible. To be effective the NGATS must also be flexible enough to encourage the exploration of new business models and a more dynamic set of services for air travellers, which have the potential to shorten curb-to-curb travel time. Speaking on the ‘design principle’ he stated that the 2025 NGATS anticipates a shift in the historical focus of air transportation from a system focused on established physical/technical infrastructure and the ability of the service providers, to a system focused on the “user.”  NGATS would move this focus from the service provider or supplier to the system user--and in doing so remove many of the constraints inherent in the current system.  He explained that the current U.S. air transportation system operated within several constraints that prevented it from scaling up to meet future needs of the U.S. economy and national security. 
9.3 The JPDO had identified two key areas as Early Opportunities to align government programs across JPDO partners agencies and these included: Jump start ADS-B and Jump start net enabled information access (System Wide Information Management). Elaborating that the ADS-B outperformed radar in accuracy, detection capability, update rate, and coverage at a lower cost; he eulogized that NGATS was about using what was available today and the need to make those decision right now. Speaking further on System Wide Information Management (SWIM) he stated that with true information sharing, as provided by SWIM, the possibilities for gaining efficiencies in the system were huge – probably beyond our ability to conceive today. NGATS, he stated relied on advanced decision making based on the robust information sharing. Mr. Randall explained that under NGATS the US would implement a “Prognostic Approach to Safety through Risk Based Management” to support the Safety Management System (SMS) standard.  In effect, NGATS must not only transform the US National Air Transportation System, but must also be capable of transcending borders he opined.   
9.4 As NGATS evolves, the concept would be harmonized globally.  This harmonization would go well beyond the core concept of air traffic management—it would apply to environmental concerns, safety management and security. Mr. Randall concluded by stating that international partnering was a critical component of the NGATS strategy. The US was looking at forming global partnerships by cooperating with Europe and the SESAR initiative; cooperation was underway with Japan and China, and the North American Aviation Trilateral (Canada and Mexico); and was also exploring opportunities to identify mutual interests and harmonize planning worldwide.
10.
Presentation –  ICAO Universal Safety Oversight Audit Programme
10.1
The Steering Committee Meeting was provided with an Update on the ICAO Universal Safety Oversight Audit Programme (related to DP-4) by Mr. Henry Gourdji, Chief, Safety Oversight Audit Section, ICAO, via web link.  Briefly touching upon the Evolution of the Programme, which commenced in 1995 on a voluntary basis, Mr. Gourdji went on to explain the transformation into the Mandatory Audit Programme (USOAP) under   Assembly Resolution A -32/11.  The 35th Session of the ICAO Assembly agreed to  the continuation and expansion of the IUSOAP as of 2005, and resolved (Assembly Resolution A 35-06 refers) that the Programme be expanded to cover the safety-related provisions in all safety-related Annexes (all except Annex 9 - Facilitation and Annex 17 - Security) and also to transition to a comprehensive systems approach for the conduct of safety oversight audits.
10.2 Highlighting the objective of the Programme, which was based on the premise of promoting global safety, Mr. Gourdji described the structure of the Safety and Security Branch that reported directly to the Office of the Secretary General, ICAO. Enumerating the USOAP principles, Mr. Goudrji informed that the Safety Oversight Audit Section was re-certified in 2005 under ISO 19011. The USOAP comprehensive systems approach (CSA) entailed the implementation of a structured process and methodology for the planning, preparation, conduct, reporting, follow-up and evaluation of ICAO safety oversight audits. Discussing each of the Eight Critical Elements of the State’s Safety Oversight System, he went on to discuss the Eight Core Audit Areas under the CSA. The Meeting was introduced to the Main Audit Tools used by the Auditors and included: the State Aviation Activity Questionnaire; the Compliance Checklist; Audit Protocols; ICAO Documentation and Guidance material; and the Standards Procedures Officer and the Team Leader’s Checklists. The Chief, SOA encouraged the use the SOA website, which could be accessed on www.icao.int/soa . He informed that user name and password provided the States with the ability to complete/update the audit tools online and generate reports. 
10.3 Providing a rundown on the Safety oversight audit process, Mr. Gourdji then graphically depicted the global results of the first Audit Cycle in which 181 States were audited and subsequently 162 Follow-up audits were conducted. While there was a marked improvement at the global level in addressing the lack of effective implementation of the Critical Elements between the two audits (from 32.5% to 17.6%), four of the eight critical elements still warranted concerted attention from States, and these were: Technical Personnel Qualification and Training; Technical Guidance Tools and Provision of Safety Critical Information; Surveillance Obligations; and Resolution of Safety Concerns. The COSCAP-SA States’ stood at 18.47% and 7.20% respectively in the two audits. He also depicted the Findings by Category for the COSCAP-SA States after Audit Follow up with the help of a ‘pie chart’:  Organization (29%); Legislation (21%); Operations (21%); Airworthiness (18%) and Licensing (11%).  He also stipulated the principle areas of concern after the audit follow-up for COSCAP-SA States, which included: staffing and recruitment; written procedures and guidance; operations surveillance programme; approval of maintenance organizations; notification of differences; and enforcement procedures.
10.4 Moving onto audits under the CSA, the Meeting was informed that 34 States had been audited as of 30 November 2006, which also included two COSCAP-SA States. He also highlighted the areas of concern identified during CSA audits and these were: introduction of SARPs in legal framework; incorporation of Annex amendments and notification of differences; oversight of delegated tasks; establishment of staff qualifications and experience and  development of training programmes; coordination amongst entities responsible for safety oversight; and separation of the regulatory and service provision functions.  Mr Gourdji further discussed the results of the DGCA Conference of 2006 which called for greater transparency (audit information to be made public); procedure to deal in a timely manner with significant safety concerns identified during audits; classification of audit findings under the critical elements; and consequential amendments to the MOU on safety oversight audits.  Briefly discussing the release of audit information to the public he stated that for audits conducted during the first audit cycle, States were requested to sign a release consent form authorizing ICAO to release either a summary of the audit report and a graph, or the entire report (States deadline March 2008). The information would be released to the public in the Flight Safety Information Exchange (FSIX) website, he stated. For audits under the comprehensive systems approach: a Graph depicting implementation of the critical elements would be available; the MOU has been amended to allow for the release to the public and consent form for States already audited had been issued.
10.5  Mr. Gourdji also described the new procedure to deal with significant safety concern. Mr. Gourdji stated that a significant safety concern occurred  when the audited State allowed the holder of an authorization or approval to exercise the privileges attached to it, although the minimum requirements established by the State or by the provisions set forth in the ICAO Annexes were not met, resulting in a immediate safety risk to international civil aviation. Chief, SOA concluded his presentation by providing a Status Report on COSCAP-SA States: three of the States had not nominated a National Coordinator; three of the States had not submitted the SAAQ and three of the States had also not submitted the Compliance Checklist. Two of the member States (Pakistan and Sri Lanka) were likely to be audited in 2008 (draft plan).
11.
Presentation –  Use of incident Data to Prevent Accidents
11.1
Mr. Paul D. Russell, Chief Engineer Aviation System Safety, Boeing presented on CAST - Data Mining. He commenced by stating that through an historical study of accidents CAST had identified safety solutions to proactively apply and prevent/mitigate recurrence.  He briefly discussed the future direction of CAST and how it would be looking at future risks. He explained that CAST was developing an incident analysis process that would allow a more proactive approach in accident prevention by identifying changing and emerging risks; and any newly identified contributing factors would be added to the Master Contributing Factor list. To reach further yet into the future, CAST would examine and identify hazards that might result from ‘Aviation System Changes’ and ‘Demographic Changes’. While much of this work had been done by CAST’s sister organization, the JAA Future Aviation Safety Team (FAST), CAST would incorporate the results from the FAST analysis into the CAST plan. Mr. Russell, however, cautioned that future identification of changing and emerging risks would require detection of subtle combinations of human and system errors and linkages. Speaking on the CAST Diagnostic Data Analysis Activities he stated that much had been learned about using text mining in an aviation context. The Safety management needed to start planning their processes early as diagnostic data analysis programme was not a simple task to institute. Explaining the seven steps associated with ‘Data Mining’ he stated that a text mining concept was a subject that was associated with a collection of words or phrases.  The search system included specific words and phrases used during the incidents/accidents. He said by using this system, we could shortlist similar incidents and accidents of previous years, thereafter analyse them to find out the commonalities, trends and eventually the remedial course of action.
12.  
Presentation – Update on CAST : NEW Safety Enhancements Finalized
12.1 Mr. Kyle L. Olsen, Manager Continued Operational Safety, FAA provided an update on CAST and drew inferences from the fatality risk mitigated by the CAST Plan; and its effect in Asia.  Mr. Olsen opined that the cooperative efforts are bringing the accident rate down. He however highlighted that Controlled Flight Into Terrain and Loss of Control continue to be the highest fatality risk contributor. Stating that the ongoing industry and FAA Safer Skies Initiatives were combined into CAST, he said that the CAST Goals were to reduce the US commercial aviation accident rate by 80% by 2007 and  work together with airlines, JAA, ICAO, IATA, FSF, IFALPA, other international organizations and appropriate regulatory / government authorities to reduce world wide commercial aviation fatal accident rate. He stated that the CAST Teams have developed 84 Safety Enhancements addressing the contributing factors systemic to the aviation accident risk. The dilemma faced by CAST was that to reduce accident rate, CAST needed to implement solutions but was constrained by limited resources. Discussing the Integrated Strategic Safety Plan, which is data driven and consensus-based, Mr. Olsen stated that the 46 prioritized safety enhancements optimized to include those actions with the best effectiveness versus resource relationship. While reviewing the Regional perspective, Mr. Olsen stated that the accident rates vary by regions of the world and advocated that the 27 Safety Enhancements taken up by the COSCAPs for implementation would reduce the accident rate by 60% if implemented religiously. 
12.2
Mr. Olsen also introduced the new Safety Enhancements being finalized by CAST in the area of Cargo, Icing, Mid-air, and Maintenance. He recommended that the next SARAST meeting should review them for adoption in the South Asia region. Highlighting the safety initiatives in Europe he spoke of the transition from JSSI to ESSI which would revitalize aviation safety activities.


13.
 Presentation – DP 1   6th SARAST Meeting Recommendations / Conclusions
13.1
The Steering Committee was provided with a presentation on DP-1, 6th SARAST Meeting Recommendations / Conclusions by the Project Coordinator, Capt. Fareed Ali Shah. The PC informed that the SARAST Meetings till date had addressed 16 Safety Enhancements (SEs) in the Flight Operations area and 11 in the ATM area. In addition, at the 6th Meeting, two new finalized Safety Enhancements in flight operations, related to Cabin Injury Reduction During Turbulence (SE-78) and Map Shift Detection/ Prevention, GPS Installation and TAWS Enhancements (SE 120) were also introduced. Of the 16 SEs in the flight operations area, action on 7 of the SEs could be considered completed at the SARAST level based on the status of implementation indicated by the respective States. 
13.2
Commenting on the progress achieved in other areas, the PC noted that most of the Member States were yet to effectively implement the Flight Data Analysis Programme.  Based on the developments underway, he informed that all future RNAV applications would identify the navigation requirements through the use of Performance Specifications rather than defining equipage of navigation aid requirements. The PC advised that the objective of the recently concluded Seminar on Performance Based Navigation in Beijing in May, 2006 was to achieve awareness and acceptance of the PBN concept. The Seminar revealed that several States had already made their cost benefit analysis and were planning or even starting to implement PBN. It was therefore essential for the COSCAP-SA States to have a clearer understanding of the key elements that needed to be taken into account when implementing PBN. He added that two Advisory Circulars: one on  Information to Operators on RNAV (GNSS) Non-precision Approach Procedures based on GPS; and  the other on Guidance for Operators for Conducting Constant Descent Final Approach (CDFA) for Non-Precision Approaches had been issued by COSCAP-SA to address  SE-3 (Precision Like Approach Implementation – 21st Century Instrument Approaches). The PC informed the Meeting that PBN would be discussed at the 7th SARAST Meeting. Elucidating on the decision of the Steering Committee to establish National Aviation Safety Team (NAST) at individual State level, the PC stated that only two States had so far indicated the establishment and functioning of the NAST. The PC advised the Meeting that COSCAP-SA had developed a Checklist which had been provided to States and the SARAST Team Members; he stated that the Checklist would assist States to track the implementation of the SARAST Recommendations / Conclusions.
 The PC urged the Member States to ensure adequate participation at the appropriate level in all future SARAST meetings.
13.2 Conclusions: In particular, the SCM:

(a)
noted the status of implementation of the SARAST recommendations;


(b)
reviewed and approved the recommendations from the 6th SARAST 
Meeting; 

(c) noted additional Safety Enhancements which were finalized by CAST and tasked SARAST to review these SEs and assist Participant States in their implementation.

(d) directed that the States’ appointed Team Members (Flight Operations and ATM) must review the SARAST Implementation Checklist developed by COSCAP-SA and provide feed back to COSCAP-SA on the latest status  by 15 December, 2006; and 
(e) agreed that, in order to further support the implementation of SARAST / SCM proposals, National Aviation Safety Teams (NASTs) be created at the earliest in Member States that have yet to establish such teams; and requested all States to provide COSCAP-SA with a feed back on the NAST deliberations.
                  END OF JOINT MEETING


THE REMAINING AGENDA WAS OPEN TO STEERING   

             COMMITTEE MEMBERS AND FUNDING AGENCIES / DONORS

14. Presentation  - DP 2 Review of Actions on Decisions of the 15th Steering 
Committee Meeting
14.1
Programme Coordinator made a presentation to the Steering Committee on DP-2, Review of the Actions Taken on Decisions of the 15th Steering Committee Meeting. He stated that the Regional Experts would make presentations in their respective areas of expertise. The Steering Committee was informed that M/s. Integra Consult had completed its assignment with the Programme in July 2006. The Final Report on the assignment had been provided to all States in August 2006. In its Final Report M/s. Integra had recommended that Regulatory Framework and Performance of Safety Assessments, including Training, should be the focus areas during the next Phase.  The Meeting was also advised that on completion of the initial twelve months of the Contract period, the four Regional Experts had been provided with a 3 months extension in their Contract through January, 2007 based on the funding position. The Meeting was also informed that two of the Member States had been audited under the USOAP (Comprehensive Systems Approach) in October, 2006. COSCAP-SA assistance in preparing the Corrective Action Plan would be provided at the States’ request. The Meeting was advised that the Revised Edition (August 2006) of the Institutional Framework and Administrative Procedures Manual was forwarded to all States in October, 2006.
14.2
Conclusion:  The SCM adopted the following conclusion:


(a)
The action taken on the decisions of the 15th Meeting of the Steering 
Committee were reviewed and noted with appreciation.
15.
Presentation  - DP 3   Programme Progress and Training Report
15.1
Programme Coordinator made a presentation on the Programme Progress and Training Report (DP-3). He stated that the purpose was to outline the progress made to achieve the Programme Objectives as stated in the COSCAP-SA Revised Programme Document (Revision 2 / Phase II). The PC advised that since Phase II was, in some respects, a continuation of Phase I, the immediate objectives, outputs and activities of the earlier Phase I of the Programme were included albeit sometimes in a modified form to reflect Phase II considerations. In reference to Immediate Objective I, most of the Outputs and Activities had been implemented to a large extent, but since this was an ongoing activity, it remained relevant in Phase II as well. He however, stressed that the Status and Institutionalization of COSCAP-SA needed to be strengthened by the Steering Committee and the Participant States with the help of the Donors. The evolving and emerging needs of the Participant States would necessitate a continuous review of priorities to some Outputs. He stated that the Institution of the Home Based Experts needed to be strengthened and urged the Member States to feel encouraged to utilize the regional resources to meet its on-going safety oversight obligations. In reference to Objective 2 (Output 2.1) on issues related to Harmonization of Basic Laws and Operating Regulations, the PC stated that harmonization remained an Objective of the Programme, however, due to other priorities assigned by the Steering Committee, progress on this Output was limited. On Objective 3, the PC stated that necessary assistance to the States, to enable them to meet their obligations in regard to safety critical areas subject to the expansion of the USOAP programme under the Systems Approach, specially in the areas of certifying aerodromes and ATS safety Management, was provided and would continue to be an on-going activity. 
15.2
PC provided a brief summary of the training activities since 1999. He stated that in the year 2006, an elaborate training programme was implemented in the areas of flight operations, airworthiness, personnel licensing, aerodrome and air traffic management. A total of 915 participants participated in 52 courses /workshop /seminar during the year.  To save on time, effort and financial resources some of the courses / workshops were held centrally at the Regional Office, Bangkok and Beijing for the three COSCAPs (South Asia, South East Asia and North Asia). ICAO assisted with three Safety Management System Implementation courses; two Dangerous Goods related courses (with Transport Canada support) and one GNSS course.  FAA supported a Wild Life Hazard Management Seminar besides a course each in Minimum Safe Altitude Warning and Air Traffic Teamwork Enhancement. Extensive training was also conducted in ATM SMS by M/s. Integra Consult, which provided 120 man days of assistance. Similar assistance was also provided in Aerodrome Certification and Safety Management. An International Airworthiness Expert  provided training on Airworthiness subjects as determined by the respective States. Boeing supported with funding some of the centrally conducted courses. Airbus provided one NDT course during the year. In addition to external training assistance, the COSCAP-SA Regional Experts also provided training to States in their respective areas. As of 10 November, 2006 a total of 5453 personnel participated in 237 training courses/ workshops/ seminars conducted/arranged by COSCAP-SA. Industry personnel represented 52                         percent of the total participants.

15.3
Conclusions:  In particular, the SCM:
(a)
noted with satisfaction the progress made by the COSCAP-SA Programme to date as regards achieving the outputs and activities laid down in the Programme Document (Phase II) as regularly amended;

(b)
noted with appreciation the training report and the progress achieved, resulting in the provision of a total of 237 courses/workshops provided to 5453 civil aviation and industry personnel of participating States. In 2006 alone, a total of 52 courses/workshops were delivered under the aegis of COSCAP-SA to a total of 915 participants; for 2007, so far 23 course/workshop days have been planned for January to March, with the number expected to increase;
(c)
noted further training assistance requested from donors; the donors were requested to kindly continue to provide training support as convenient;
(d)
also noted with satisfaction the provision so far of a total of 1229.5 days of technical assistance to Participant States and that a provision of 534 days of technical assistance to Participant States is planned for 2007;

(e)
reviewed the priority accorded to various Objectives /Outputs in light of the evolving needs of the participating States; and

(f) agreed that the tentative Work Plan (Technical Assistance and Training Programme Calendar) of the Programme for 2007 be further reviewed by Participant States and any comments be submitted to COSCAP-SA by 7 December 2006, upon receipt of which the Work Plan will be updated and re-sent to the Participant States by 14 December 2006; future Work Plans to continue to be submitted to Participant States well in advance of the SCM, to allow comments.


16.
Presentation - DP 4 Update on ICAO Universal Safety Oversight Audit 
Programme


16.1
The SCM was provided with an Update on ICAO USOAP (DP-4) by the Chief, Safety Oversight Audit Section, ICAO, via web link (please reference paragraph 10 above). In particular, the SCM:
(a)
acknowledged that the COSCAP-SA Programme continue to provide 
regular updates to Member States on developments concerning the ICAO 
USOAP 
programme;
(b)
requested that COSCAP-SA, in consultation with Member States, continue to organize workshops on specific safety oversight functional areas related to USOAP expansion; the SCM also requested that ICAO continue to provide support for these workshops to the greatest extent possible;
(c)
agreed that COSCAP-SA continue to provide support to Member States’, on priority basis, with preparations for USOAP audits by conducting pre-evaluations on request of Member States, subject to availability of resources;
(d)
agreed that COSCAP-SA continue to provide support to Member States, on priority basis, in preparing corrective action plans subsequent to audits on request of Member States, and to assist States with rectifying any deficiencies, subject to availability of resources;
(e)
agreed that, as required and subject to availability of resources, COSCAP-SA continue to engage short term experts in the areas of USOAP expansion; and
(g) tasked COSCAP-SA to review modalities including a possible draft bi-lateral Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) to be considered for establishment between COSCAP-SA and individual Participant States; this MoU would need to be acceptable to USOAP and allow those Participant States with related USOAP findings to gain credit for COSCAP-SA services provided to them; this with a view to reducing USOAP findings related to critical elements, in particular to availability of qualified human resources, i.e. safety inspectors, and report back to the next SCM.

17.
Presentation  - DP 5  ICAO Safety Management System Requirements

17.1
The SCM was provided with a presentation related to DP-5 by the Acting Chief of the ICAO Unified Strategy Programme (USP) (please reference paragraph 7 above). In particular, the SCM:
(a) agreed that the SCM continue to be utilized as a forum to provide Member States with the latest developments concerning SMS;

(b) agreed that COSCAP-SA continue to provide workshops, seminars and training courses to assist Member States in  meeting the requirements of ICAO SARPs related to SMS; the SCM also requested that ICAO provide support for these events to the greatest extent possible; and

(c)
agreed that, if required and subject to availability of resources, COSCAP-SA to engage short term experts in the areas of SMS to provide support related to implementation.
18.      Presentation – DP 6 Appraisal on Aerodrome Assistance to COSCAP – SA 
States
18.1
The RACSE, Mr. P R Shakya provided a detailed appraisal on the Aerodrome Assistance provided to COSCAP-SA States. RACSE explained that the COSCAP-SA Project Document was revised in 2001 and Project Objectives were expanded to include Aerodrome Certification in view of the ICAO mandatory requirement as of 27 November 2003. The assistance of an International Expert was acquired for a total of 14 months in three separate assignments since 2002. Subsequently, a Regional Aerodrome Certification Safety Expert (RACSE) was also inducted into the Programme in October, 2005 on full time basis. The RACSE elaborated on the assistance provided to States and in particular the effort generated during 2005 /2006 which included among others, assistance with review of aerodrome certification regulations and aerodrome certification procedures; national aerodrome standards; aerodrome manuals and Inspector’s Handbook. Assistance was concurrently provided in the area of aerodrome SMS with efforts directed towards training and assisting States with the development of State specific action plan related to aerodrome certification and implementation of SMS. States were also assisted with their preparation for the ICAO USOAP.
18.2
The RACSE briefly discussed the current status of States. He informed the Steering Committee that most States had introduced specific regulations for aerodrome certification based on the model regulations provided in ICAO Document 9774, while some States had also developed and promulgated specific National Aerodrome Standards primarily based on ICAO Annex 14 Volume I. A majority of the States had also established a separate organizational entity within national regulatory authority to deal effectively with all aspects of aerodrome regulatory oversight, including certification and had adopted a full time aerodrome inspector approach; while others continued to use, qualified permanent staff on a part time arrangement. He however pointed out that in most States the aerodrome safety oversight units had not satisfactorily maintained the technical library with necessary national legislation, regulations, ICAO Annexes, ICAO Documents and other reference documents; and that in most of the States the aerodrome manuals were still in draft form. He concluded that States were at different levels of compliance with their aerodrome certification programme and implementation of SMS.
          18.3
The RACSE recommended that National Regulatory Authority should direct 
aerodrome operators to submit their plans for certification of their aerodromes and for the 
implementation of SMS; and that COSCAP-SA in coordination with the member States 
arrange / provide  training to regulatory and operational staff. 
           18.4
Conclusion:  In particular, the SCM:
(a)
noted the assistance provided to SA States in support of Aerodrome Certification and the future needs of the States;

(b)
agreed that the SCM continue to be utilized as a forum for the exchange of information and input of specialist expertise that can assist States’ efforts  to fulfill the requirements of ICAO Annex 14 specification on ‘Certification of Aerodromes’;

(c)
agreed that Participant States, in view of the related SARPs applicability date, should allocate top priority to finalizing all aspects of aerodrome certification including the establishment of safety management system;
(d)
agreed that the respective National Regulatory Authorities should prepare realistic action plans fixing the target dates (milestones) for the following activities to expedite the establishment of the regulatory framework:



i.
Legislation and regulations;



ii.
Organizational arrangements (establishment of DASS);



iii.
Dedicated staffing and training;



iv.
National aerodrome standards and advisory circulars;



v.
Procedural manual and inspector’s handbook;



vi.
Establishment of technical library within DASS.

(e)
agreed that the respective National Regulatory Authority should establish the dates (milestones) for the following activities of the aerodrome operators of all international airports:


i.
The final date (Milestone - 1) for the submission of application 



for certification along with a complete aerodrome manual;



ii.
The final date (Milestone - 2) by which all international airports 



must get aerodrome certificates;



iii.
The final date (Milestone – 3) by which all certified aerodromes 



must have implemented SMS.

(f)
agreed that the National Regulatory Authority should direct aerodrome operators to submit their plans for certification of their aerodromes and for the implementation of SMS considering the aforementioned target dates (Milestones 1 to 3);
(g)
tasked COSCAP-SA, in coordination with the member States, to continue to arrange / provide training to regulatory and operational staff, subject to availability of resources; and
(h)
tasked COSCAP-SA to continue to provide technical assistance to Member States in aerodrome certification, including utilization of Regional Expert and International Short-term Expert, subject to funds availability.

           19.
Presentation – DP 7 Appraisal on ATS  Assistance to COSCAP-SA States
           19.1
The RATSSE, Mr. Don Sarath Pullaperuma provided a detailed appraisal on ATS assistance to COSCAP-SA States.. The RATSSE stated that Safety Management Systems for Air Traffic Services were introduced through Amendment 40 to ICAO Annex 11 - Air Traffic Services followed by Amendment 44. He said that under the Regionalization and Expansion of the COSCAP -SA Programme in Phase II, the Steering Committee directed that COSCAP-SA assist participating States in meeting their obligations in the establishment of ATM SMS in anticipation of the Comprehensive Systems Approach for the USOAP Audit Programme.  Accordingly, M/s Integra was engaged to provide 120 man-days of technical assistance to the States on SMS for ATM through EC funding.   It was also considered necessary to engage a Regional Expert in ATS Safety. A  Regional ATS Safety Expert was inducted in to the programme in October 2005 for a period of one year.
19.2
During the period October 2005 to July 2006, M/s Integra Consult Experts conducted a series of training programmes on Implementation of Safety Management Systems in Air Traffic Services, which included: safety policy, safety culture and safety regulations; safety  organisation; surveys and  monitoring (reporting systems); performance indicators and safety levels; safety assessments; safety  documents (safety management manual  etc); safety training; safety oversight and safety audits. The assistance programme included a minimum of two visits to each State followed by detailed reporting. In its Final Report,      M/s. Integra Consult recommended that development of regulatory framework and performance of safety assessments should form the focus in the next Phase. Since both these areas were of vital importance for the implementation of an efficient  safety management systems, Integra Consult proposed training  workshops on development of Regulatory Framework for States spread over a ten day programme and a Safety Assessment workshop spreads over a five day programme.
19.3
The RATSSE observed that few States had initiated work in developing Safety Management Documentation such as Safety Regulations, Safety Management Manual, Safety Oversight Manual, Safety Assessment Documents etc.; while some States had also finalized their Implementation Plan and the activities / implementation process had started. He stressed that while Management Commitment to Safety management was observable, some areas, however, needed to be highlighted as these required attention: development of safety regulatory functions was very limited throughout the region; safety assessments were not yet being performed; only few States had initiated the training activity; and the reporting systems  in general was not working satisfactorily.
19.4 
Conclusions:   In particular, the SCM:

(a)
noted the assistance provided to SA States in support of ATM SMS implementation and the future needs of the States;
(b)
concurred that the Regional ATS Safety Expert continues to play a pro-active role by identifying significant changes in operational areas and assist the Participant States in the SMS implementation process; and

(c)
tasked COSCAP-SA that the Regional ATS Safety Expert continues to be supported by short-term international expertise, whether on individual contract or sub-contract basis, subject to availability of funds, if supported by a donor.

20.
Presentation – DP 8  Appraisal on Airworthiness Assistance to COSCAP-SA 
States
           20.1
The RAE, Mr. Pawan Kumar made an appraisal on the airworthiness assistance provided to COSCAP-SA States. He explained that the objective of the COSCAP-SA Programme at its inception was to establish a regional capability for conducting Airworthiness Surveillance and Certification in accordance with ICAO Annex 1, 6 and 8. Regional Airworthiness Inspectors / Experts (RAE) had been associated with COSCAP-SA Programme since 1999. The current RAE joined the Programme on 31st October 2005 on a 12 month contract with interim extension in contract for three months. International Airworthiness Experts had also been engaged in the past and in 2006 an Expert was engaged for four months in two short term assignments.

           20.2
The RAE stated that COSCAP-SA had developed generic policy and procedures manuals to guide the national airworthiness Inspectors on certification and safety oversight functions. The Programme had also developed Airworthiness Inspector Manual, Audit Procedure Manual, MMEL/MEL Policy and Procedures Manual, which were easily adaptable by the States to reflect their own requirements. 
20.3
The RAE, however, observed that while the national inspectors had received intensive class room and on the job training from varied sources, the implementation of laid down regulations was lacking. This lack of implementation could be attributed to insufficient experience of the inspectors, inadequate staffing, quitting of experienced and trained staff from CAAs either due to superannuation or sheer disparity in the salary structure/monetary benefits/ career opportunities between the CAAs and Industry, and the delay in recruitment of new inspectors by CAAs to fill the void created by the departing staff.
20.4
The Meeting was informed that COSCAP-SA Experts had also assisted member States with safety audits of airlines and other operators at the specific request of respective Directors General. These audits had not only helped States with their regulatory oversight responsibilities but had also provided an excellent opportunity to give on the job training to the National Inspectors. In addition to technical assistance, States frequently sought   guidance on interpretation of regulations, standards and/or other technical matters related to Airworthiness. Further, COSCAP-SA also assisted States with their preparation for the ICAO USOAP Audits. Most States had, however, not initiated their self audits based on the ICAO Audit Protocols. Though COSCAP-SA had provided a generic Inspector Manual, most States had yet to develop or customize the manual as per their own regulations. The engagement of International Airworthiness Experts on short term assignment had also helped in providing a broader understanding and a global prospective of the Airworthiness standards .The RAE stressed that the latest amendment to Annex 6 (Chapter 8 relates to Aeroplane Maintenance) called for implementation of Safety Management Systems by 1stJanuary 2009.  It was imperative that States initiate work on SMS at the earliest.

20.5
Conclusions:  In particular, the SCM:
(a)
noted the assistance provided to SA States in support of Airworthiness and the future needs of the States;
(b)
agreed that COSCAP-SA should continue to provide workshops, seminars and training courses to assist Member States in meeting the requirements of ICAO SARPs related to Airworthiness;

(c)
agreed that COSCAP-SA should continue to provide assistance to member States in their preparation for the USOAP audits with regards to airworthiness;

(d)
requested the donor agencies specially EC / Airbus and/or FAA / Boeing to provide training on Design and Production Organization Approvals and other specific areas requested by COSCAP-SA from time to time on behalf of States;
(e)
agreed that COSCAP-SA should provide further assistance to the member States in development / customization of the Airworthiness Inspector Manual;

(f)
tasked COSCAP-SA to review whether a computer-based, shared system for airworthiness inspection can be obtained and made available to Participant States and report to the next SCM, including on its availability for other safety sensitive disciplines; and
(g)
agreed that, subject to availability of resources and as required, COSCAP-SA continue to engage a short-term International Airworthiness Expert and also engage a short-term International Expert in Maintenance Safety Management System.
21.
Presentation – DP 9 An Appraisal on COSCAP-SA Personnel Licensing Issues
21.1
The Regional Personnel Licensing Expert, Mr. Nazar Hayat Khan presented an appraisal on the COSCAP-SA Personnel Licensing issues. The RPLE explained that Articles 32, 33, 37, 39 and 40 of the Chicago Convention dealt with various aspects of `Personnel Licensing’ such as the issuance, recognition, endorsements and validation of licenses and certificates; and made it obligatory for a Contracting State to institute measures to implement the said articles. While a provision existed in the Project Document for assistance to States in the area of Licensing, in view of the limited resources and other more pressing requirements the Steering Committee in the past had assigned a low priority to support in the Licensing area. However, in view of the IUSOAP reports that highlighted a number of deficiencies in Personnel Licensing in Member States, the recruitment of a short term Personnel Licensing Expert (PLE) was agreed. A Regional Personnel Licensing expert was engaged in October 2005 for one year, which was extended up to Jan 2007.

21.2
The RPLE stated that the scope of technical assistance provided to States during the period October 2005 to October 2006 conformed to the provisions of USOAP Audit Protocol and the Compliance Checklist. In brief, the activities included a review and subsequent assistance in: legislation and regulations; organization, staffing and training of personnel licensing staff;  facilities and equipment; processing of personnel licenses and ratings; licenses and ratings issued by State; conversion and validation of foreign licenses;   procedures for medical assessment. (administrative part); written and oral examinations; practical and flight examinations; FRTO & English language proficiency; and certification and surveillance of training organizations.

21.3
 Technical Assistance was provided in different modes and these included: an evaluation phase; a training phase; an inspection / audits of training organization; and provision of generic PEL regulations.  Besides, the States’ continued to make specific requests  in diverse licensing areas ranging from review of their requirements, guidance on acceptance of military experience or drafting regulations on a specific subject. In some cases, technical assistance visits were arranged while in others, back office support through exchange of electronic files was considered sufficient.
21.4 
The RPLE made some common and significant observations, not necessarily  applicable to all States to the same degree: the concept of Licensing Authority as provided in the Annex 1 needed to be formalized;   in some States, the Personnel Licensing structure was not harmonized and centralized; in most States, staffing of the licensing officers/Inspectors was inadequate; qualification criteria for staff needed to be developed;  the States needed to update their regulations; some States needed to prescribe a centralized rule-making procedure; training and testing of flight radio telephony and testing of English proficiency required attention in the States; requirements for written and oral examinations were not prescribed  adequately; the qualifications for the instructors (ground/flight) and Designated Check persons in different categories of licenses were not prescribed in some States; the recent changes in medical provisions were not updated;        Aviation Training Organizations needed to begin work on developing the `Procedures and Training Manual’ and  implement the `Quality Assurance System’; requirements needed to be prescribed for the acceptance of military experience and foreign experience/licence for issuance of licence; for leased aircraft operations, a `Transfer Agreement’ was required to be signed; the AIPs in States did not include a brief note on the Personnel Licensing requirements of the State; States seemed to be apparently reluctant to file `differences’ on SARPS; and updated ICAO reference documents were not available with the licensing officers in some States.
21.5
RPLE concluded by saying that conduct of examinations remained a major weak area and further assistance could be provided in developing working documents and preparation of a question bank: 
      21.6
Conclusions:  In particular, the SCM:
(a)
noted the assistance provided to SA States in support of Licensing and the future needs of the States;

(b)
agreed that the existing modes of providing technical assistance to the States may be continued with more focus on the functioning and efficiency of the aviation training organizations conducting the basic courses for issuance of licenses;
(c)
agreed that the following tasks may be taken up by COSCAP-SA:

i.
Developing Working Documents: Developing specimen working 
documents for the industry such as the `Training and Procedures Manual’, `
Quality Assurance Guidance Manual’, `Assessment Guides for Skill Tests’, 
`Detailed Ground Course Syllabus’, `Detailed Flying Course Syllabus’ 
etc.; and

ii.
Preparation of Question Bank: Developing a question bank for the 
Member States from the available worldwide sources of questions in different 
subjects of aeronautical knowledge.
22.
Presentation  - DP 10 Options Regarding Institutional Structure; and DP 11 
Options Regarding Programme Structure 
          
22.1
 Dr. Ludwig Weber, ICAO Air Law / Organization Consultant, provided two presentations to the Steering Committee: one on the Options Regarding Institutional Structure (DP-10); and the other on Options Regarding Programme Structure (DP-11). After providing a brief genesis of the COSCAP Programmes, Dr. Weber stated that each COSCAP had its own programme, geared to the needs of its members, its own membership and its own budget. While no significant practical problems had arisen so far in connection with the institutional structure, it was however necessary to consider the suitability of the institutional set-up for the next phase of COSCAP programme implementation in the light of all relevant factors. He said that several options were open for the operation of COSCAPs, taking into account the notion of “regional safety oversight organization” (RSOO) in the sense of ICAO Assembly Resolution A35-7 and the Safety Oversight Manual (Doc. 9734).  He stated that the notion of RSOO left the legal form of organization open, while calling for a well-defined mandate, object and purpose. Resolution A35-7 left it for each group of States forming a RSOO to decide on the legal form of organization and institutional structure best suited to its regional specificity. He clarified the three elements of the RSSO namely: the mandate, object and purpose of an RSOO; the execution of safety oversight functions by the RSOO; and the delegation of safety oversight functions to an RSOO.
           22.2
Dr. Ludwig also discussed the advantages and disadvantages of different options in terms of institutional structure for the future operation of COSCAP and explained why  certain option were not suitable for Phase III of COSCAP-SA. The seven options discussed included: the regional international organization; making use of an existing regional organization;  conclusion of an Administrative Agreement; signing of a Memorandum of Understanding (MoU); merger of the Asian COSCAPs;  merger of COSCAP and CASP; and continuation of present structure. He stressed that as long as the programme was supported by consensus, flexibility and informality would remain an advantage as has been demonstrated under the existing system. On the other hand, some aeronautical authorities may or do find it difficult to sustain their funding of COSCAP. In that situation, the informality and lack of signed commitments of members might also render it more difficult for donors to provide funding. Therefore, if it were the intention of the parties to plan COSCAP activities for a medium or longer term, e.g. 5 years or indefinitely, those options which would document a longer-term commitment of member aeronautical authorities might be more advisable.  Dr. Ludwig concluded by saying that on the basis of the considerations discussed, option (4): Signing of a Memorandum of Understanding (MoU), embodying the Institutional Framework, appeared to be the most advantageous one for COSCAP in the medium- and long- term. 
22.3
In the second part of his presentation on Options Regarding Programme Structure, Dr. Ludwig Weber, explained that the intent of his presentation was to discuss and evaluate options for the programme structure of COSCAP for the period after 2007, taking into account the needs of States in the region, relevant policies relating to regional/sub-regional safety oversight organizations and other relevant factors. He pointed out that the 15th Steering Committee Meeting in February 2006, approved the introduction of the two-tier concept of COSCAP core activities vs. additional activities in order to allow more flexibility in services provision and funding. This concept was subsequently included in the Institutional Framework document of COSCAP-SA.
22.4
While speaking on the role of regional safety oversight organizations (RSOO`s), Dr Weber referred to ICAO Assembly Resolution A35-7 (Unified Strategy to resolve safety-related deficiencies) which stated that the role could range from: expert advisory and consultative service, to the provision of technical assistance in the provision of safety oversight functions, to the execution of safety oversight functions on behalf of member States. He explained that qualitatively, each of these three functions was quite different in structure.  While COSCAPs mandate presently included the first two elements, the third element was not included with sufficient clarity. Dr Weber further stated that as part of the “unified strategy”, the execution of safety oversight functions by a RSOO on behalf and at the request of several or all of its member States was likely to provide the greatest dividend in terms of efficiency, quality and safety enhancement. Although planned as part of COSCAP, this important activity was not expressly provided for in the Institutional Framework and has not been implemented at the desirable scale. Quoting from Assembly Resolution A33-9, Dr Weber stated that ICAO was mandated to provide assistance to the extent possible to States in need of resolving safety-related deficiencies identified through USOAP audits. He said that in the Asian region, the COSCAPs were a major mechanism for the provision of assistance in resolving safety-related deficiencies identified through USOAP audits. However, these objectives were not clearly and expressly stated in the relevant COSCAP programme documents, including the Institutional Framework. 

           22.5
Dr. Weber said that accident prevention was already among the COSCAP activities, in particular as part of the “Safety Teams” tasks (SEARAST, SARAST, NARAST), However, it should be ensured that these activities would fully benefit from the specific strategy, methodology and tools set out in the Global Aviation Safety Plan (GASP).
            22.6
Speaking on the introduction of new SARPS by ICAO, Dr Weber pointed out that this  frequently presented difficult challenges to the existing expertise, resources and capabilities available to the aeronautical authorities in member States. The provision of assistance by COSCAP in the implementation, and if possible harmonized implementation, of new complex safety-related SARPS would be fully in line with the thrust of A35-14.
           22.7
The implementation of Regional Plans was another area which frequently presented difficult challenges to the resources and capabilities of member States. This however, needed to be addressed in coordination with the APANPIRG / Regional Office. 

 22.8
 Referring to various parties interested in aviation safety issues in the Asian region, Dr Weber felt that the supporting role of these parties was clearly important for COSCAP and in view of the support which these parties provided, their role should be more visibly recognized as part of a COSCAP continuation scenario. This could be achieved by extending a formal ‘partner’ status to them and ensuring their active involvement, he stated.
22.9 
With regard to the funding, Dr. Weber said that recent experience with donors suggests that the institutional structure of COSCAPs had implications for the ability/preparedness of certain donors to provide funding for COSCAP. He observed that neither the Unified Strategy, nor the notion of an RSOO prescribed any specific institutional structure for COSCAPs. A written, signed commitment of member aeronautical authorities would attract donors and potential donors to commit to a financial contribution. The explicit commitment of member aeronautical authorities to COSCAP could also be seen as a prerequisite for a strengthening and improvement in COSCAP funding. As a result, an institutional “upgrade” such as an MoU, which would explicitly demonstrate the commitment of member aeronautical authorities through a signature, would likely be more effective in mobilizing donor commitments and contributions than the continuation of the present institutional set-up.
22.10
    Discussing the role of experts, Dr. Weber said that while COSCAP programme documents provided for the use of national /regional experts alongside with internationally recruited experts, it had been one of the objectives of the programme to gradually regionalize by increasing use of regional experts. However, the planned timeframes for regionalization regarding the use of experts had in some cases turned out to be somewhat optimistic, as it had not been possible to supplant or replace internationally recruited experts in all required areas of expertise. Therefore in the framework of these provisions, a balanced approach to the issue of regionalization would appear advisable he concluded. 

22.11
     Conclusions DP-10 & DP 11: When considering these elements in terms of budgetary implications for COSCAP and its member States, the corresponding savings potential for each of the member States, the recurrent safety dividend, the credit potential with USOAP and the potential for increased donor participation for the following years are being borne in mind.

In particular, the SCM noted:



Institutional Structure
(a)
while the present institutional structure of COSCAP-SA is considered generally adequate, and considering the various advantages and disadvantages of the seven options presented in DP 10, agreed that option 4: Signing of a common Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) embodying the updated Institutional Framework, is the most advantageous for COSCAP-SA in the medium term, and tasked COSCAP-SA to prepare and circulate the draft common MoU to Participant States as soon as possible, for review and signature approval by the DCAs/CAAs;


Programme Structure
(b)
while the present COSCAP programme structure can be regarded as generally adequate, agreed that the following specific enhancements are supported, taking into account current ICAO policies and other relevant factors:
(i)
inclusion of the mandate “assistance in resolving safety-related deficiencies identified through audits” and “provision of quality assurance functions” in the COSCAP Institutional Framework document, and placing greater emphasis on these elements in programme implementation;
(ii)
inclusion of the mandate “assistance with accident prevention in line with the Global Aviation Safety Plan (GASP)” in the COSCAP Institutional Framework document;

(iii)
inclusion of the mandate “assisted/harmonized implementation of new SARPS” in the COSCAP Institutional Framework document;
(iv)
inclusion of the mandate “execution of suitable safety oversight functions on behalf of member States, upon request” in the Institutional Framework documents of the COSCAPs, and placing greater emphasis on this mandate in programme implementation; and
(v)
inclusion of the mandate “assistance with implementation of Regional Plans” in the COSCAP Institutional Framework documents to be reviewed at the next SCM, mindful of the on-going work of the PIRGs and the need for close coordination with ICAO’s Regional Office, and focusing solely on assistance with implementation.
(c)
tasked COSCAP-SA to further enhance the Institutional Framework accordingly and to circulate an updated edition to Participant States as soon as possible, for their approval.
Role of Programme Partners
(d)
considering that the interest of donors and contributors in-kind in the use of their contributions is legitimate, agreed that steps should be considered by the COSCAP-SA programme, especially in its next phase, to accord a more formal status to donors and contributors and to provide more visibility, including the creation of a formal “Partner Status”, rights of participation in meetings, consideration of their views in implementation activities etc. and to update the Institutional Framework document accordingly.
Programme Funding

(e) agreed that an institutional “upgrade” (such as signing of a common MoU with Institutional Framework), which would explicitly demonstrate the commitment of member aeronautical authorities through a signature, could be more effective in facilitating State contributions and donor commitments than the continuation of the present institutional set-up.

Role of Programme Experts

(f)
agreed that a balanced approach to the issue of utilization of regional / international experts continue to be applied by COSCAP-SA, bearing in mind the need for adequate technical expertise vs. capabilities to be formed within the Region, funding constraints etc. but, wherever feasible, giving preference to utilization of regional expertise.

23.
Presentation – COSCAP-SA Moving into Phase III
23.1
The Chairman informed the Meeting of the exclusive discussions held amongst the Directors General of the participant States   He presented a brief summary of the issues that were discussed and the agreement reached amongst the Directors General on COSCAP-SA moving into Phase III. 
           23.2
Conclusions:  In particular, the SCM:


(a)
agreed unanimously with the COSCAP-SA Programme to be extended into Phase III, covering the period 2008 - 2012 and requested its Participant States to make budgetary allocations accordingly;


(b)
requested COSCAP-SA, in close consultation with Participant States, to explore ways and means to make the programme more efficient and effective, inter alia through the addition of the dedicated post of a Regional Programme Coordinator, on priority basis; main responsibilities would be to coordinate the provision of training and technical assistance to Participant States, further improve collaboration with Participant States to maximize recipient benefits and satisfaction; maintain liaison with ICAO; reinforce relations with partners with a view to assuring their continued satisfaction and to obtain additional contributions, assure the delivery of programme outputs by the regional experts; enhance reporting to the SCM, carry out continuing programme evaluation etc.; the vacancy to be posted as soon as possible and the selection to follow the established procedure;


(c)
tasked COSCAP-SA to prepare a draft Programme Document covering Phase III and to circulate the draft document to Participant States for their review and comments, including on proposals for improvement of efficiency and effectiveness through improved monitoring, evaluation and reporting;, upon receipt of the comments the programme document will be finalized and sent to the Participant States for signature approval which will be required before 31 April 2007, to allow for timely application for donor participation from 2008 onwards; and


(d)
noted the upcoming departure of the Regional Flight Operations Expert/Programme Coordinator to take up the post of Regional Officer, Flight Safety at the ICAO Regional Office, Bangkok; the SCM expressed its heartfelt appreciation to Mr. Fareed Ali Shah for his untiring efforts and his dedication, wishes him well in his new post and is looking forward to his continued collaboration with COSCAP-SA.
24.
Presentation  - DP 12 Funding and Budget
24.1   Mr. Wolfgang Sander- Fischer, Chief, Asia Pacific Section, TCB ICAO, presented the COSCAP-SA Funding and Budget for 2007. He provided details of the Contributions / Grants received since the 15th COSCAP-SA Steering Committee Meeting. Mr. Sander-Fischer highlighted the details stipulated in Appendix I of the Discussion Paper, which reflected the project funding status.
24.2
Enumerating the salient points of the Budget as depicted in Appendix II, Mr. Sander-Fischer stated that the funds available as of 31 October, 2006 was expected to permit the operation of the Programme up to approximately December, 2007 provided additional EC grants and IFFAS grant funds were forthcoming.
24.3 Mr. Sander-Fischer requested the Member States to continue their contributions to the Programme, in funds and in kind, in a timely fashion so as to allow continuation of Programme activities; and also requested the donors to assist in sustaining the Programme.

24. 4
Conclusions:   In particular, the SCM:
(a)
requested Participant States to continue their contributions to the Programme, in funds and in kind, in a timely fashion so as to allow the continuation of programme activities;

(b)
encouraged donors to continue providing their contributions in funds and in kind to assist in sustaining the programme; and

(c)
approved the Programme Budget for 2007 as at Appendix II to DP 12, subject to the provision of Conclusion 23.2 (b) above.
Any Other Matter

25.
Presentation – ICAO Flight Safety Information Exchange and Unified Strategy 
Programme
25.1 Mr. Miguel Ramos, Acting Chief, ICAO Unified Strategy Programme provided the participants with information on the ICAO Flight Safety Exchange and the Unified Strategy Programme. He explained that the FSIX website had been developed by ICAO to provide the aviation community with access to safety related information. Cooperation between States and information exchange were essential elements for the success of any aviation safety-related activity, in pursuit of the common goal to improve aviation safety he added. This site was intended as a portal to existing safety related websites as well as a place to exchange information through various newsgroups. A brief demonstration of the website was also presented.

25.2
Speaking on the Unified Strategy Programme, Mr. Ramos briefly discussed the key elements of a unified strategy implementation programme for the provision of assistance to States in resolving safety-related deficiencies. He informed on the establishment of tools and mechanisms to be used for data collection and analysis, promoting partnerships, and establishing regional and sub-regional safety oversight organizations. He stressed that the   focus would be on the implementation of safety-related provisions and remedial action, 

rather than on the development of new Standards and Recommended Practices (SARPs).


25.3
Suggesting a Regional SMS Project, Mr. Ramos put forward a proposal for consideration by the 16th Steering Committee meeting. He suggested the establishment of an action plan for SMS in South Asia States according to Objective 2 (Development of regulations to the States) of the Programme Document. He envisaged developing a task force within the member States of COSCAP-SA to ensure: formulation of a regional strategy with objectives, activities, duration and result indicators; a Regional strategy to mirror State’s priorities; State’s Safety Programme in place; and a Programme based on 4 components of SMS; States gap analysis; training to develop skills (SMS course); resources in place; and a website to interchange information of the working groups of regional project (task sharing). Mr. Ramos offered HQ  support to COSCAP-SA through USP and the SMS Programme, in the planning phase of the project; and indicated that HQ would provide as soon as possible a draft model regulation on SMS.

25.4 Conclusions.  The Steering Committee Meeting noted with appreciation the presentation on the ICAO Flight Safety Information Exchange (FSIX) and the Unified Strategy Programme (USP), including on the support it is committed to provide to COSCAP-SA through a task force on SMS, with the support of FAA and EASA who offered their assistance.

Rotation of Chairmanship    
26.
At the conclusion of the meeting, the chairmanship of COSCAP-SA Steering Committee was passed on to the Director General, Civil Aviation Authority of Pakistan. 
Venue and Date of the 17th Meeting of the Steering Committee

27.
The Director General, Civil Aviation Authority of Pakistan kindly offered to host the 17th Meeting of the COSCAP-SA Steering Committee in Pakistan. The venue and meeting dates would be communicated within approximately one month.
Adoption of Conclusions

28.
The Steering Committee unanimously adopted the Conclusions of the 16th Meeting 
of the Steering Committee and requested COSCAP-SA to prepare the Minutes for 
circulation by December 2006.
Closing of the Meeting

29.
The Chairman thanked all Member States, the Civil Aviation Safety Authority Republic of Korea, ICAO, EASA, FAA, Airbus, Boeing and COSCAP-SA for their active and constructive participation in the meeting. He also thanked the air operators and the service providers for participating in the meeting and sponsoring many of the events. Special thanks were expressed by all participants for the host Director General, Civil Aviation Authority Nepal and his team of officials who did a commendable job in organizing the event. 
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