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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The visits tdStateshy the FeasibilityStudy team while limited in duration, proved an effectivata
collection and discussion mechanisithe prequestionnaire providedo CAAs vasan early chance
to consider the major issues of interest to tBeudy team Input from Ministries was very limited.

The majority ofStatesvisited believed that there wdd be value iLevel 2assistance from a regional
safety organisation, but also wishe¢de importantLevel lactivities to be continued.

The existing COSCABA has struggled over recent years to provide sufficlestel lactivitiesto all
SAStatesand has not been able to provideevel 2activitiesin a mannelcceptable to ICAO.

The most crucial activities for a future regional safetyersightorganisation are to providéevel 2
activities as required and to continue the benefits of harmonisation gmélg undertaken by SARI.

It is feasible to transform COSCAFA into a higher levelegional safety oversight organisation
providingMember Stateswith Level land selected_evel 2outcomesand the majority of SAStates
agreeto this need

There are various options for both the amount of sustainable support which can be proviStatés
and thelegal andmanageial structure of the organisation to provide this support.

The various meetings undertaken between tB¢udy team Directors Geneal of Civil Aviation (or
representatives), ICAO and EASA at the completion of Research Phasef the Study in
September, were an effective exchange of preliminary results from the team and views from others.

Each of theScenarioshas pros and cons dronly the first §cenarioA) can be implemented with no
additional costs tdStates The advantages and cost benefits of e&denariancrease in proportion
to the costs in implementing th&cenarios Additionally, someScenariosarry a higher degree of
risk or address less of the identified issues.

The adoption of COSCABA Phase V as itis presently envisaged will NOT providedahel 2support
required by many CAAs.

The financial cost in adopting any of the B oB€&nariosan be readily covered by the adoption of a
minimal passenger service charge while providing a substantial cost/benefit ratio tBttie.

ScenarioC is the only solution which will meet all of the requirements of CAAs and can be assessed
by ICAO GASOS&s an organisation capable of providihgvel 2support.

TheFinalReport provids details on the process of thé-easibility Studyand the options, described
asScenarioswhich are available for Directors Genes&Civil Aviatiorto consider.

The SouthAsia Region has a vital need to address the aviation safety oversight deficiencies evident
in the ICAO USOAP audits carried out. EXxisting regionalperative efforts have not fully resolved
these identified deficiencies. With political commitment amegal resolve, circumstances are
favourable to establish a viable Regional Safety Oversight Organization for South Asia.
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1. BACKGROUND, OBJECTIVES AND SCOPE OF $HEBDY

1.1 Backgrourd

Traffic forecasts for South Asia are the highest in global aviation areexpected to grow at 8.6
percent per year over the next 20 years. Nevertheless, many ofSAcStates already find it
challenging to cope with the present aviation environment and to meet ICéguirementsin full.
Rising traffic levels and the increasingraplexity of aviation in the face of limited resources impl
the need forGovernmenal organizations to explore new paradigms for its safety oversight systems.
The opportunityfor addressing these issues cooperatively and regionally is encouraged by BAISA a
ICAO and generally welcomed by thé States

The necessity of addressing safety oversight cooperatively and regionallyagais reinforcedn
2016 during the 39th Session of the ICAO Assembly, which in its Resolutieb4A39

- O 5 O Wntber Statesto develop and further strengthen regional and stegional
AT T DPAOAOGEIT ET 1T OAARAO O1 bDPOTiiT@dd OEA EECEAOO
- Owl Al OverRber’State to foster the creation of regional or sufegional partnerships
to collaborate in the demlopment of solutions to common problems to buiftate safety
oversight capability, and to participate in, or provide tangible support for, the strengthening
and furtherance of sulsegional and regional aviation safety and security oversight bodies,
incluihET ¢ 23/ / 086

Following the 39th ICAO Assembly, ICAO and EASA jointly organised the RSOO Forum in Swaziland
from 22 to 24 March 2017#&vhich endorsed the ICAO Global Strategy and Action Plan for the
improvement of regional safety oversight organizatiofRSOOs)

At the First Asia Pacific Ministeri@nference on Civil Aviation which took place in Beijing, China on
31 January and 1 February 20WBnisters signed a Declaration, inter alia acknowledging that the
existing regional relationships and padrships are evolving with meaningful technical cooperation
and assistance programmes (e.g. Cooperative Development of Operational Safety and Continuing
Airworthiness Programmes (COSCApsic. In addition, it was recognized that there is a compelling
need for stronger regional cooperation, partnership and engagement to continuously improve
aviation safety A copy of this Declaration is included as Annex A.

1.2 Objectives

In its Safety Oversight Manual Part B (Doc 9734), ICAO specifies #easbility Studyshould be
carried out prior to the establishment of a RSOO, in order to assess the nature of the aviation activity
in the prospectiveMember States as well as their safety oversight capabilities. The information
gathered through such &tudy normally seres as a basis f@tatesto decideon the form, type or

level of RSO@hat would deliver the best value for the region.

Following the ICAO/EASARSOO Forum in 201 ICAO initiated several action$p include the
evaluation of existing RSOOs and COSCA¥sevaluation of RSOOs in general has been carried out
by ICAO in 2016/7, using a questionnaire, for the purpose of updating information on the challenges
facing their improvement. This questionnaire was responded to by COS&AHhis evaluation



recognises COSCAFSA as alLevel 1RSOO, namely one that offers advisory and coordinating
functions. COSCAPSA is about to transition to its 5tArogrammephase.

A review of various Bcussion Paperand Minutes of COSCAPSA Steering Commitee meetings
makes it clear that the extension of COSCAP capabilities to indladel 2activities has long been a
desire of many of the DGB particular, the need for thedeevel 2activities to be recognised by ICAO
as being undertaken on behalf bfember States, is consistently identified.

In line with the objectives of the EBA APP EASA wishes to work closely with ICAO and the
COSCAPSAStatesto assist in investigating whether and how COSE34R could evolve in form, type
or level, as and when thgtatesare so willing, and itine with ICAO recommendations.

In consenting to an independerieasibility Study the SA Stateswish to generally examine the
feasibility of enhancing regional cooperati@nd, in particular, theestablishment of an RSOQhat
could also provide operationdlevel 2assistancdasks andunctions(to be otherwise referred to as
aLevel 2RSOO for the sake of brevity)

Thus, he purpose of this specifieeasibility Studyfunded by the EU and executed by EASA through
the EUSAAPPProject,is to examir the feasibility of COSCAR3 | 8 O AAOAdd 1vel®2l O ET O
RSOO.

1.3 Scopeand Terms of Reference

Theteam of expertcontracted for thisStudyare tosupport EASA, COSCAFPA and the 8 States

by developing the~easibility Studywhich includesthe collection of data and informatigrresearch

and analysis to determine if there is a potential for an effective enhanced regional mechanism for
aviation safety oversight in South Asia. particular, it includethe following:

1.3.1 Research Phase
In coordination with 3 Statesas represented by the COSCAA <, the Studyis to:

- Examine the existing national and COSGAR aviation safety oversight tasks, functions and
systems in terms of ICAO compliance and effectiveness and idethifyndividual needs of
Statesin this regard

- Determine the human and financial resources of the individ@stesand the region as a
whole, both in terms of actual capacity today and the capacity required to cope with the
forecast traffic increase in aviation activity over the neeth years

- Conduct a Cost Benefit Analysis of COSER#, over the pasivo decades

- Review the current regional and national legal instruments that may facilitate a regional
organisation, as necessary under the full jurisdiction of the national DGs. Consider the option
of initiation with a smaller group dbtateswith the opportunity for dhers to joinat a later
date.

The collection of data to perform these tasks should be undertaken in cooperation with ICAO (using
tools such as iStars and the recent RSOO evaluation), IATA and other publicly available sources as
well as through direct caact with, and visits to, thos&A Statestaking part in theStudy.



The Research Phases to conclude with an initiaFeasibility Studyreport aggregating all results,
which shall be presented to all COSCGSR Statesduring an interim review meeting. This meeting
will serve to verify and endorse the initial report.

1.3.2 Analysis Phase
Drawing on the information gathered during tHiResearch Phase¢he Studyis to:

- Outline Scenariodor further developmenby the nationalauthorities.

- Provide recommendations for the consideration of tB&ateson how to overcome identified
weaknesses, either nationally or collectively

- Develop and outline viabl&cenariog(if any) for further development of COSCAFA into
another form, type or level of RSOO, taking into account8tated AT 1 1 AAOEOA AT A
economic, political and technical environment

- Produce a clear business case including a-besiefit analyss surrounding eaclscenariq
taking into account the experience of other RSOOs worldwide; ensuring that possible
national contributions may not exceed current contributions to the COSGAPand SARI,
but suggesting other sustainable funding mechanisms thety be viable, perhaps with an
even reduced financial burden on thoSeéateswith the lowest aviation activity

- Describe the impact of eacBcenariofor the individualStates including potential cost
savings

- Produce arisk analysis for eaShenario

- Fo each viableScenarioidentified (if any), include a proposal for a possible RSOO
governance and management structure, objectives and tasks, delegation mechanisms by
Member States, funding and required resources in terms of budget and manpower, and a
realistic roadmap outlining a possible transition

The work undertaken during both phases and the resulting recommendatnagobe compiled in
a finalFeasibility Studyeport.

Other considerations may be requested to support the objective of $tigdy. Following feedback
from EASA and the SStates arevised version of the above documeasttobe produced.

Additional tasks may be requested on an-reseded basis to support the development of the
Feasibility Studyfor the SA region.



2. FACTORS TO BE CONSIDEREDRING THEDETERMIMTION OF VIABLE
SCENARIOFOR THE FURTHER DEVELOPMENT OF A SA RSOO

2.1 Background

Many States have not established effective aviation safety oversight regimes and are not fully

complying with a number of safety lsed SARPswhich creates the risk of unsatenditions in the

aviation sector. A majocause ofneffective safety oversight btatesis alack of high prioritisation

by Governmentsleading to insufficient funding, human resources and technical experii$es

characteristic is further exacerbated thoseStateswith only a small aviation industry

The development of any sustainable aviation system depends on adequate regulatergigivt,
which complies with the principles of the Chicago Convention andSARPSn its Annexes. The
Chicago Convention provides in Article 1 that each ContracBraje has complete and exclusive
sovereignty over the airspace above its territory. With this right comes a set of obligations that aim
at ensuring safe aviation operations. These include the estaflésit and mainenance ofuniform
regulations (Article 12, Ress of the Air), the issuance of airworthiness certificates (ArticleaBd)
licences(Article 32), and the adoption of international standards and procedures (Article 37). Given
these rights and obligations, a Contractiiggate to the Chicago Conventionegds to decide how to
comply in the best and most efficient way.

According to ICAO USOAP results, maBtatesd AT | D1 EAT AA x E OEthelglgbhl/ 31! 2 0 ¢
average. In the struggle to comply with international aviation standavdsile lacking the required

resources and technical capacity, grouping efforts into regional entities is one feasible option for

States The trend of regionalization in oversight of air transport, manifested through the formation

of RSOOs, is designed tesistStatesin meeting these obligations through the pooling of resources,

the delegation of oversight functions, and the harmonization of regulations.

Pooling resources in a regional organization has proven to be a feasible way foitwamlies that a

State clearly decided to eitherassign certain responsibilities to a regional entity (e.g. issuing
airworthiness certificags) orto use theregional entity and itgooled resources as a service provider.

As a service provider, the regiormdy carries out some of thgtated 1 xT  OACOIl taskd OU T OA
(e.g.providing aflight inspector to conduct flightcrew check) and reports the outcomen which

case,the responsibility for the actual certification remains with ti&tate. Alternatively, as in the

issuance of an airworthiness certificatan RSOO could be assigned the authority for certain

oversight functions and certifies the resijltevel 3)

RSOOs can vary in terms of structure, level of integration, and delegated authblotyever they

share &undamentallycommon goalin helping to ensurethat members operate in accordance with
ICAOSARPsRSOOs catherefore assistMember Statesin a range of ways, to includie provision

of expert advisory and consultative services ofesaoversightand of technical assistance and the

execution of oversight services. The conduct of oversight functions by an RSOO is provided only at

the request and with the consent of tH&tates as it requires a formal delegation of functions and

authority from theStatesOT OEA 1T OCAT EUAOQOET 18 )1 OOAE A OEOOAO
Member Statsh x EEAE AOA . &BAncipalptieSthtd dinays irefatsthe ultimate
responsibilityfor meeting its oversight obligatiors.
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requires careful planning and execution, including a considenatif a number of technical, financial,

and legal factors for example, the roles and functions of national oversight systems, sources of

funding, and political will.

2.1.1 Organizational/legal ballenges

Member States of an existing or future RSOO must determairand agree on the legislative and
regulatory framework, which will govern aviation oversigidsistanceegionaly. This works most
effectively when aviation regulation and practices are standardised or harmonized, which in some
cases could involve a letiy legislative process.

The result of such an analysis, where the lack of safety oversigbituinizedagainst theContracting
Stated OAAET EAAT AT A EOI AT AAPAAEOUh xEI | St OEA A
will delegate to an RSOO. Another fundamental element for the successful establishment of an
RSOO is the need for a common regulatory structure amblagnber Statesof an RSOO.

For the purposes of efficiency and effectiveness of the RS®®@igh degree bautonomy in the
recruitment and management of the RSOO will be necessary. However, theofeland coverage

and annual work plan and direction of the RSOO will need to be reviewed and agreed to by a
managing body, similar to the SC of the COSCRRisbody will comprise all the DGs of thdember

States (or their designate). It may also include other invited external organisatiombe SC or
equivalent (as per an Agreement to be signed by Member States) is expected to meet at least
twice a yeaand more if necessary) to ensure proper oversight.

It is important for theMember Statesto agree to various areas/disciplines to be addressed by the
RSOO; and affirm that the rules pertaining to those areas are harmonized in the region.

2.1.2 Hnancing

Thegreatest challenge concerning the establishmentR8O0s as several recent exampleach as

the Banjul Accord Group Aviation Safety Oversight Organization (the BAGASOOQ), the East African
Community Civil Aviation Safety and Security Oversight Agency (CAS%0d the Pacific Aviation
Safety Office (PASO) have showrs, assuring adequate and sustainable financing-demand
payments for services needed and financial contributions through annual subscriptions have proven
to be difficult models, assovernmentsof Member States of such organisations change and new
priorities emerge that may advocate other relationships and dependencies.

From first principles the financial contribution dflember States will depend on the following
aspects:

- Ability to pay/national GDP

- Political will to address the issues

- Need and extent of the deficiencies that require resolution

- Based on the current contributions being made to COSEGHXP

It is apparent that some of the deficiencies stem from tBtatesd /AEET AT Ahénlall tieOOOA O 8
contributions are summedip, the effect is more substantiaBased on the current contributioof



Statesto COSCAPSA it is conceivable thathey would beinadequateto provide a substantial
increase in assistance &tate CAAs

Willing donors have played an important role globally and in South Asia in supporting the early
development of regional safety initiatives and the expectation is that this will continue, notably when
the funded activities are designed to establisalf-sustaining programmes. The global experience
howeveris that RSOOs need to have adequate and independent sources of finance without reliance
on donors.

A multiple financing mechanism may be necessary to ensure sustainability. It is possible, without
excessive financial burden on the individ&htesor the aviation industry of th&tates to meet the
necessary budgetary requirements through a combinatiousérfees and charges and from donor
funding.



3. OVERVIEW OF GLOBAL RSOO EXPERGEN

3.1 Definingthe RSOO

y#1/ OOAOG OEA OAOI 023/ / 6Gumiet of Idgal @dAnk dnd ikdtitutiondli O A h
structures that range from highly formalized internatiocBavernmerA1 T OCAT EUAQET 1T O ¢
institutionalized projects established under tb&0@ Cooperative Development of Operational Safety

and Continuing Airworthiness Programme (COSEAR)s generic definition therefore leaves it up to

each regional group dbtatesaiming to establish an RSOO, to very much decide on the legal form

and insttutional structures that best fits the needs and the characteristics of their region. This all

inclusive definition also recognizes the fact that several of the more institutionalized R8@fhsed

or transitioned fromCOSCAPs.

3.1.1 ICAO COSCA$

COSCAPSA, which commenced in 1998, was the first of a total of ten COSCAPs that were
established by ICAO in Africa, Asia, Europe, Latin America and the Middle East. The COSCAPs have
enabledStates in any one region, to pool their resources for the pumo$ enhancing their safety
oversight capabilities. Although initially created to facilitate implementation in the areas of aircraft
airworthiness, personnel licensing and aircraft operations, several of the COSCAPs, including
COSCAPSA, extended their magiates to include aerodromes and air navigation services.

The COSCAPs have made tangible contributions in enhancing the safety oversight capabilities of

their Member States, particularly in the development of harmonized sets of regulations, the drafting

of guidance material and inspector handbooks and irsirg the capabilitiesof national inspectors

and technical staff. Their Steeringommittee meetings also offered an opportunity f@tatesto

share problems and, with the support of dordtatesand organizations, to seek common solutions.

Although ICAO manages the COSCAPs through its Technical Cooperation Biember States

OAOU | OAE AAOAOI ET A OEAEO OAOPAAOGEOA #/3#!1 080 OF

The COSCAPs however also have their limitations. They reprajects and programmes of ICAO,

do not have international legal personality and for that reason, cannot, in thveirright, arrange for

their own funding or enter into agreements with other entitida.addition, being part and parcel of
ICAO, they cannot be empowered by th&éllember Statesto undertake direct oversight of industry
entities. COSCAP technical experts and inspectors have not also, at least up to the present time,
enjoyed the status of I@0 Operational Assistance (OPAS) inspectors, and so any attempt to use
them for the direct conduct of certification and surveillance inspections will entail a conflict of
interest.

3.1.2 Transitioningto institutionalized RSOOs

It is for these reasons thdCAO has, in general, supporthe transition of COSCAPs to more
institutionalized RSOOs that are established on the basis of (Bteernmenal agreements or
OOAAOGEAOG8 )#!/ E£EOIT U AAI EAOA doredddxpkedsly @dimknits litd OA  E |
Membe StateOT OEA 1T OCAT EUAOGET T h AAOOAO AT AAI AO OEA A,
provides for sustainabilify

! (Doc 9734, Part B) Safety Oversight Manual, Part B, The Establishment and Management of a Regional
Safety Oversight Organization, Foreword.
2 |bid.



Altogether five COSCAPSs, including COS>-SA, have either already transitioned or are currently
taking steps to transition to anore formal, institutionalized RSOO. Two other Asian COSCAPs
(COSCARMA and COSCABEA) have chosen, at least for the moment, to remain under ICAO
management as COSCAPs. This can also be said for COB&MRvhich, although it transitioned to

the Regional Goperation System on Safety Oversight in Latin America (SRVSOP), is managed by
ICAO and is fully integrated with the ICAO Regional Office for Latin America.

The five COSCAPs that are either already institutionalized or in the process of institutiongdizing
seven other fully institutionalized RSOOSee Table3.1below for the full list of current RSOOs.
Some of these RSOOs, such as BAGASOO and PASnhtamneational organizations in their own
right, whilst other RSOOs, such as CASSOA and EASA, amcis or institutions that have been
created within the institutional framework of a regional economic integration organization (REIO) or,
as in the case of one RS@Q@ACSA- an already existing technical organization.

As in the case of the COSCAPs, thstitutionalized RSOOs have also contributed towards the
strengthening of safety oversight in their respective regiofbey have likewise contributed to the
development of harmonized or common aviation requirements, inspector manuals and other
guidancematerial and to the training of inspectors. They have also participated in ICAO programmes,
including the Regional Aviation Safety Groups (RASGs) and assistedvibriber Statesto prepare

for the ICAO audits and other monitoring activities. In a limited numifexases, as with the SRVSOP,
which provides coordinating and advisory services, or a fully institutionalized RSOO, such as EASA,
which exercises certification and apprdw@mpetences in certain aregbhe RSOO has even met with

the full expectations of theiMember States.



TABLE 3.1 LIST OFREGIONAL SAFETY OVERSIGHT ORGANIZATIONS (RSOCs)

RSOO First Year of RSOO First Year of
Operation Operation
AgenciaCentroamericana para la 2006 Cooperative Development of Operational 2001
Seguridad AeronautigdCSA) Safety and Continuing Airworthiness
Programmé South East Asia (COSCAP
SEA)
Agence Communautaire de COSCARUEMOAI East African Community Civil Aviation Safety 2007
Supervision de la Sécurité et de la | 2004. ACSAC and Security Agency (EACASSOA)
Suretédé 6 Avi at [(AGAC)C| founded in 2013
Presently still operating as COSCAF Not yet operational
UEMOA during the parallel transitior|
to ACSAC
Agence de Supervision de la Sécurif COSCARCEMAC i European Aviation Safety Agency (EASA) 2003
Aérienne en Afrique Centra[dSSA- | 2005
AC) ASSA-AC 12016
Autorités Africaines et Malagauche | 2015 InterStateAviation Committee (IAC) 1991
de | 6 Av il/Aficanamd Ci
Malagasy Civil AviationAuthorities
(AAMAC)
Banjul Accord Group Aviation Safety COSCARBAG i 2005 | Interim Southern African Development COSCARSADCT
Oversight Organization (BAGASOO) BAGASOOiI 2010 Community Aviation Safety Organization 2008- 2016

(ISASO) SASOi 2016 (as

the interim SASO)

Civil Aviation Safety and Security RASOSI 2001 Pacific Aviation Safety Office (PASO) 2007

Oversight System (CASSOS) CASSOSI 2008

Cooperative Development of 2003 Regional Safety Oversight Cooperation Systf COSCARLAM i
Operational Safety and Continuing (SRVSOP) 2001
Airworthiness Programmie North SRVSOPi 2003
Asia (COSCAPNA)

Cooperative Development of 1997

Operational Safety and Continuing
Airworthiness Programmie South
Asia (COSCAPSA)

According to an evaluation of RSOOs conducted by ICAO in 2017, the majority of RSOOs have yet to
exploit their full potential as cost effective providers of safety oversight. With few exceptions, RSOOs
continue to face major challenges due to the lack o&nmpower and financial resources and
inadequate mandates that fail to allow for proper delegation of tasks and functions from their
Member States. Even in the case of a fully institutionalized RSOO, whose mandate allows for the
provision of operational assiance, a lack of funding and technical manpower resources severely
restrict its ability to assisStates In such cases, the RSOO is limitedLltevel 1coordinating,
consultative and advisory tasks. RSOOs, such as the BAGASOO, CASSOA and PASO hast, for m
of their operational terms, faced funding and manpower shortages that have prevented them from
fully delivering on their mandates. Where RSOOs have been more successful, as in the case of ACSA
and EASA, it has primarily been because funding for thegamizations has been adequate, stable

and sustainable.

Experience over the last ten years therefore points to the fact that the mere institutionalization of a
COSCAP is not enough to guarantee success. There are three major constituents that go towards the
development of an effective and efficient RSOO. Théselude the political commitment of the
Member States, a legal framework that provides for the proper level of delegation of authority to the
RSOO or its empowerment and a stable and sustainable funding platform.



3.1.3 The Forum on Regional Safety Oversighty@nizations (RSOOSs) for Global Aviation
Safety, the RSOO Cooperative Platform and the GASOS
It was in order to try and resolve these challenges that both ICAO and the European Aviation Safety
Agency (EASA) jointly held the Forum on Regional Safety Ovetrs@rganizations (RSOOs) for
Global Aviation Safety in Ezulwini, Swaziland in March 2017. The Forum agreed on a strategy for
strengthening RSOOs and enhancing the provision of safety oversight that included an evaluation of
RSOOs, the implementation of alabal aviation safety oversight system (GASOS) and the
establishment of an RSOO Cooperative Platform. The evaluation of the RSOOs was completed in
2017 and work on the RSOO Cooperative Platform is ongoing.

The Forum also recommended a classification oORS to include three levels of delegation of tasks

and functionsLevel Irelates to the provision of advisory and coordinating servitesiel 2enables

an RSOO to provide operational assistance and Level 3 enables the RSOO to carry out certification
functions, as well as the issuance of regulations and full safety investigations. The three Levels will be

used to clearly define the capabilities of an RSOO and will provide a basis for assessing RSOOs with
respect to the GASOS.

At present, two RSOOs can Isaid to provide Level 3 tasks and functions. In addition, in spite of the
need for most RSOOSs to provide operational assistance, only two RE@@MAC and ACSAare
capable of acceptingievel 2task delegationsAll the other RSOOs, including those iitgtionalized
RSOOs that have transitioned from COSCAPs, currently carry out advisory and coordinating
functions atLevel 1 It is therefore expected that the GASOS will give further impetus to the
strengthening of RSOOs, in order that the majority of thewill at least be able to provideevel 2
operational asistance to theiMember States.

The GASOS is to be implemented within the framework of the ICAO GASP, as a voluntary and
standardized mechanism for assessing, recognizing and monitoring the cagebilbf safety
oversight organizations (SOOs), including RSOOs. It is intended that the GASOS will enable the
strengthening of SOOs, including the RSOOs, to make them more effective and efficient in
supportingStates Recommendations for the implementatiarsf the GASOS will go to the thirteenth

Air Navigation Conference this coming October and will be presented for endorsement by the 40th
Session of the ICAO Assembly in 2019. The aim is to launch the programme in a phased approach,
starting in 2020.
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4. SOUTHASIAREGIONAL AVIATION SAFET

4.1 Information Surces andsampling

During the Research Phas¢he team collected data tocarry outthe Study using all available
mediums.These included primarily the visits t&tates which werepreceded by a questionnaire for
both CAAs and Ministrieim charge of civil aviatiorOn the basis afhe series of visitsdetailed notes
were coordinated within the team for consistency and were then supplied in draft to ehthe
visited Statesfor darification as necessarand agreement.

Additionally, extensive use was made of ICAO documentation suchSFARS,ICAO USOAP,
COSCAPSA ecords and the RSOO evaluatiom respect to theeconomic coverageextensive
research was undertaken through edllated and availableublic sources

4.2 Levelof Aviation Activityin South Asia

The over 230 airlines in Asfeave, according to global analytics firm HE®, estimated 27 percent of
the worldd €@mmercial aircraft fleet Asia/Pacific also accousd for 28 percent of international and
40 percent of domestic scheduled air passenger traffic in 2017.

This increase, particularly in South Asia, is driven by-fisétg household incomegspeciallyin India,

which help to make air travel much more affordablé this respectBoeing in its Current Market
Outlook 201203, predicts that the South Asia region will experience an average annual rate of
growth (AARG) in GDP of 6.1% compared to 2.8% for the global economy and 3.9% for Asia and the
Pacific. This ecanmic growth is fuelling the demand for travel as greater numbers of people are able
to afford to fly. At the same time, demand is being propelled by very activedost airlines in the
region and investments made in airports and air navigation infrastrrect

In the period between 2007 and 2016, India experieraredverage annual growth in GDP of 7.2%.
The impact of this rising wealth was reflected in the 18% increase in domestic passenger growth in
the year ending June 2017. Indiamiciled airlines geerate 80 percent of the total available seat
kilometres (ASKS)Yor the region, and it is expected to be the key contributor to future expansion of
civil aviation activity in South Asia.

The table below shows that all of tf®@AStateshave experienced strong compound growth rates for

at least the past decadayith signs that this growth i®venaccelerating. m Sri Lankadccording to

the Annual Report of Sri Lankan Airlin2816/20) tourist arrivalswere up 16 percent and airline
capacity into Sri Lankdncreased byl1 perceh In Nepal the KathmanduPost reported an increase

of domestic air passenger movemenf up to 395 percent and in Bangladesh The Bangladesh
Monitor, Statesthat domestic passengers grew from 648,019 in 201.3,067,537 in 20Bbeing in

its Current Market Outlook 20172036 Statesthat it expects aircraft deliveries to South Asia to be
2200.1t predictsan annual rate of growth of ASKs for South Asia of 8% for the coming 20 years and
that the aircraftfleet would average growth of 8.2% annually. Airbusits Global Market Forecast
predicts that in 2036 the domestic Indian market will be equal in size to the current market in the

3ASKs are the most widely used measure of airline capacity A8t being the product of seats

flown and distance carried. Note that only seats available for paying passengers are used for the

DOOPT OAOG 1T £ AAI AOI AGET 18 &EIT AA OAAOO j PAUET C b/
EEI T 1 AOOA O & ofier2used @GhaneasUfeFolihe Bemand for airline travel.

11



USA. These growth rates are higher even than for the Asaific regionas a whole, and they are
very much higher than their respective global averages.

Table4-1: Indicators of Growth in Aviation Activity in South Asia

State Recent Activity Level Growth
Departing Multiple
International of base
Year Passengers Period AARG year
Bangladesh 2017 3,801,724 2007 to 2017 10.7% 2.8
Bhutan 2017 163,364 2010 to 2017 14.2% 2.5
India 201617 27,350,000 200708 to 201617 8.1% 2.0
Maldives 2017 1,702,242 2007 to 2017 7.5% 2.1
Nepal 201617 2,083150 2006-7to 201617 9.1% 24
Pakistan 2017-18 7481,190 200708to 2017-18 70% 2.0
Sri Lanka 2017 4,966,776 2007 to 2017 7.3% 2.0

SourcesOfficial statistics published by Ministries, CAAs and World Bank.
Notes: Growth foBangladesh based on total of domestic and international passengers. Growth for Maldives
based on tourist arrivals.

4.3 Challengesn Accommodating Growth in Aviation Activity

Strategically, the main challenggn accommodating tiis growth in aviation in the regiomre the
constraints in the bilateral air services regisnevhicharestill largely traditional and less liber&lote
that the medium-term plan by SAARC to negotiateregionalair services agreemerfRASAJs likely

to hawe a significant effect on this constrainthe timings for the completion of such a RASA are
however unknowrand likely to be drawn out

This bilateral growth restraint is compounded by the limitations in infrastructure, notably in the
AAPAAEOU 1T &£ OEA OACEIT T 60 AFEobeifeot@ihedelinkastiacuie AEO 1
constraintsvariesconsiderably betweerBtates According tothe Cente for Asia Pacific Aviation

(CAPA, the Capital Expenditure (CAPEX) injection to the airport infrastruciaréndiais sub

optmald8 #! 0! 6 O heakport dp&atofs Feféin conservative in their growth estimates,

having been caught offuard by the20 percent compounded annual growth rate (CAGR) domestic

growth over the last 3 yearés a further example, the present capacityTofbhuvaninternational

Airport in Kathmandus already a constraint on efficient operatioaad has ongoing safety issues

Other airports in the region are in a similar situation.

Considering the firm orders already placed by the airlines in th r&gion with aircraft
manufacturers, there will be an average of ovdrahsport categoryaircraft deliveries every week in

the region! This high injection of capacity in turn means that the technical human resources required
to operate and maintain the flestand the infrastructure capacity requirements (be it airport or air
navigation capacity) willinless addressed, be a significant detriment to efficient and safe operations.
Based orobservations made durin@ E A Ouvlsifs to 3h& COSCAMMember States of SA in the
conduct of thisFeasibility Study it was evident thathis rapid growth in aviatio activity place all
Statesin the position where theyequire some form of assistance and support at the regional Jevel
to ensure aviation safety oversight. The sluggish respdns&overnmentgo the high growth, and
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inability to bring abouboth the changes require@nd the new capabilitie® meet these demands is
creating less effective aviation oversight systems.

A major contributing factor in mangptatesis the needof aviation safety regulators in & to move
away from the conflictaused bypeing both theserviceprovider andregulator.Equally many of the
CAAs in the region continue to function undetraditional public service regulations anthe
associatedoureaucracywhichimpedes effectiveecruitment,training, competence and retentioof
the technical expertise required for safe, orderly and economic air transpertequired under the
Chicago Convention

4.4 ICAO USOARindings and_evels ofEffective Implementation (El)
Assembly Resolution A3217 O%OOAAT EQEI AT O 1T &£ Al HY#!/ 51 EOAO
0 O1 C O Azirekolvéd that the USOAP programme be established comprising regular, mandatory,

systematic and harmonized safety auditsbe carried out by ICAO.

ICAO lainched USOAP in 1999 due to conceat®utthe lack of effective aviation safety oversight

in many States and the effect of this oraviation safety worldwide. The audit programme was
introducedto assesStated AADPAAE]I EOU AT A AEEZAAOEOAT AOGO ET 1| AE
contained in the Annexes of the Chicago Conventiarhich establishes the minimum requirements

to maintain the safety and security gfobalcivil aviation.

ICAO has established thaffective State oversight of the safety of civil aviation covers eight critical
elements and the primary focus of the audits has remained based on the requirements of these.
These eight Critical Elements (CEs) are:

- CE1l? Primary aviation legislation

- CE2> Specific operating regulations

- CE3» Statesystem and functions

- CE47> Qualified technical personnel

- CEb5? Technical guidance, tools and provisiohsafety-critical information

- CE67? Licensing, certification, authorization and approval obligatsoon

- CE72 Surveillance obligations

- CE87 Resolution of safety issues

Additionally, USOAP addresses eight Audit Areas (AA) as follows
- Legislation
- Organization
- Licensing
- Operations
- Airworthiness
- Accident Investigation
- Air Navigation Services
- Aerodromes

Modifications to the audit process were brought about by ICAO over the years, from 2005, 2007, 2010
AT A woxQs 4EA AOAEO Tix 1 AAOGOOAOG OGEA 1 AOGAT 1 &£ 0Ov
giving an overall average El for t&ate. The audit &o provides figures for the EIl of each AA. ICAO
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may also identify that an audit finding be classified as a Significant Safety Concern (83@)se

cases where subsequent follow up indicates insufficient attention to rectify an SSC, ICAO may
indicate this with a® O A A IGRD Alsp Ghbws the performance dbted O OA EZAOU 1T OAOOEC
OA1 ACEOGA O1 OEA c¢i 1T AAl AOAOACA8 4EEO EIT £ Oi AOGEIT
website.

Aviation safety attracts considerable attention in tieedia and it is important thaBtatesare able
to report that they have a sound safety oversight system as audited by ITA®is always so but is
especially important when 8tated O AAT T T 1T U EO EAAOEI U OAITEAT O 11

I AAEOGET T Al IANBAADNSApragrannte @ revant whersgated O AEOT ET AO EAOA
and from theUSA orhave code share arrangements for such flights. Similar to ICAO USOAP, the FAA
International Aviation Safety AssessmentProgram (IASA)looks at theStated O A AéotrdEtQ U O
overseeaviation safety. An IASA decision to giv&tatea Category 2 rating imposes restrictions on

the airlines of thatState.

The BJ alsoundertakes safety checks andhposes bans on airlines flying to and from the EU when
they see aignificant cause foconcern about safety. Studies carried out on such actions demonstrate
the significant short and long term economic consequences wh&tase does not demonstrate at
least an acceptable level of safety oversight in an ICQ/SDAPaudit or ore of the other assessment
systems.

An effective, sustainable, efficienftate Aviation SafetyOversight Body requires the following
attributesas a minimum

- A set of National legislation which empowers an appropriate authority

- A Civil Aviation Authoritywhich is able to exercise its powers independently

- A staff, including experts who are adequately trained/refreshed/active/retained

- Procedures and processes to effectively undertake the regulatory functions

Under the USOARrogram of ICAO the &Stateshave undergone auditwith sevenout of theeight
States audited; the most recentaudits were in 2017 and 2018. The levels of oveféatfective
Implementation(El) for eachState audited recenly are: Bangladesliz El 74.76 percenBhutanz 38%
(ICVMResults awaitedbut likely to be around 55%dndiaz El 57.44 percent, NepaEl 66.08 percent
and Sri Lanka El 88.57 percent.

ThoseStatesthat have not had recent audits arAfghanistan (no audit at allMaldives (2014) with
El 66.92 percent; Pakistan (2011) with El 84.67 perdergomecasesthese Statesare expecting
audits in the near future (2019).

The majority of SAStateshave recorded an overdéivel ofElabove the global average of 66 perden
However, tirther inspection of the results for the individual CEs reveals that the Els forzCE4
Technical Experts remain loiwr mostStatesand are even lower for CE&esolution of Safety Issues.
Looking at the various technical areas, the El focident Investigation (AIG) is noticeably lower than
the global average for most of the SHates
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4.5 Regional Aviation Safety Outcomes

The Table below provide an overview of the fixed wing commercial operation accident and fatal
accident rates for the regionver the period 2014 to 2018. Over this period the total number of
accidents (accident/10,000 cycles) has decreasiiough fatal accident numbers have remained
constant. The year 2016 recorded the highest number of fatalities

Table 4.2: Regionatéident Statistics 20142018

Accidents | AFG BAN BHU IND MAL PAK SRI TOTAL
Fatal 0 1 0 1 0 2 0 4
Non- 4 1 0 8 1 2 1 17
Fatal

Source:EASA South Asia Regionb Safety Picture Aug 2018

Additionally, over this period the region had 5 fatal and 3-fatal rotary wing commercial operation
acciderns.
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5. EVOLUTION OFCOSCAPSAAND PRESENT FUNCTICN

COSCAPSA under the aegis of ICAQ, is a joint programme &f States Each of theseStatesis
additionallya member othe South Asian Association for Regioadoperation SAARG. The States

are; namely, Afghanistan, Bangladesh, Bhutan, India, Maldives, Nepal, Pakistan and Sri Cheka.
COSCAPSA structure alsoincludesdonors and safety partners such as Airbus, Boeing, EASA/EC,
DGAC Francd-AA.

ICAO AssembhResolution A2913-O0) | DOT OAT AT O 1 Az &doghikdd that ménfk O OE CE C
ContractingStatesmay not have the regulatory framework or financial or technical resources to carry
out the minimum requirements of the Chicago Convention.

In AssemblyResolution A3®z7 02 AO0T 1 OET ¢ AAZEAEAT AEAO EAAT OEEEAA
quality assurance fod AET EAAT AT | bakendedt wds madp 10 iheSkdkefady &eneral of

ICAO to support, foster and facilitate the use of bilateral and mukilat agreements for projects
betweenStatesand international or regional organizations.

The COSCAIJSA programme is aimed at assisting the particip&tatesin developing regulations
and standards and to improve their independent oversight capabilifié® programme commenced
in 1997 and is presently in its Phase IV (204(8L8).

Programme finances are managed through a Trust Fund which hbldmber Statsd AT T OAI|
subscriptions and contributions of donor agencies includdagners. The contribution othe States

is determined by a formula contained in ti¥ogramme Documentvhich is based on the services
rendered to the individugbtates

The gpogramme is managed by aC®onsisting of the Bsof the Member States, the ICAO Regional
Director z Asia andPacific (APAC), the Director ICAO Technical Cooperation Bureau (TCB) and the
Chief Technical Advisor (CTAJhe ICAO RAC Office carries out overall oversight and provide
guidance and technical support to the programme. The ICAO TCB provides financiageraent

and the CTA manages and coordinates the programme operationally.

The Sis headed by the Chairperson who is selected amongst the SC Members, holds office for a
period of two consecutive years and presides over the SC Meetings which are held every year. The
current Chairman is the Chief Executivettod Maldives Civil Aviatioduthority.

Historically, e location of the COSCABA officehas beerrotated periodically among itéember
States so far including Sri Lankand Bangladesh Currently, the office is based in Bhutan having
relocated there in 2016.

5.1 Memorandum of Undersinding(MOU)

The respective DGCAs of théAStatesmet at the ICAQAPACOffice on ¥ and 8" January 1997, to
approve the Project Document for the Establishment of COSGXPfor a period of five yearsnA
MoU'to this effect was also signed.

With Assembly Resolution A33 OOAOQET ¢ O#1 1 OET OAQCEIT T AT A A@bBAT OF
Oversight Audito OT C O A, ithe & St€ering Committee of COSCABA decided to expand the
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programme to include the technical areas of Aerodromes and Ground fAd5A), Air Navigation
Services (ANS), and Air Traffic Management (ATM).

The MOU was later subsumed into the Institutional Framework @ubninistrative Procedures
Manual (IFAPM).

5.2 Institutional Frameworkand Administrative Procedures Manual (IFARPM

ThelFAPM was amended last on"1®lay 2009, at the direction of the # BCMeeting. Following the
signature of the IFAPM by 7 SAates bi-lateral delegation agreemms were signed by 6 & States
These bilateral agreements between S&tates and COSCAfSA specifically delegate certain
oversight tasks without relinquishing the authority of the CAAs who remain the sole authority to
exercise certifications, approvals etc.

As Stated under the Preamble of the IFAPKIthe primary objective of the Manual is tay the
foundation for the progressive elevation of COSG8R towards the establishment of a RSOO of the
Member States of SA.

5.3 Functions
The key functions of COSCA$A include
- Classroom and otthe-job training (OJT) for regional flight safety inspectassigned to the
Programme and national inspectors and other personnel
- Development ofguidancematerial to be adopted or adapted by tiember States.
- Providing onsite technical assistance on various technical fieldMember States with the
help ofRegional andnternational Expers.
- Establishment of a regional team ekperts to recommend and oversee the implementation
of accident prevention measurgghe South Asia Regional Aviation Safety Team (SARAST)
- Develop and maintain a register of COSG8R Regional Exped for Member States to
request technical assistance as needed

5.4 Staffing

The COSCATSA staffing includes the CTgreferred to as the Programme Coordinator in the IFAPM
together with technicalexperts. These staffnembersmaybe be either International orRegional
Expers z based on the resources and direction provided by tli@a8d by agreement with ICAO.
These staff members are directly contracted by the Technical Cooperation Bureau (TCB) of ICAO
using funds held in the COSCAFA Trust Account.

In the initial phases of COSCABA there were up to Bxpertsz both International and Regional.
However, at the present timén Phase IVthe only technical member of staff is the CTRAan

International Flight Operations (OPS) Expert.

A condRegional Experin the Airworthiness (AIR) position has been approved by the SC for Phase
IV. However, recruitment for this msition has not been completed.

As part of the host agreement and included in edtogramme Documentthe support staff are
provided by theMember Statewhere the COSCAIBA is located at any particular time.
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The level and number a@échnicalstaff have necessarilyo be based on the resources available. This
presentlygreatly limits the staffing levels, in spite of a need floesestaff.

There are regional polignd securityissues that restrict travel to all countries byRégional Expes,
thus further limiting the availability of experts due to nationality corahts, which substantially
hampers the effectivenss of any regionally based organisation.

Although harmonization of rules is included in the IFAPM this task has not been implemented at a
fully satisfactory level. Consequently, rules and regulationsofedld by the MS are not fully
harmonized Some significant effort under the SRegional Initiative (SARI) has taken place and SARI
is continuingin this role howeverthis is not a permanent arrangemeniThe need will continue to
exist when the funding for SARI discontinues. As a result, the COSE2AEXperts, when deputized

to helpMember States, may not fully understanduances and details ithe national rulesand may

not be ableto performto the full satisfaction of the receivintate.

5.5 Challenges and.imitations

A major challenge for COSCATA stems from the diversity of the aviation activities in the countries
in the regionand therefore the requirements of the respective safety oversight organisatidhis
varied spectrunrangesfrom a State having two operators withsix aircraft to a State having 20
operators with over 700 aircrafGuch diversification is also reflected in parametesch as numbers

of airports and size and complexity of Air Navigation Service Providérs. broad variation raises
difficulties in the scope and scale of the effarid availability ofesources and ability of th8tates

In addition the harmonizationand standardization of regulations in the South Asia Region is far from
complete. Consequentlythis is an additional significant challenge for effective aviation safety
oversightat a regional level.

In the first instance, th€OSCAPSAprogramme was eslusively focused oflight operations(OPS)
andairworthiness of Aircraft (AIR), but the inclusion of ANS/ATM/AGA/AIG in the areas in the USOAP
audits meanta broader scope but alseven greater strain on the limited resources.

The two most importantglobal challenges for CAAs are also at the forefrontAq Samely, having
access to adequate and secure sources of funds, and the ability to recruit and retain the necessary
technical experts.

Many countries around the world have, or had in the pastysiesn of financing the public sector
under which all income received governmententities for fees, charges, fines, etc. are/were
remitted to the central treasury. Under these arrangements, entities such as CAAs are/were allocated
an annual capital worksbudget and an operating budget. With the creation of
autonomous/commercialised entities to operate airports and air navigation services and with an
increasing emphasis on uskges the systems of financing CAAs is under continuing evolution.

As a resultthe challenge of assuring adequate financial support for independent safety oversight is
being overcomein many States Within the Member States of COSCAFSA, there are differing
arrangements for financing the CAAs. Varying degrees of financial contmsapplied by the
respective Ministries of Finance and additional constraints apply when expenditure is required in
foreign currencies and when international travel must be undertaken. Many of the CAAs have to a
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greater or lesser extent autonomy over théudgets and retention of incomédoweversome of the
smallerStates Bhutan in particularlack the necessary financial resourakocationto perform its
functions.

In mostStates the inspectors are employed as civil /public servants and their remuneration levels are
not comparable to what these specialistpuld earn in the domestic aviation industry. For some,
there are lucrative opportunities abroad in the context of a growirtgpriEage of aviation
professionals. Consequently, when young experts join and gain knowledge, experience and training;
they are often lured away by the industry.

In addition to the wide pay gaphe various bureaucratic procedures and approval processgsired
for the necessary training to be imparted to the experts, means that their essential and
recurrent/refresher trainings curtailed.

Since COSCABA is a cooperative initiative, the financial contributions made by $itetes albeit
based on an aged formua, are not commensurate with the level and scale of assistance
obtained/given to each of thélember States and has not been kept updated. In addition, the
contributions, though agreed to under the MOU signed byStites may not always be paith full

and on time. This does not allow the smooth implementation of the annual plans agreed to at the
beginning of each year.

Although COSCAFSA was established in accordance with anW it is questioned whether it has
the necessary legal foundation to perform operational functions on behalf ofMieenber States.
Even when a particulgBtate has its own legislation allowing formal delegation of authority to the
COSCAPSA experts and hgsrovided a written delegation to this effect, experience has shown that
this does not necessarily meet the strict legal basis of the USOAP aUditsICAO Audits have
subscribed tahe prevailingview that COSCAPs are not a legal entifjhus, althougha State may

be able to show that it has performed necessary tasks with the assistance of a CEBCabert,
ICAO audits have concluded that the task was not carried out by acceptably authorized personnel.

In view of the nature of the programme, the lirait resources of COSCAFA are used to address the
challenges experienced by most of tHstates As a consequence, even urgent and essential
assistance needs of son&tatesmay receive a low priority compared to other actions designed to
provide benefits fo the majority ofMember States.

5.6 HFnancing

5.6.1 Funding évelsz Phases | to IV

At the commencement of the COSCAPA Project in 1997t was estimated that the cost would be
$3,284,000 over a fivgear period. As a response to ICAO Assembly ResolutiorBAB®ntinuation

and Expansion of ICAO Universal Safety Oversight Audit Programthe) Steering Committee
decided to expand the scop# activities and to continue the initiative as a Programme. Phase | was
extended for another 2 years and the budget was increased to $4,936,896. The approved funding for
Phase Il which extended for three years was $1,552,200. At the outset of Phawmartiercing in
FY200708 the approved budget for the following five years was $2,421,600. The approved budget
for Phase IV was increased to $2,842,000.
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Notably, the level of aviation activity has grown significantly in all ofitember Statesof COSCAP
SAsince its formation in 1997. This expansion in aviation activity presents opportunities to increase
the resources devoted to safety oversight. It also is an indicator that the workload of safety regulators
has increased substantially over the life of COBC, especially considering the recent spate of
new airline entrants, the expansion of aircraft fleets, and the pressing demands on the supply of
qualified and experienced human resources.

From the following table it is apparent that actual contributioiedl short of the planned budgets in
each Phase. Notwithstanding the fact that the annual outlays by kbhember States more than
doubled over the two decades of COSCAR, the total funding for regional safety oversight has not
kept pace with the rate ajrowth of aviation activity. It also emphasises the importance ofdtieice
provided in ICAO Doc 9734 Part B tlaakliance on grants and loans should not be regarded as a
sustainable strategy for funding an RSOO.

Table5-1: COSCAP SA Project FundingContributions as at 03 January 2018 in USD
Item Phase | Phase Il Phase Ill  Phase IV Total
State contributions $1,866,579 $773,304 $1,755,011 $2,819,057 $7,213,951
Country-Specific Activities
Funded Separately from

COSCAPSAState Contribution $0 $7,800 $52,350 $0 $60,150

In-kind Human Resourcda lieu

of Cash Contribution $0 $0 $0 $20,674 $20,674

Donor Contributions $1,127,468 $185,000 $157,146 $74,010 $1,543,624

NORAD Contribution $489,782 $0 $0 $0  $489,782

EC Phase | $387,731 $0 $0 $0 $387,731

IFFAS Contribution $0  $169,900 $0 $0 $169,900
Total $3,871,56C $1,136,004 $1,964,507 $2,913,741 $9,885,812

Annual cost tcdStates $266,654 $257,768 $351,002 $563,811 $360,698

Annual cost of

project/programme $553,080 $378,668 $392,901 $582,748 $494,291

Share ofState contributions in

total funding 48.2% 68.1% 89.3% 96.8% 73.0%

Source DR5: Programme Budget and Fundigg017/2018. Presented by the APAC ICAO af8ftSteering

Committee Meeting of COSCABA at Kathmandu, Nepal,-20 January 2018.

Note: this table does not fully reflect the contributions made in kind. In particular, it does not include the costs

borne by thehosState8 . 1 O AT A0 EO ET Al OAA OEA OODPDPI OO DPOI OEAAA
of staff travel. Also, it does take account of the costs borne byMieenber Statesin participating in COSCAP

SA activities.

The following table shows that travel dssrepresent a major cost for COSGSRA. Having said that,
two-thirds of COSCAFRSAs budget is required to pay its staff. This is to be expected, but it is also an
area where there are increasing cost pressures for qualified and experienced personnkwanes

of between 12% has been applied the past inthe budgeting to account for rising costs, but the
effectiveness of an RSOGA undertakind-evel 2functions will depend on being able to attract and
retain necessargtaff.
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Table5-2 : Programme Budget Covering Trust Fund Contribution (in US$)

Total Annual

Expense Category Phase IV Expense  Share
International Professional Posts $1,456,400 $242,733 51%
Local Staff $51,400 $8,567 2%
National Professional $283,700 $47,283 10%
Sub-Contracted International $81,100 $13,517 3%
Total Staffing $1,872,600 $312,100 66%
Travel $561,600 $93,600 20%
Equipment $21,000  $3,500 1%
Administration $128,500 $21,417 5%
Overhead Charges $258,300 $43,050 9%

Total Budgeted Expenses $2,842,000 $473,667 100%

Source:Project Document Phase IV (1 October 20130 September 2018).

One of the key success factors identified for regional safety oversight initiatives is the ability to
standardise/harmoniseegulations and procedures and thereby to provide regulators with common
grounds for safety oversight. The value of harmonising rules, regulations and procedures was
recognised at the ¥7Meeting of the COSCABA I in November 2007 and, at its subsequent
meetings, the Committee endorsed the technical competence of SARI. EASA supports SARI by
organising technical activities and setting up working groups for the development of regulations
based on EU ruleEUEASA hae howeverindicated thattheir continued funding support cannot be
guaranteed. Accordingly, EASA urged tistatesin SA to develop a sustainable arrangement for
continuing the work on harmonisation of regulations and their implementation.

The COSCARSA S has given consideration to whether SARI should be brought under its umbrella.
This could be, for example, as an adjunct to the financing model so that contributionsStatas
could be made for both COSCAFA and SARI under a Trust Fund arrangement.

It has been recognised that there has been a lack of coherent and consistent level of implementation
of already developed SARI Parts in the region and there continues to be a need to provide SARI with
a formal and binding mechanism which will benefit the CORSAMember Statesin developing,
implementing and updating harmonized rules, regulations and procedures. It is timely with the
evaluation of options for further institutional development of COSC8R as an RSOQevel 2that
AOOOOA AOOAT Chdrkhé dBidefgd.O 3! 2) 8 O

Accordingly, it is relevant as well to examine the financial commitments necessary for this purpose.
Based on advice provided by SARI, the cost of its work on regulation and development and
implementation of the SARI Parts between Band 2015 amounted to:

- Part 145 (Approval of Maintenance Organisatie$60,000, including inputs from Airbus at

the commencement of the Projectsawell as EASA backstop support.

- Part M (continued airworthiness)$540,000 for work ceried out between P12 and 2015.

-  Pat66 & 147 $660,000 for work carriedut between 2010 and 2015.

- Part 21- $660,000 for work carried out between 2012 and 2015.
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In summary, the costs associated with SARI amountedb@ 52million, including all contributions,
over the period 2008 to 2015. Note that activities under SARI were reduced from the end of 2015 to
2017 resulting from lower levels of funding. Again, it is necessary to consider the costs borne by the

Member Statesin SARI activities.

5.6.2 COSCAPSAcostsharingformula
At its third meeting in November 1988, the COSCBR SCembraced the principle that the formula
for apportioning its costs amoniglember Statesshould be based on the benefits provided and should
also indude a detailed analysis of costs and benefits that are provided to members.

DP-i

o#i 00

3EAOET Co6"MsC Beath® ik ICAdnBo, A QuneQlEA prdposed a
methodology based first on an apportionment of activities carried out in individidember States

and activities directed at the general Programme. This work aimed at meeting the needs of all
Member Stateswas estimated to consume 60% of the total resources. The proposition was that this
should be shared equally. That is, each of the seMember States should bear 8.6% of the total
cost. To this should be added the benefits received individually bySta¢e. But in making that
calculation it was noted that 60% of the time spent by professionals while on missions also benefited
all States being, for example, involvement in regional training events.

In that case, the idea was that only 40% of total costs should be regardSthtesspecific activity.

AEAOA OAEOAAODG

AAT AEEOO

xAOA AOOOI AA LHidflecedd DOI B

in the Annual Flight Operations Surveillance Hours devoted to Operations and Airworthiness. So, for
example, India had 53.7% of the total Surveillance Hours for the region, and 40% of this plus the 8.6%
allocated to eachState, gave an apportioment of approximately 30% to India. The remaining
Member Stateswere apportioned between 9% and 15% of total costs.

At its 8" Meeting in May 2001, the COSCAIA X approved the first revision of the Project
Document (Revision 1) and agreed that contributions should conform to the following shares:

Bangladesh
Bhutan
India
Maldives
Nepal
Pakistan

Sri Lanka

14.79 %
09.48 %
19.87 %
12.80 %
14.79 %
15.67 %
12.80 %

The matter remained under review, particularly as the oversight capabilities of most dfifraber
States was changing. The following table indicates the allocations reflected in the actual
contributions paid by thélember Statesover the past two decades.
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Table5-3: Shares oftate Contributions COSCAPSA Project FundingContributions as at 03

January 2018

Average over
State Phase | Phase Il Phase Il Phase IV all Phases
Bangladesh 10.87% 11.63% 13.86% 16.77% 13.98%
Bhutan 3.36% 3.87% 5.69% 5.83% 4.95%
India 32.17% 28.34% 21.74% 23.96% 26.01%
Maldives 8.35% 8.40% 5.70% 5.84% 6.73%
Nepal 10.70% 9.04% 15.21% 16.76% 13.99%
Pakistan 20.18% 22.33% 22.48% 16.55% 19.55%
Sri Lanka 14.36% 16.38% 15.32% 14.29% 14.78%
TOTAL 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

Source Based on Df: Programme Budget and Funding2017/2018. Presented by the APAC ICAO at the
26" Steering Committee Meeting of COSCAFA at Kathmandu, Nepal ,-20 January 2018.

A cost-benefit analysis presented to the 1 3C Meeting calculated the benefits to eadiember

stateAO BDAO OEA A 111 xETC OAAI A8 4EA O#lii111

technical assistance provided by the COSC3# professionts. It can be seen that there is a

" AT A A

reasonably close relationship between the common and total benefits, and there is a reasonable

correspondence in most cases to the actual @dlitons of costs evident abov&hus, it is reasonable

to infer that the actuahllocation of costs has been influenced by assessments of the benefits received
by individuaMember States, at least based on calculations of the benefits arising from the activities
carried out in Phases | and Il of the Programme.

Table5-4 : Benefits and Their Distribution Amongstember Statesof COSCAFRSA

State Common Benefits Total Benefits
Amount Share Amount Share

Bangladesh $614,500 9.9% $673,300 10.1%
Bhutan $359,300 5.8% $391,500 5.9%
India $1,907,800 30.7% $1,987,800 29.9%
Maldives $553,100 8.9% $617,600 9.3%
Pakistan $1,093,700 17.6% $1,134,500 17.1%
Sri Lanka $684,900 11.0% $771,30C 11.6%
Total $6,207,300 100.0% $1,552,623 100.0%

Source:Based on DR: Cost versus Benefit 1 $teering Committee Meeting, New Delhi, India, 29 November

Z 1 December 2004.

The question arises whether these funding allocations are appropriate for future useR&CQD
carrying outLevel 2functions. As noted, the levels of activity have changedhage the capabilities

of the respective safety oversight authorities. Also, the scope of activities and the priorities for
COSCAPSA have evolved.
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In relation to the Financial considerations andsed on the information provided by théember
Statesduring the factfinding stage of theStudy, it would be useful to proceedith the consideration
that:
i.  Some activities generate benefits diryg to individualMember States.
ii. Some activities could benefit a stdet of the Membership
iii.  Other activities are of a general nature and provide benefits tMalinber States.

With regard to typd(i), it is reasonable to expect that eaSttate could cover the costs of the services
provided. In situations whereevel 2operational functions ared be carried out by thRSOCQCexperts,

it alsoprovidesthe opportunity to raise necessary funds through user charges. Sstaesindicated

that the CAA has the power to set charges for regulatory services according to the costs incurred. In
such situations industry can be charged accordingly.Ofe A OdisBussiods with industry
representatives, there was an understanding thatiefits could flow from this type of arrangement
because CAAs would be able to respond more promptly to applications for licences and certifications.
In the dynamic market conditions being experienced in South Asia, this flexibility would be valuable.

This approach is consistent with the recommendation contained in ICAO Doc 9734 Part B that RSOOs
should levy charges for licensing and certification, oversight functions and resolution of safety
concerns on a cost recovery basis, including appropriate amdantost of capital and depreciation,

as well as the costs of operation, management and administration.

Including Typdii) in the underlying principles adds more flexibility because it recognises that some
sub-sets of themembership might wish to priotise certain activities. A cost allocation for Tyfig

could be based on a combination of the approaches adopted for T{rpasd (iii).
Type(il)AAOEOEOEAO AAT AA AAOACTI OEOAA AO OET EIT O1I U EI
was to albcate these equally to dllember States. On one level this appears to be equitable, but it is

not necessarily a formula that will lead to an optimal outcome for the group as a whole. This is a well
ETTxT EOOOA AT A OEA AAT inlofijobtést GkeOdcdoddwEnillingnéss OE A
to pay. In this case, account could be taken of the benefits that can be expected to arise as well as
ability to pay.This is a maore complex approach, but it recognises that equal allocagi@essentially

anarbitrary choice that does not necessarily result in an equitable distribution, and nor is it likely to

lead to the most efficient decisions to tackle the mission of the group.

The impression gained from the analysis of shareState Contributions to @ SCAPSA suggest that

the SC has taken account of these consideratichBut it would be useful to undertake periodic
analyses of the distribution of net benefits arising from the common programmes to be used as a
guide by the €.

5.6.3 Sources ofunds

A traditional form of financing public sector entities in ma®fates has been for the central
treasury/finance ministry to claim all sources of income. The CAA then receives an annual operating
budget and a capital works budget from the central pool afids. The trend globally over many

4 For example, the request from the Roy@bvernmentof Bhutan to fix its contribution at US$25,000 per year,
taking into consideration its limited aeronautical activities and the ability of Bhuta afford a larger
contribution at that time, was given favourable consideration by the Steering Committee at fdvReeting.
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decades has been to move away from this model and to grant airports, air navigation services
providers and CAAs autonongincluding the ability to retain funds from their charges. The process
of separating regulators fronthe service providers adds complexity to this process of change,
particularly in ensuring that the regulator has a sustainable source of independent finance.

The following table has been compiled based on information obtained fronS#h8tatesduring the
fact-finding stage of thisStudy. Most of the CAAs gave the impression that they are able to cover the
costs of safety oversight from their approved budgets or at least they believe that they have
opportunities to argue a case for increased levels ofifng. This is becoming increasingly important
given the rise in costs driven by industry growth pressures. User charges for the provision of aviation
services are being applied il\Sout the practice of hypothecating a portion of these funds specifically
for safety oversight is not yet fully established.
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Table5-5: Overview of Funding Arrangements for Safety Oversight in South Asia

AT O/ OAOOGAAOG 3 A1 A
CAA also levies charges for regulator
services.

State Source of Funds Comments

Bangladesh| All income from fees and charges is | Approval of the level of fees and charges
OAOAET AA AU #! 1 " Rl requires submission to the Ministry of Transpq
paid to theGovernment Charges and approval is then required from the Ministr
include an Embarkation Charge, of Finance and the Legal Ministry.
Aerodrome Charges, Air Navigation
Charges and Fees for Licensing, etc.

Bhutan The BCAA prepares an annual budge All income from fees and charges is remitted
and submits this to the Ministry of directly to the Ministry of Finance. This includg
Finance. The contribution for any income from fees and charges for licensir
COSCAPSA is includd in this budget. | fees, etc., though this is small. The Personnel

Licensing Charges were revised in February
2018.

India DGCA receives an annual budget Income derived from licensing fees goes to
allocation from the Ministry of centralGovernmentfunds, but there has been
Finance. recent debate about allowing DGCA to retain

them.

Maldives | A portion of theAirport Services The Attorney General is currently reviewing a
Charge levied on departing passenge| means to formally hypothecate these funds to
has been allocated to the MCAA. the MCAA.

Nepal CAAN obtains its income from fees an The income from these fees and charges is
charges that are appred by the retained by CAAN and administered by its
Governmentof Nepal in accordance | Board. The Minister of Finance is a Mesnlof
with Civil Aviation Authority of Nepal, | the Board of CAAN, but there is no separate
Airport Service Charge Regulation, | oversight of the budget by the Ministry of
2067 (2010) Finance.

Pakistan PCAA derives its income from fees an The CAA retains the income it earns, but its
charges levied on users (passenger | annual budget of the CAA is approved by the
embarkation fee and charges on Cabinet.
aircraft including on air navigation
services) as well as from non
aeronautical sources.

Sri Lanka | CAASLderives its income mostly from| The CAA generates an income that is sufficie

to cover its costs and to earn a surplus that is
returned to the Ministry of Finance. Thevel of

the OSS is set by th@overnment

The levels of charges for regulatory services &
set low in order to encourage development of
the aviation industry.
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A common theme encountered inASs that the process of separating regulatory authorities frtma

service providers is under waymanyStates although it is at different stages of the process in each

This process is a complex one requiring sound legal and institutional preparatibastion is drawn

to a report commissioned for the FAA in 20in which the experiences in separating ANSPs from

their respective regulators in the United Kingdom, Canada, New Zealand, Australia, France and
Germany were examinetCritically, many of these CAAs faced budgetary pressures at some time

once they becara autonomous. An important conclusion was that regular reviews of funding
mechanisms are needed to ensure that tBevernmentconsciously determines the adequacy of the
#1160 OAOAT OAO ET OEA TECEO 1T &£ AOi 1 OET ¢ OAcCOI AOI

In varying degrees, th&tatesin SA are embracing the global trend away from traditional public
finance models to a reliance on user charges to recover the costs of service provision, including
regulatory oversight. Mechanisms also exist for allowing the CAAs to retain thesks famd to have
freedom to set their budgets and to have opportunities to review charges, but it is reasonable to
conclude that the evolutionary process has yet to reach a mature stage. The global experiences in
funding safety oversight at the national amdgional levels need to be kept in mind.this situation

it is likely that the RSOO would need to continue to rely on annual appropriations froiatttes at

least initially, and there will be an attendant risk that timely and adequate contributioos fall
Member States could be difficult to sustain at all times. At the very minimum sufficient fuads
neededto cover the contract for a rolling i®onth period?®

4EA AT T Al OOCET 1T OAAAEAA ET )#! /80 OAAAT Othd®AOEAx
search for a more stable and sustainable funding platform for an RSOO usually means moving away
from Member Stateontributions and towards funding mechanisms that are dependent on the use of
either passenger safety fees and/or air navigation ig¥ertharges and user f&8& hat Studynoted

that PASO is in the final stages of introducing a passenger safety fee in the PacificisiaddsCSA
successfully uses funding derived from air navigation charges. Other RSOOs, such as BAGASOO and
CASSOA, mo are considering the use of a passenger safety fee. Another approach to address this
would be to secure an income stream from a levy added to air navigation charges.

ICAO Doc 34 Part B contains guidance on how user charges levied directly by an &&@De set
and managed, but some key issues are:
- Those States with limited aviation activity would not be able to generate significant
contributions to the RSOO pool of funds
- Member States, acting as a group, might have difficulty agreeing on the Iswéluser charges
because of their national paiies and economic circumstances

5D. Brown, T. Berry, S. Welman and E.J. Spear (2@&A International Structures. Report on CAA Findings
prepared by the @eer for Advanced System Developmd®eport prepared by the MITRE Corporation for the
Federal Aviation Administration, Project 0214PBIFL October 2014.

6 Refer, for example, to DB: Programme Budget and Fundin017/201&resented by ICAO at the 96
Steering Committee Meeting at Kathmandu; 20 January 2018.

"Report on the ICAO Evaluation of Regional Safety Oversight Organijzagidbger Lambo, Consultant, Air
Navigation Bureau, ICAO, November 2017.

8 See, for example, Clegg, S. 20Finding oRegional Safety Oversight Organizatio@sil Aviation Authority
New Zealand, 27 October 2011.
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- Opposition to charges could arise from nation@overnmentsand industry based on
concerns about the effectiveness of the RSOO, its relevance to their needs, anffitieney
of its management

- Variations in traffic levels would open the RSOO to the risk that its income is not sufficient to
sustain its activities on a regular basis

There are ways in which these concerns can be addressed. For example, twstdtdmvith lower

levels of aviation activity in South Asia also rely heavily on their tourism sectors. The need to maintain
a good reputation for safety is critical to the continued success of tourism, particularly since both of
these States target highyield vsitors. Accordingly,it would be appropriate foraviation safety
oversightto be funded from levies on visitors.

The answer to objections about how funds are managed by an RSOO lies in having transparent
management systems and processes for strategianping, controlling costs, ensuring quality of
service and managing risks. What is more, the basis for setting fees and charges requires a sound
understanding of costs and what drives them. ICAO Doc 9734 Part B contains appropriate guidance.
Possibly the establishment of management systems is a matter that might be raised with donor
agencies and industry partners.

It also would be of assistance to demonstrate on an ongoing basis howStathbenefits from its
participation in the RSOO. It is importaritat the activitiesand prioritiesof Statesand an RSOO be
aligned so thatStatesare able to reduce their own costs and to derive benefits from economies of
scale at the regional level.

Maintaining a balance in the RSOO Trust Account that provides an adequate buffer against
unexpected downturns in income derived from user charges would be a prudent measure, as would
be having regular reviews of the level of fees and charges.

The criticalchallenges in establishing independent funding for an RSOO thus lie with reaching
agreement amongst thévlember States. Defining the scope of activities lies at the heart of this, and
the Scenariogproposed in thid-easibility Study plus embracing the prciple that some costs of the
RSOO would be attributable to a stdet of States allow room for flexibility.

In addition, the RSOO would need to be established with an appropriate legal identity before any
consideration could be given to allowing it tovieits own charges on passengers and/or air navigation
services. In any case, itnwore likelythat approval forthe RSOQo be vested with powers to levy its
own user chargewill become an achievable objective wh&overnmentsn SAare comfortable with
allowing theirown national safety oversight entities independence in setting their own levels of
charges, retaining the income derived therefrom, and for the CAAs deciding how the funds will be
spent. Accordingly, the financing plan for RSOO should atersihe possibility of user charges, but
with initial endowments continuing to come frot&tate contributions.
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5.7 Cost-Benefit Analysesof COSCAFSA

5.7.1 Methodology

The approach adopted in CBAs of RSOOs in the past has been to apply the accounting framework of

CBA to compare the costs of providing training, technical assistance, and developing regulations as

well as manuals and guidance materials. In other words aihalysis gave answers to the question

OE A O Menthér AtatsAAAT 1T AAA AAOOAO 1T £#& AO A OAOGOI O 1T £ O

This method was used to evaluate COSE3®R in 2004 and its conclusions are summarised b&low
Notably, the same approach was adopted2009 by the Regional Safety Oversight Cooperation
System (SRVSOP) on behalf of itsM@mber Statesfrom South and Central America. The SRVSOP
Studywas updated in 2015.

Accordingly, theStudy teamfollowed the methodology applied by COSCAA and SRVSE. A

basic assumption is that, in the absence of the RSOOMbmber Stateswould have had to achieve

the same outcomes on their own initiatives. So, for example, if the RSOO did not offer a training
event then the MS would have had to arrange the training some other way. If the RSOO provides
Technical Assistance, the alternatifer the State would have been to engage an ICA(ppointed
specialist or to obtain one on the open market. Thus, the net benefits amount to the savings that the
RSOO provides eadlember Statefor performing a defined set of tasks.

The inputs required to perform a CBA on this basis include details about the activities of the RSOO as
well as valuations on the activities. In attempting to carry out a retrospective evaluation of COSCAP
SA for the past two decades, tf8tudy teamfound that it was not able to access the data required to
update the COSCAIBA 2004Study. For example, detailed information about the number of training
courses, the number of attendees by CAA and by industry, duration of the course, and the place
where the couses were held was available up until 2008.

On that basis it was possible to extrapolate the training benefits of COSEAR cover Phases | and

I, but not for later periods. As for the other categories of benefits, there was insufficient information

to enable a replication of the 2004 CBA. Instead, Btady teamquantified what was possible, it
DOAOGAT 66 AT AT AT UOGEO &I O A OOUPEAAI 6 UAAO AOQOE
coscAam ! 8O0 AAEEAOGAI AT O 1T £ OEA iely, kis ibfordeiioh preseds@A  OA O
strong case for continuation for the regional cooperation initiative. It also indicates a need to upgrade
management systems.

Building on these approache§BAs have been carried out on the options identified in theoweri
Scenariogor an RSOGBA Summary information about these analyses is presented below in the
discussion about eacicenario A more detailed account of the cosienefit analyses (CBAS) carried
out by theStudy teamis provided in Sectiot2

9AsreportedinDFR O#1 OO O A O'Csieéring ChmnditiedNieéting, GASCAFA, New Delhi, India,
29 Novemberz 1 December 2004.
0SRVSOP 201Reporton the Update to the CeBenefit Analysis of the Regional Safety Oversight System

29



5.7.2 Evaluation ofCOSCAPSAZ Phasedto IV

5.7.2.1 Phasesland Il

The CBA presented in BP at the 18 Steering Committee Meeting calculated that thetal
contributions of theMember Statesamounted to $1.55 million, whereas it was estimated that they
received $67 million in measurable savings. That is, total benefits were 4.32 times the costs actually
incurred, and eacMember Statecould be shown to have gained from its participation in COSCAP
SA. Notably, 72% of the estimated benefits accrued from TrainingtAer 16% of benefits arose
from the production of manuals and guidance material, 5% from the development of regulations and
7% from Technical Assistance and-@we-Job Training.

In addition, the following qualitative benefits were identified:
- Availability of high quality expertise familiar with the subgion to respond quickly to safety
oversght concerns.
- Network with otherStateand Organisations and greater lrapnization and coordination.
- Production of quality documents, manuals, etc.

ThisCBA appears to have been updated.-BP 00 OT COAOO 2 A OE AMeetiy©@A OAT OA 2
the Steering Committee held at Bangkok;&November 200%tatedthat:

Grom the statistics of benefit versus cost for &ate, it was easily discernible that Sthteshave
gained from the Programme though in varying degree. The average benefit receivethinsihd.74
times the contributic® 6

For the purpose of thiBeasibility Studyan attempt was made to update the earlier CBA to the end
of Phase Il. Insufficient information was available to recalculate the benefits arising from the
production of manuals and guidance materials, the preparation of regulations, and technical
assistarce. However, it was possible to update the benefits from the training programme. This is
likely to be an undeestimate because we continued to use the same valuation of training days that
was used in 2004. The total amount of contributions by Member Sates was $2.6 million for
Phases | and Il, whereas the estimated benefits of the training provided amount to $8 million. This
implied a BenefitCost ratio of 3.0. Thus, just on the training programme alone Nteenber States

were more than recovering theubscription costs. Note that approximately half of the training in
country was for the benefit of industry.

5.7.2.2 Phase Il

) O xAO DT OOEAT A O1 AAI1T AOI A OMemBer Siaefbrh® Erét year of' AT A /EE
Phase IlI, using the same pararees as previously. A total of 205 days of training were provided

abroad to theMember Statesand 1,411 days of training were provideetivuntry in 2008. The value

pi AAAA 117 OEEO EO rawvYhi o8 )1 AAAEOEArTRficOEA 00I
Services, Flight Operations, Airworthiness and Aerodromes spent 181 daysiiriry on Technical

Assistance Mission$. This work included reviewing Regulations or Implementing Standards,

Inspector Training including OJT, ReviewStatesGuidance Material, Participation at Air Operator
Certification, Conducting Surveillance activities etc. in addition to provision of expert advices on

various technical and administrative matters.

111gh Steering Committee Meeting, Bangkok, 11P February 2009, BRd, 02 AOEAx 1T £ 001 COAOOS
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This was valued, as before, at US$600 per day, to give a takaation of $108,600. However, the

OAPT OOAA AAOA AEA 110 AEOAI T OA Eix | OAE 1T & OEA
Lanka was devoted to Technical Assistance. An amount of $50,000 was added to the total to account
for this.

Bearing in minl that we continued to value of benefits placed on training and technical assistance as
per those prevailing in 2004 and therefore would be undaiuing these benefits. Even so, a
comparison of the benefits from these two COSGBAR activities alone agaihghe contributions
provided by theMember Statesin 2008 indicates that the savings were 2.4 times the amounts paid
into the Trust Fund. Note that the Experts spent another 149 days attending training events and
seminars and other Programmeelated activiies.

In addition, COSCAISA revised five of its previously issued guidance materials and the following
new manual$*

- GenericState Safety Programme (SAAB75)

- Model Regulations on Foreign Air Operatorr@ficate Validation (SAARI00)

- Manual ofProcedures for Foreign Air Operator i@gcate Validation (SAARI25)

- Model Regulatios on Dangerous Goods (SAABO0)

- Dangerous Gods Inspector Manual (SAA#75)

- Manual of Procedures for Approvedaliming Organizations (SAABOQ)

The CBA carried out on GTARSA in 2004 placed a value on each document of between $15,000
and $30,000 for eacklember State on the basis that this is what it would have cost them to prepare
the same material independently. If it is assumed that the value of this set of matmadach
Member Stateis $135,000, then the total benefit would increase by $945,00 and the Benefit/Cost
ration would rise to 5.4.

Thus, it may be concluded that COSGAR continued in Phase 1l with a flow of tangible benefits to

the Member States that outweighed the cost of their contributions by a factor of 2.4, not including

other activities of the Programme that were difficult to quantify but which were nevertheless of
value.

5.7.2.3 Phase IV

The budget approved for Phase IV at the2Q20SCAPSA Steering Committee Meeting planned on
the basis that theMember States would contribute $2.5 million over the coming fiyear period.
Actual contributions to the Trust Fund were slifjhhigher, at $2.8 million.

This does not include the costs incurred by theember States to participate in COSCABA
including:

- Expenses incurred by tHatate hogting the COSCAFSA headquarters

- Attendance at meetings, training events, workshops and s&ans

12 18" Steering Committee Meeting, Bangkok ;19 February 2009, BiP & ! R 2flthé E@SCAP Revised
DdzA Rl yOS al GSNALFf a¢ o
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- Specialists provided tsupport the Technical Assistance programme under the auspices of
the South Asia Gpacity Building Matrix (SACBM)

- Regional harmonization of regulations through SARI, inahggihe expenses borne by MS

- Additional resources provided by donors and indugiartners (e.g. air travel for COSCAP
SA experts provided free of charge by the airlines)

The activities performed by the COSCAFA Programme in Phase IV can be classified under the
headings:

- Meetings, Conferences and Docamtation

- Regional Safety Meeting

- Courses, Seminars and Workshops

- Audit Training and Preparations

- Technical Assistance

- Harmonisation of Regulations

The Steering Committee, at its successive meetings, was presented with information about the
outcomes of COSCAB! 6 O x1 OE D Ol y(asad thisAwas nptiprovidédiin a statistical
format that would facilitate a CBA for Phase [fhe approach taken therefore was to carry out an
analysis focused as much as possible on one y&ar18. This can be interpreted as an indicator of
the Programme Benefits for Phase IV as a whole, but it also provides the necessary foundation for a
CBA of the options for an RSG8ALevel 2 The method followed remains consistent with the earlier
CBA analyses, but the valuations have been updated to reflect cumerket conditions.

One matter that warrants specific comment is the SACBM which has been under development with
the aim to deliver efficiency and effectiveness to the maintenance of a regional pool of qualified
inspectors/officers in flight operationsirworthiness, personnel licensing, cabin safety, aerodromes
and air navigation services.

At this early stage it is necessary to rely on Stedyteand O AGDAOO EOACAIT AT OO AAT
benefits of providing technical expertise in this manner. However, as experience grows it is
recommended that COSCABA/RSOGSA in coordination with thdMlember States undertake a

thorough analysis of the costs aneiefits involved as a guide to future decisions about the scope of

the SACBM.

The SACBM ialreadyproving to be a success, #ovould be reasonable to predict that the activity

level planned for 2018 (48 days) would grow to around 200 days per yeandiag upon the levels

of expertise involved, the value to be placed on the SACBM activities would lie close to $100,000 a
year.

The total contributions made bilember Statesto COSCAPSAso farin 2018 amounted to $717,555.
The table below summarises tHgenefits, both measurable in monetary terms, and intangible by
nature. The measurable benefits amount to $1.44 million and thus the Benefit/Cost ratio for the
Member Statesis 2.0. That is, th&ember Stateshave so far beeable to save twice the amourf

the contributions to COSCARBA as a result of the savings they would have had to make to achieve
the same results. But the items that are not possible to put into reasonable monetary valuatioas

ONOAT EOAOEOA AAT AEEOOO6 AOA T &£ AAO COAABAO OAAT (
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Table5-6 : Summary of Benefits t&tatesof COSCARSA

Activity Savings Made Qualitative Valuation

Possible by

COSCAPRSA
Meetings, Not measurable | a) The Steering Committedleetings and other events
Conferences and organised under the auspices of COSC3R enable the
Documentation leaders in aviation safety to share common concerns,

pursue common solutions, share resources.

b) COSCAPSA developed and maintains manuals and
guidance material for the benefit dhe MS, and this is
an asset that would be very costly to replicate.

Regional Safety

Not measurable

COSCAPSA actively implements ICAO plans for aviation

Meetings safety and has an active role in coordinating the NAST ar
SARAST and its engagement witiPRAST.

Courses, $1 million COSCAPSA has been heavily engaged in training activitie

Seminars and from the outset. The MS advised ttgtudy teamthat this

Workshops was a highlyvalued activity that should be continue8ome
of these activities have been supported by-SB-APP.

Audit Training $90,000 a) Though many of the MS in South Asia already have L

and Preparations above the global average, there are so®mtesthat

have yet to achieve this benchmark;

b) It must beremembered that the target of reaching the
global average should be kept in proportigrthe goal
should be to attain 100% LEI.

Technical $350,000 At this early stage of the development of the SACBM it is
Assistance difficult to assess its full benefitspme of which are not
directly measurable and can be counted in terms of
improved career opportunities and the foundation for
building even stronger regional cooperative programmes.,
Harmonisation of Currently These provide the foundation for an RSOO operating
Regulations and managed and | successfully atevel 2 There are tangible benefits in terms
Procedures funded under | of achieving economies of scale in developing regulations
SARI procedures and related documentation as well as in

improving the effeciveness of training.
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6. COSCARSA CONTRIBUTION TO EFFECTIVENESS OFSHMTESN TERMS OF
ICAOCOMPLIANCE

6.1 Approach

Over a duration of 18 years the major contributions of COSGAPto Member Statelevels of

Effective Implementation (Elgan be considered daputs and outcomes.In somecasesthese are

closely combined, indeed almost inseparable.

In relation to Inputs, the major example is a large amount of diverse, formal training of the staff of
CAAs, and to a lesser degree of industtaff. The effort to provide this formal training vi@aining
courses has been a substantial part of the overall work effort of COSEMHBuring its history.
Although this training relatednitially only to the subjects of Flight Operations and Airwortass,

with the expansion of the coverage of COSCAP subjects, this training has also expanded to address
the majority of aviation safety related subjects.

Additionally, COSCAPSA has provided a variety of ndarmal training opportunities including

mentorf Ch COE AtelEA B @IOAET ET ¢ AT Fhe Q@ididhibiStags ofA A E AT ¢
OET OAOT 68 OI x 1 Ovbuldalso piokiidan éffecivié trathing ofpartiditd, although

this activity has not been undertaken.

Allied withtraining as arinput has been the provision of documentatigmarticularly in relation to
Model Regulations and technical tools and guidance materidlse use oimodel documents and
descriptive processes and procedures has directly related to the achieveme8tatetagainst CE2
(Specific Operating Regulations) and CE5 (Technical guidance, tools and the provision of safety
critical information).

While training itself is the input, the outcome of such training relates dirdotiye various MS audit
results for CE 4Technical personnel Qualification and Training) and indirectly to CEs 6 (Licensing,
Certification, Authorisation and Approval Obligations), CE 7 (Surveillance Obligations) and 8
(Resolution of Safety Concerns).

These outcomes show additional advantageisstandardisation and networking/familiarisation as
the use by variouStatesof model regulations and documents inevitably provides a standardised or

harmonised result.

It will be noted that all of these outcomes akevel lactivities because the lacskf acceptance by
ICAO of any COSCARVvel 2activities has prevente8&tatesgaining these bedfits.
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7. SOUTHASIASTATESPECIFIC AVIATION SAFETY, INSTITUTIONAL CHALLENGES
AND DEVELOPMENT

As per the TORs for thigeasibility Studythe Study teamof experts carried out-2 daymissions to

seven SA States (except Afghanistan) to meet with the CAA8MOoOTs and aviation industry

representatives. Summariesof the meetings held with theaCAAdelegations were sent to the DGs

and their concurrence soughAll of the Statesprovided theStudy teamwith their DG& concurrence

to the summary report of the meetings or provided slight amendments which were accepted and

incorporated into the summary reportgelow . It can therefore bestated with confidencethat the

summary reports reflect the views @ach State CAA. Meetings were also held with the CTA of

COSCAPSA and the SARI Coordinator in which the role and recent acheivements of each

organisation were discussed. This information was utilised in the devedopmf senarios detailed in

the StudyReport

Regrettably the Study teamwas largely unable taneet with the majority of State Ministries to
confirm their respective positiongdowever,most of the CAAs confirmed that the views expressed
by them would mat likely be agreedbo by their Ministry.

7.1 Afghanistan
Due toongoing security concerns and lack of communicatiaihe FeasibilityStudy teamwas unable
to travel to Afghanistan

Although the Questionnaire on aviation safety oversight, COSE3¥Pandevolution to a RSOO was
sent to the CAA of Afghanistaralong with several remindersno reply was received. Hence, the
Feasibility Studywhile in principle encompassing Afghanistan asfeéSFateand a SAARC member,

could neitherobtain data on Afghanistan aviation safety oversight nom the views of the CAA or

MOT of Afghanistan on COSCAFA and its possible evolution

No ICAO USOAP audit has taken place in Afghanistan, thus reliable data on aviaBon®adrsight

isnot available.

7.2 Bangladesh

7.2.1 Major aviation safety oversight issues identified

The major challenge ithe availablty of sufficient qualified manpowerboth in the regulatory and
service provider entitiego cater forthe growth in the aviation sector.

Although the neworganogram mayreflect the capability to hire additional staff, he availability of
suitable applicantgat Civil Service Salary levels) is not guaranteed.

Additionally, separation of the Regulatory and the Service Provider functions is requirbd.
separation of the AIG function has commenced but has a probaldlgé&ar timeframe.

The Audit Areas most in need of support @ersonnellicensing,airworthiness, ANS andGA
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The CAAB is in FAA category 2 but plans to receive category 1 in time éoreiteipt of Biman
"AT Cl AAAOGES O AEOOO "1 AEitig€plahmng to Gtilize hiOdgydpménEfdraAT A T
new route DhakaVlanchesterNew York

7.2.2 Prioritisation of effort to address low El
(Taking into account both available resources andfatkcessary resources)

The CAAStated that their first priority was tomake progress orihe State Safety Programme
Framework.The CAA did not feel it had the technical capability in this area and external assistance is
being sought througiCAOTCB.

7.2.3 CAABviews on evolution of COSCAPA andaRSOO

7.2.3.1 General view on history/recent history GOSCAPSA

The CAAB felt that initially COSCABA had been effective (19982010) but this had decreased in
the period 2010 to 2015 and had only recently improeen with this improvementhowever, there
was insufficient support to the CAAB.

7.2.3.2 PresentLevel lactivities to be continued
The CAAB felt that it was critical that training activities continue and would prefer that these
increased.

7.2.3.3 FuturelLevel 2activities to assist CAA, including prioritisation
The CAAB strongly supported the formation of an organisation (COSGARRSOO) to provide
additionalLevel 2activities.

The CAAB would like the organisation to carry out a variety of tasks on theirlbetwduding:
- Drafting and harmonizing regulations
- Developing guidance material, procedures and inspector handbooks
- Supporting the development and implementation of SSP.
- Carrying out tasks in support of certification and issuance of approvals.
- Carryingout tasks in support of surveillance.

The CAAB is unsure if it has the requisite legal basis to delegate authority to an expert provided by
RSOQSA to perform operationdlevel 2tasks in Bangladesh.

7.2.4 Cost-benefit of COSCAFSA and RSOO and financing

The CAAB felt that aLevel 2RSOO would help to reduce its cost on preparing necessary regulations
and a harmonized regulation would eventually reduce the cost of compliance among the various
stake holders.

The#! ! "8 O ADPDOI OAA AOACA é charQes ket dodvilich Arérédathedby U AOT |
the CAAB in its Trust Fund. It includes provision for its contribution to COS&\Rraining and
engagement of foreign experts
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Salaries and conditions of employment for permanent staff are determined by Miaistry of
EstablishmentSpecialists however can be recruited on consulting contracts on terms decided by the
Chairman othe CAABz making it possible fothe CAAB to engage experts provided by RSGA

7.2.5 Funding

TheCAAB gave an assurance that the fumglicurrently allocated to COSCA®A would be available

in the future.The CAABStatedthat an increase in costs of participation would be considered in the
context of the quality of the service provided.

7.2.6 MOTviews on evolution of COSCAPA to a RSOO
Ministry views were not available at the time of the team visit and a meeting with MOT was not
possible. Responses from MOT to the questionnaire are awaited.

The CAAB felt that the Ministry would support its views.

7.3 Bhutan

7.3.1 Major aviation safety oversighssues identified

The major challenges confronting Bhutan are the lack of technical expertise/knowledge, inability to
implement the training programme, lack of an adequate budget, difficulties in retaining qualified
safety inspectors, conflicts of interebetween CAA and operators, and no Allthe BCAA requires
continuing support in all areas.

7.3.2 Prioritisation of effort to address |0Vl

Recent implementation of the new Civil Aviation Act provides legal and operational separation of the
regulator and theairport. The new Act authorizes the Board of the BCAA to approve its Regulations.
The delay in establishing the Board is holding up approval of amendments to the CARs prepared by
the CAA. The Minister is aware of the importance of this matter and gavassisrance that prompt
action would be takenNote that later information provided by Bhutan indicatatiat, subsequent

Ol OEA Qhk Aéndes ofilie ©dar0 of Directors were nominated and the first board meeting
will take place around the secondeek of October 2018.

Whilstthe BCAA presented a positive overall image of improvement of their capacity and ability for
oversight compared to their last USOAP audit in 2006, a closer review of the various CE/Areas does
reveal that there are some inherenbnstraints in achieving a high El in the next ICVM scheduled for
August 2018, particularly in the areas of LEG, SSP, AIG, AGA, ANSatecthat this ICVM hasow

been completed however thefficial ICVM report has not yet been received by Bhutan. The
preliminary reports of ICVM carried out only on the CE area of AlG, ORG, LEG and ANS provides a
State El of around 55%. Bhutan felt that if the audit had included the CE areas of PEL, AIR, and OPS
the State El % would be more than 65%.

The training sitation in BCAA is critical because there is a lack of technical expertise in all areas, there

is a lack of adequate technical training, and in the current organizational environnteist not
possible to give the experts the required and mandatory training
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There are o formal arrangements in place for AIG. The Minister understands that an MOU with
another MS maye a solution given the low activity in Bhutan and also intends to pursue the matter
as a high priority.

7.3.3 BCAAviews onevolution of COSCABA toaRSOO
TheBCAA views in regard to present COSCAP activities and a future RSOO are:

7.3.3.1 General view on history/recent history GOSCAPSA
Bhutan really apprecriates the training support received from theARP Project.

Regarding the COSCAP itsglithough Bhutan had high expectation towards resolving the USOAP
PQ's and training of the BCAA inspector, Bhutan has received few in country trainngs on SMS and
auditing techniques delivered by the CTA.

Neverthelessthe BCAArecognizes the value dfie COSCAPSA to a smalbtatesuch as Bhutan that
lacks the necessary financial and human resources.

7.3.3.2 PresentLevel lactivities to be continued
The BCAA would like all the activities dkvel 1to be continued. In addition, BCAA would like to see
the training activity increasedThe BCAA valued the concept of the Capacity Enhancement Matrix.

7.3.3.3 FuturelLevel 2activities to assist CAA including prioritisation

The BCAA Stated that it is open tothe COSCAPSA providing considerable actual operational
assistance to the CAAsgith Level 2RSOO staffand undertaking actuabtate oversight tasksThe
BCAA requestedhat OJT and national inspector familiarization be addedier theLevel 2tasks

The BCAA would assign/delegate tasks to an RSOO in OPS, AW, PEL and specific taBGARhe
opento standardisation in all areag'he BCAA needs expertise in A&d continued training in
developing regulations and procedures and surveillance.

7.3.4 Funding
The BCAA would be prepared tmake a case for increased funding to the Ministry of Finance if
justified.

7.3.5 Additional Issues

Bhutan lacks adequate financial and human resources to equip its CAA to undertake the necessary
tasks. The Royal Civil Service Commiashmas overview control of all staffing issues. These rules
constrain the training and competence of BCAA Technical Staff.

An RSOO would offer attractive and financially rewarding career opportunitieRégional Exped
AT A OEOO EIi POl Olky tdéiah quakfied!stafid AADAAE

7.3.6 MOT views on evolution of COSCAA to a RSOO

The Minister had previous knowledge of COSE@# and was interested in the extensionltevel 2
activities.He was generally supportive of any activity that assisted the C/w&. Minister was aware
of the commitments made under the Beijing Declaration.
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7.4 India

7.4.1 Major aviation safety oversight issues identified

The low El in the recent audit was mostly due to the fact that the ATCO (Air Traffic Controllers) had
not been licensed by DGCA India. The ATCOs were certified and worked for AAI (Airports Authority
of India) an autonomou&overnmentcorporate entity.

DGQ India commented thathere wasprogress since the USOAP Audit was made; DGCA is in the
process of licensing of ATCOs to address the observation of ICAO

7.4.2 Prioritisation of effort to address low El
An assessment to allow prioritisation of effort takesardccount both available technical resources
and lack of necessary resources and Btstedby DGCA India as:

- Rules for ATCOs to be revised and published by September. 2018
- Staff complement of around 25 persons for licensing of ATCOs
- Roadmap envisages completion of licenswigexisting ATCOs by March 2019

7.43 $' # lvidv@d on evolution of COSCAPA to a RSO0
7.4.3.1 General view on history/recent history GOSCAPSA
The Director Generaltated:

COSCARB! EO 1106 A OOA AEbdiks rdletss Bedricpgriabiypfor frabi@d daativh O E
building and technical assistance

At no stage would India accept that its safety oversight would be performechti3S00

India, is prepared to assist its smallerighbourswith suchLevel 2tasks

The Director Generatatedclearly that the DGCA is not just about safety bigoworks towards the
growth of civil aviation in the country based on the piiset out by th&sovernment Therefore a
separation from the Ministry to become an independ@&mganization is not planned at present.

7.4.3.2 PresentLevel lactivities to be continued

DGCA made it clear that it had greatest interest in continuatiohafel ltasks by COSCABA, such

as training, capacity building and technical assistance.

7.4.3.3 FutureLewel 2activities to assist DGCixcluding prioritisation

DGCA immediate priorities are focus on training, capacity building and technical assistance in ANS

and AGA.

India would not be prepared to delegate to RSGB; it would rather hire expertise iifeeded to
provide international experience but have total access to that resource.

India is not opposed to the oth&tatespursuing other options
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They alscstatedthat if Level 2activities led to increased capabilities for the organisation maybe they
would use them but did not see any case for an RSOO to undertake tasks of the DGCA on its behalf.
The DGstatedthat he saw where some oth&tatesmay wish to have theskevel 2activities and at

the SCM of COSCABA, India would support this increase ole of COSCARSA.

DGCA would reserve its decision if there was an additional cost for this increased activity but would
AR xEITET ¢ O OO0PPI OO0 EO OET EEIT A8 AU OEA DOl OEC

7.4.4 Funding
India has adequate financial resources to méeneeds.

A strong point was made that there is a limit to what India would be prepared to contribute in terms
of human resourceg whose costs would need to be compensated.

The concept of levying a user charge on passengers or flights is not curoentéy consideration,
although there is a general trend in ti&vernmentfor agencies to fund their own activities.

7.4.5 MOTviews on evolution of COSCAPA toaRSOO
The Ministry of Civil Aviation in India was not available for discussionsaam$ponse to the
Questionnairewas not received

7.5 Maldives

7.5.1 Major aviation safety oversight issues identified

-AET O EOOOAO OAI AGA O1 001 £#0 ET £OAOOOOAODOOASL 0OOF
Many USOAP findings were unresolved, mainly due to laclkuafified personnelThis is particularly

apparent in the ANS/AD section affiight operations relating to potential helicopter operations.

TheMCAA has no qualified persons to approve or ogegs manufacturing organisation required for
the manufactureof parts for legacy Twin Otte300 series

The MCAA did not specifthe assistance required for AlGlowever, in the meeting with industry it

was indicated that the completion of Accident Reports took a long time, and so Operators were
unable to respondo these effectivelyAlthough accident investigation is not the direct responsibility

of the CAAIt still counts against th&tated O %) OAOO1 08

7.5.2 Prioritisation of effort to address low El
TheMCAA didacknowledge théhigh priorityand need for greateprogress m SSP andhasallocated

considerableesources to achieve it.

It is recognised that El is very low for ANS and AIG.
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7.5.3 MCAAviews on evolution of COSCAERSOO

7.5.3.1 General view on history/recent history GOSCAPSA

TheMCAAstatedOEAO OOT I AGEET ¢ 1 A A-B8AOMagbk Stafekhavie Gulgrokeni  # / 3 # |
COSCAP?

Group work at SARI is disappointing; ités years old and still has thorny problems.

MCAA is very apprehensive about COSCAP after it worked very well for some yearsibwery
unreliable at other times when ICAO failed to provide a @FAmportant specific subject matter
Expertsfor very long periods.

For future supporta mechanism is requireth order to providesustainability and reliability to
incorporateCOSCARN State plans.

7.5.3.2 PresentLevel lactivities to be continued
Everything involving training is needed.

7.5.3.3 FutureLevel 2activities to assisCAAincluding prioritisation

TheMCAA agrees initially to Option 1 (Continue COSCAP activities and limited operational support
to assist CAA) followed by transition to Option 2 (Continue COSCAP activities and provide limited
operational support byLevel 2RSOOwith STEs undertakingtate oversight tasks)Alternatively,
commencement directly at Option 2 level would also be acceptable.

Agree to alvisory and consultative assistance, Regulatory assistance and limited oversight
assistance Agree also to ANS and AIG assistance

The MCAA hadlifficulties filling Airworthiness, Operations, ANS and CNS positions and these may
also requird_evel 2assistance.

7.5.4 Funding

TheCivil Aviation Authority Act (2/2012)pes contain provision for part of the Airport Service Charge
(US$2)to be allocated tahe Civil Aviation AuthorityThe CAA advised that it is allocated US$2 out
of the US$25 fee and these funds go to the Civil Aviation Trust FAng.unused funds are resumed
by Governmentat the endof each kancialYear.

Not all of the funds have gon®e the CAAZ a situation that the CAA believes the Attorney General
will attend to.

7.5.5 MOTviews on evolution of COSCAPA toaRSOO

The CAA believes that the Board of Directors will support its views in relation to evolution of COSCAP
to an RSOO.
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7.6 Nepal

7.6.1 Major aviation safety oversight issues identified

A distinct separation of the Regulatory and the Service Provider functions is required to improve
safety oversightlt appears that many of the processes of the CAAN safety oversight system are
incomplete.

The CAAN continues to face problems on recruitment and retention of skilled technical expertise,
especially in OPS and AIR. There is a shortage of qualified oversight inspectors in OPS and AIR.
A globally common challenge to the continuing effectivenesshe CAAN is the lack of financial
resources.

TheCAAN does not follow Doc 8335 for validation of Foreign AOCs. There is no docuatidation,
but rather direct inspection of home base required for operating perRamp inspections are
conducted.

A Division in the Ministry is responsible for Ad@dsafety oversight of MET is performed by another
ministry.

There are major outstanding PQs relatt the process of aerodrome certification.
The areas most in need of support are ANS, OPS, AGA, and AIG

7.6.2 Prioritisation of effort to address low El
(Taking into account both available resources and lack of necessary resources)

TheCAAN believethat they have already addressed most of their outstanding PQs, but ICAO wants
to review actual implementation-site and will not remove the PQs based on angifé evaluation.

7.6.3 CAANviews on evolution of COSCAPA toaRSOO

7.6.3.1 PresentLevel lactivities to be continued

The CAAN felt that it was critical that training activities continue and ldoprefer that these
increased.

7.6.3.2 FuturelLevel 2activities to assist CAA including prioritisation
The CAAN strongly supported the formation of an organisation (COSGAPRSOO) to provide
additionalLevel 2activities.

The CAAN expressed a preference for an organisation led by an international CTA, supported by a
small number of fultime employedRegional Expe# in various disciplines. They would welcome
support onLevel 2tasks in OPS, ANS, AGA and AIG.

7.6.4 Funding

The CAAN understood that this may become more costly than present COSCAP organisation, and
confirmed that if this was adequately justified, they were prepared to cover the additional cost.
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7.6.5 MCTCviews on evolution of COSCAPA toaRSOO

The Secretary for Aviation, Ministry of Culture, Tourism and Civil Aviation acknowledged the
importance of aviation and tourism and indicated thtie Governmentof Nepal wasenablingthe
CAAN to regulate with minimum interference.

Responses to the questinaire from MCTC are awaite@AA believes however that the Matry will
agree withthe CAA  8vidws.

7.7 Pakistan
7.7.1 Major aviation safety oversight issues identified
- Attracting and retaining experienced, trained and skifflight operationsinspectors
- Deficiency of training to develop capacity and capability of inspectors in various Regulatory
functions so that they may be able to cope with modern concepts of safety oversight/
surveillance
- Inspectortraining in all areas needetpreferably irhouse
- Enforcement process needs to be reviewed

7.7.2 Prioritisation of effort to address low El

- Necessary legislatioprocessesinderway to separate AIG frote PCAA. Righnow, the
reporting is direct to Ministry and also their office is located near to Ministry Office in
Islamabad

- A new policy document has been issued that indicates separation of Service Provider and
Regulator will go ahead. The process of separation has eotgmmenced

- Continued development of the SSP

- Training in relation to regulatory role of safety inspectors

- &1 0 TAx OANOEOAI AT 6Oh OOAETETC 1T &£ EI-the OEAODAI

OOAET.AOB Ol 1A

7.7.3 PCAAviews on evolution of COSCAPAto a RSOO

7.7.3.1 General view on history/recent history GOSCAPSA

PCAAstated that COSCAP was good initially but lost strength and has only started to regain that in
the lasttwo years.Pakistan has mainly taken a training benefit from it.

7.7.3.2 PresentLevel lactivitiesto be continued
All Level lactivities to be undertaken and PCAA wants to obtain these serzipasticularly training
of Inspectorsdevelopment ofguidancematerial, rulemakingand harmonization.

7.7.3.3 FuturelLevel 2activities to assist CAAcluding prioritisation
The PCAA sees the need for COSCAR to continue and that movement thevel 2should be
minimal for Pakistan.

The PCAAspecificallystated that while they did not need evel 2activities they understood that

other Statesin the Region did need it and that they will support it by sharing technical resources on
availability basis.
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ThePCAAagreed that they could accept limiteldevel 2assistance in the areas of AIG and Legal for
development of regulations and improvement of Effective Implementation (El) besides skill
development.

7.7.4 Funding
Emphasis placed on not increasing the financial contribution ofStege as they are contributindor
COSCAPRSA.

7.7.5 Additional Issues

The PCAAthinks that Regional Exped have advantages in knowing the issues and understanding
the States It supported an extension of the existing Matrix System i.e. South Asia Capacity Building
Matrix (SACBM) to have me Regional Expes available and was willing to participate to provide
experts.

7.7.6 MOTVviews on evolution of COSCAPA toaRSOO

A meeting with the Minister responsible for aviation policy from the Government had been
requested. However, PCAA informed that theGovernment is completing its tenure on 31st
May, 2018 followed by a caretaker setup (interim setup), hence meeting with the relevant
Minister could not be ensured at this stage. It was advised to have meeting with Acting
Director General PCAA and they arranged the meeting with Acting DGCAA accordingly.
PCAA was of the opinion that the Aviation Division would likely to support their views.

7.8 SriLanka
7.8.1 Major aviation safety oversight issues identified
Basd on the recentCAO USOAFCMAaudit there is no area of real concern in Sri Lanka. However,
it was indicated that recruitment and retention of competent technical expertise poses a significant
issue, in particular in OPS, ATOIPS and PAMNDPS.
The CAASL pesently have a lack of experits several disciplines, such as:

- PANS- Ops Flight procedure designers in the ANSP

- PANS- Ops Inspectors in the CAASL

- Training Facilities for ANSP and CAASL

- Expertise in the Airspace Design

- Expertise in validation dflight Procedures

TheCAASL considers their only function without rectification strategy is AlG. Futevel 2activities
should include creation of a Ramp Check Regional Database equivalent to EUT®RIMASL has
developed applicable software andvidlling to share with an RSOO.

The CAASL needs support and assistance to improve and develop their regulatory regime,
particularly in the technical guidance material development and updating.

The CAASL also indicated that they require supportiotaining and maintaining a technical data
base management system for effective safety oversight.
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7.8.2 Prioritisation of effort to address low El

TheCAASL has conducted some structural reforms in 2016 and inducted additional technical staff. In
addition, wheA EO xAO AEEAEEAOI O 01 OAAOOEOh OEAU EAOA
supplement the staff strength. The CAASL has now an excelleatectronic, spreadsheet based

system in place tanonitor the training of their experts and the necesgéraining they have to

undergo.

7.8.3 CAASLviews on evolution of COSCAPA toaRSOO

7.8.3.1 General view on history/recent history GOSCAPSA

The CAASL identified that they had been able to derive benefits (cost savings) from its participation
in COSCAPRSA, byparticipating in both incountry and overseas training opportunities, short term
expert assistance, and the development of guidance materials.

7.8.3.2 PresentLevel lactivities to be continued
The CAASL supports the continuation of the full complement ladvel lactivities, especially in
development of Guidance Material and Regulations updating.

7.8.3.3 FuturelLevel 2activities to assist CAAcluding prioritisation

TheCAASL strongly supports COSCAPI 6 O A1 A O A QEveli2 inéudingAlepatizirid evel

2 activities, resulting in a report to the CAAs, with executive powers remaining with the CAZeszeh

2 RSO0 would allow the CAA to respond more effectively to increased cost pressures and financial
risks in the future

The CAASL understood that an expand®&B0OO would become costlier than the present COSCAP
organisation, and confirmed that, if this was adequately justified, they were prepared to make the
case to the CAASL Board which had full powers over the CAASL budget.

7.8.4 Funding

Althoughthe CAASLdoes notengage in activitybased costing, it does have comprehensive and well
organised financial accounting systems and is able to evaluate its options when it comes to training
and other activities.

The CAASL generates an income that is sufficient to covecdists. The Board of the CAA approves
an annual budget within the context of a rolling thrgear plan. Should the CAA encounter an
unexpected expense during a year, it is possible to seek a variation in the approved budget.

The budget for COSCABA is assred through these arrangements.

7.8.5 MOTviews on evolution of COSCAPA toaRSOO
The Ministry views were not available at the time of the team visit and a meeting with MOT
representatives was not possible The CAASL felt that the Ministry would suppdts views.

45

y



8. STAKEHOLDERANALYSIS AND RESULTS

8.1 Basic Assumptions Valid forllA&ollowingScenarios

The following tables provide an overview of the result of the meetingdRbasibilityStudy teamhad

with the SAStateson the basis of the questionnaires distributed to them in advance of the relevant
meetings.In all discussionghe existing capabilities of COSCABA Phase IV were taken to be the
0" AOA #AOAS 1 O FoLIBIGyGE £l O OEA

In somecasesstatements aremade,or data is providedrelating to previous Phases of COSC8R
The Table below shows the General Tasks requested by the indi\Bdaizis

Table8-1: General Tasks

Advisory and| Regulatory | Oversight, | Enforcement other
Consultative Inspection (2
Audit
Afghanistan
Bangladesh X X
Bhutan X X X X
India X
Maldives X X X (1)
Nepal X X X X (1)
Pakistan X
Sri Lanka X X X (1)

Notes: 1. Indicates limitedassistance
2. Enforcement tasks relating only to investigation and recommendations for actiend] 3

)y O OET O A AA 11 OAA OEAO x E&typds ofiLevél R&ippQrEvery 1 A&
appropriate, someStatesfelt that some of these functions, in particular enforcement, rested entirely
with the State.

Functional areas of State Safety Oversight system that many CAAs identified as high priooty f
Level 2assistance included:

- Flight Safety (aircrafairworthiness and personnel licensing)

- Aerodromes, including certification thereof

- Air Navigation Services (ATM, PANSPS, AIS, CNS, MET, SAR)

- Air Accident Investigation

Many subsets are included with the overview information provided in the Taleseand reference

to detailed State level reports; both USOAP and theeasibility Studydata captures are required to

fully understand the needs &tates For example, within the Functional Area of Flight Safety and the
General Task of Oversight, many CAAs indicated a need for expanded Ramp Checks on Foreign
Operators, possibly leading to a centralisetjional data base of these inspections.

A majority ofthe Member States would welcome more support in the field of ANS in any future
development of COSCABA Lately, in COSCAIBAPhase IV, there has not been much activity on
ANS-related issues. The most common requirements were in the areasaofing andcapacity
building.
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The Table below shows the functional areas requeste&tayes

Table8-2: Functional Areas

Flight | Aerodromes | Air Nav | Air Accident Other
Safety Services | Investigation

Afghanistan

Bangladesh X X X X(1)

Bhutan X X X X

India X

Maldives X X (1) X X

Nepal X X (1) X X

Pakistan X (1)

Sri Lanka X (1) X X (1)

Notel: Indicates limited assistance

The specific tasks of &tate Safety Oversight system that many CAAs identified as high prioaty f
Level 2assistance included:

Drafting and harmonizing regulations

Developing guidance material, pcedures and inspector handboaks

Supporting the development and implementation of BSand its associated operational
application of SMS

Carrying out tasks in support of certification and issuance of approvals

Carrying out tasks in support of surveillance

Training
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The Table below shows the specific tasks requeste8tayes

Table8-3: Specific Tasks

Afghan
istan

Bangla
desh

Bhutan

India

Maldives

Nepal

Pakistan

Sri
Lanka

Drafting and
harmonizing
regulations

X

X

X(2)

X

Developing
guidance material,
procedures and
inspector
handbooks

X(2)

Conducting
surveillance
activities,
inspections and
audits

X (1)

Supporting
development and
implementation of
SSP

X(2)

Carrying out tasks
in support of
surveillance and
enforcement

X(2)

X (1)

Carrying out tasks
to supportissuance
of approvals and
certification.

X (1)

Training including
OJT.

X (1)

Assisting CAA to
prepare for USOAR
by doing CAA tasks
or oversighting
audits or by
oversighting CMA

Carrying out Post
audit activities in
support of the
State Corrective
Action Plan

Notes: 1. Indicates limited assistance
2. TheStateis committed to an EASA Regulations approach so applicable only if RSOO is
EASA capable.
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8.2 South Asia Capacity Building Matr{fSACBM)

A further option for provision of thLevel 2supportrequired by CAAs by use of the SACBM (the
Matrix), which would access regional inspectors, coordinated by the RIR¥gional inspectors
under the SACBM are presently assessed for suitability under specific criferiallow such
inspectors to undertakd.evel 2tasks would require a further assessmentsaftability for this role.
Such assessment may (or may not) further restrict the available pool of inspettovgever, it is
critical that this assessment be undertaken due to the naturkesfel 2tasks versugevel ltasks.

The development and implenrgation of the SACBM is an effective mechanism with the potential
for very real advantages to &lember Statesof COSCAFSA. It is assessed that the Matrix system is
well founded and provides a very good avenue both for assiStageswhich are lesseraleloped

in a specific discipline and providing international experience to experts within the regenMatrix

is in an early developmenttage, but it should be continued and increased undgcenarioA.
Regrdtably, in some cases when ICAO USOAP reatewed this mechanisirithe legal basis of the
Delegation has been deemed by the auditor to not be acceptable and therefore these activities have
not been assessed for audit purpos&ge further detail under Legal.

8.3 Harmonisation or Standardisation ofeégulations

It is noted however that the High Priority Objectives and Activities for COSSARPhasé/ do not
include any reference to harmonisation bfember Stateregulations which was a requirement of
COSCAP Phad¥. Harmonisation of regulatioaand procedures has been undertaken by the South
AsiaRegional Initiative (SARI) for the lasn years with substantial achievements in Airworthiness
and recent commencement in OPS/FQ\s a planning assumption, the possible timeframe for the
commencementof a SARSOO could beeemed to be 27 24 months) Within this timeframat is
possible that present institutional support for SARI may change or decrd@isaherefore important

to consider an ongoing role for harmonisation of regulation and proceswnder a future RSOO.

Standardisationand harmonisation of regulations, practices and procedures are extremely valuable
in a Regional Organisationontext whenit is likely that Inspectors or other staff will work in a
multinational environment. For this reason,there needs to bea continuation of efforts for
harmonisation generally byin particular in the fields of ANS/AGA/AIG and for some spe@tates

in OPSand AIR.

8.4 Human Resources in tH&A Region

Gaining precise data on the human resours#gation within the various regulatory authorities is

sometimes problematic. This is due to the fluidity of the situation and the fact that the relationship
AAOxAAT OADPDPOI OAA AOOAAI EOEI A1 68 AT A EEI T AA DBl OF

The Human Bsource difficulties facing SBtate safety regulators can generally be classified as
both quantitative and qualitative. ABtatesindicated that they faced present and ongoing
difficulties with gaining sufficient and sufficiently experienced personridiis is reflected in the

various USOAFCMA El results dBtatesO1T AAO # OEOEAAT %l AT AT O 1 O10AI1E
This situation is true of mostatesgenerally, although in a minority of cases (Sri Lanka, Pakistan)

the situation is prevalenbnly in specific disciplines, such as ANS. Sometimes it is reflected in very
specific areas within a discipline (e.g. helicopters for OPS and AIR ) or even as a short term
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requirement to address specific changes within a discipline. This latter circacesia very true in
particular of ANS.

All Statesspoke of the difficulty of retaining trained and qualified staff in the face of very much
stronger remuneration packages available from within the aviation industry or from other
regulators, in particulain the Middle East.

The unanimous support by CAAs of the need for a future RSOO to continue or intimadel
training activities is a recognition of the ongoing human resource difficulties

The strong growth of the aviation industry in the Region,cvered elsewhere in the report is a
serious exacerbating factor in all of these issues.
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9. EVOLUTION OF COSCABA TO A RSOOSCENARIQA

The evolutionaryScenarioswill be introduced irthe following three Chapters 9 to 1&tarting with
ScenariO An Chapter 9followedby Scenario881-B3 in Chapter 18nd concludiig with ScenarioC
in Chapter 11

Note please thaeachScenariotendsto build on the earlier Scenariosaddressingower degrees of
change andhe later Scenariogprovidingfor more change and possibly more outputs this respect,
attention is drawn to the time lines suggested for eg@tenarioas these take into account the time
likely involved in adoption of th&cenariosthe ongoing EU SA APP project funding etc.

The groupingof the three types ofScenarios(A, B and Cjs also significantA and C aresingle
Scenarioswhich address very specific identified needs] T OAOOAT U Séeiafogpfdwdd A A
similar outcomes but address variations in management or structural Istyo achieve these
outcomes.

The intention of the variouScenarioss to give the DGsfdhe SAStatesoptions to consider for both
the level of output required and the structure for achieving these outputs in a sustainable manner.

It is also possiblthat the DGsmayconsiderA OB O1 C GdenédSsiarting with dbe of the less
difficult or complex but with the intention of then building upon thatttte more desired outcome.

9.1 ScenaricA
Figure 91: Evolution of COSCAIBA to a RSO®ScenarioA

Aviation Safety Oversight in South Asia

Evolution of Regional Programmes

A
Parallel Coordinated
(1998-2017) (2018 +)

ICAO facilitated ICAD facilitates !
COSCAP-SA COSCAP-SA Enhanced |
training & :

operational i

EASA supported EU-SA APP supports support |
SARIL SARI + More SME Regulatory :

'

convergence

Training/oversight/ - oversight/ \
regulations assisted by s assisted by 1
parallel programmas programmas 1

Aerospace
manufacturers
contribute to COSCAP-
SA and EU SA APP

10/08/2018 EU-South Asia Aviation Partnership Project (EU-SA APP)

In ScenaricA, COSCAFRSA continued_evel lactivities and provides limited RSODevel 2activities
to States Additionally, COSCAFSA increases harmonisation activities.
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9.1.1 Objective

The objective oBcenaridA is to give the Directors General of Civil Aviation of theS&#tesan option
which provides some limited_evel 2 activities, in addition to theLevel 1lactivities presently
undertaken by COSCABA,; and to do this ensuring that possible national conttiobns may not
exceed current contribution to COSCAFA (and SARI).Additionally, other sustainable funding
which may be viable can be suggeste&cenarioA can be considered as the minimalist option
involving the least change and the least gain from BR®OO A critical result however ddcenarioA
is the mechanism for recognition by ICAO of thevel 2activities undertaken byspecific staff
members ofthe RSOO on behalf @tates Some form otthis recognition is required f@ll Scenarios
and providesbenefit to Member States equivalent to the amount of.evel 2activity undertaken.
Increased effort for harmonisation coordinated by COSCAP is also a substantial benefit.

9.1.2 Existing functions to be mintained
The deliberations on existing functions are based on actual COS&EMPhase IV achievements, as
OEAOA AOA Ai 1T AOAOAh OAAI EOAA AScénaridisdddsionSGede OO OA OC
of the intended outcomes of Phase IV have not been agdesonsistently due to a variety of factors
including:
- A considerable period in which the Phase IV agré#drnational ExpertChief Technical
Advisor (CTA) role was either not filled or not filled effectively
- Substantial disruption to the Outcomes and various Annual Work Plan requirements of Phase
IV, due to the fact that thénternational ExpertChief Technical Advisor role was either not
filled or not filled effectively
- The failure to recruit the Airworthings Expert that was approved for Phase IV
- The failure to utilise interns to be provided Byates
- The disruption caused by a relocation of the Programme office and CTA during Phase IV.

At times, some of the above factors also intruded during previoussBbahowever during Phase IV
each of them was apparent at some time.

The achievements towards harmonisation by SARI are also considered as part of the existing
functions of the status quoalthough these were noalwaysfully coordinated with COSCABA
outcomes

TheStudy teamwas provided with a copy of tHeOSCAPSA draft Phase V Objectives and Activities
only. These seem to beell considered and challenging, although at this time extension of the
Programme is awaiting Steering Committee approval.judgement has not been made by the
FeasibilityStudy teamon the likelihood of achievement of all Phase V activities, as details are not
available on the resources intended for Phase V or the likelihood of such resources being made
available.The Objectves and Activities of COSCAFA Phase V can therefore be considered only as
aspirational.

All Member States of COSCAPSA that were visited informed th&tudy teamthat it was either

important or critical that presenitevel lactivities were continued inrder to address lack of effective
implementation in CE 4These comments mainly related to training, although in m&atesthis

AT i 1T AT O Al 61 ET Al OAAA OEA AAOGAI T Pi AT Oh A& O AGAIE
and related matters that aretended to address deficiencies in CE 5 in parallel to training outcomes.
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The development and implementation of the SACBM is an effective mechanism with the potential
for very real advantages to dlember Statesof COSCAFSA. It is assessed that the Mt system is

well founded and provides a very good avenue both for assiStageswhich are lesser developed

in a specific discipline and providing international experience to experts within the refi@enMatrix

is in an early development staghowewer it should be continued and increased un&senarioA.

Note also previous comments in relation to the lack of ICAO recognition of this work, which is also
pertinent here. See further detail under Legal.

A majority of theMember States would welcome more support in the field of ANS in any future
development of COSCABAInto a RSOOLately, in COSCABA Phase |V, there Baot been much
activity on ANS related issues. The most common requirements were in the areas of training and
capacty building, particulaly in SAR, AIS and ATM (PANZBS) As the outputs oBScenaricA will be
limited, it is likely that not all of these issues will be addressed for eltbeel lor Level 2activities.

9.1.3 Functions no longer to bendertaken

The Feasibilty Study teamwas not able to identify any activities that had been undertaken under
COSCAPSA Phase IV which should be discontinu€Here are however a considerable number of
activities forecast by the Phase Rfogramme Documentvhich have not beercompleted. It is
considered that all of the activities that were programmed for Phase IV continue to be applicable and
it is therefore recommended that these would be continued un8eenarioA, noting also that the
COSCAPSA Phase V outcomes may vary thgsevious priorities

9.1.4 Expanded functionscluding sequentialmplementation by CE/AREA
TheFeasibilityStudy teamidentified a large number dfevel 2activities which could be undertaken
by an RSOQOConsideration by visited CAAs of their specific némdassistance varied from virtually
all critical elements and audit areas (disciplines) to none of theetween these two extremes there
was a great variability of need identified, although the majority $ffates were interested in
substantialLevel 2assistance.

General tasks of State safety oversight system that many CAA s identified as high prioritylfevel
2 assistance included:
- Advisory and consultative (although nominallgvel 1 this particulaly relates to support for
Level 2activities such as surveillance)
- Regulatory (including the review, assessment recommendation for approval of industry
submissions for AOC, MRO, ATO etc)
- Oversight (including the inspection and audit of industry activities as part &tate
SurveillanceProgramme)
- Enforcement (in specific areas in particular investigation of identified safety issues and
recommendation for action).

In some caseCAAs specified thatevel 2assistance in these general tasks may be limited to a
specific area e.g. ANS.

At this time, no specific sequence of CE/Arealfevel 2assistance has been identified, however it is

likely that high priority would be given to ANS as an Audit Area and outcomes that assist with Critical
Elements 6, 7 and &his is a decision initialfgr the SQof the new organisationshould thisScenario
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be adopted It is also likely that any RSO@plementation planning that is initiated after a decision
is made by the DGs will address the issue of sequential implementation, in particulaekgds to
the priorities for hiring/using experts in specific disciplines.

UnderScenaridA it is unlikely that all, or even the majority, of support activities requestesdweil
of the Statescould be providedlt is therefore appropriate to considevhich tasks can be considered
AO OAT OA OA Qitlé éhis #peciiScAniario2 3 / /

9.1.5 Core activities vs. activities orethand

The core task areas akvel 2assistancainder thisScenaricare those which meet the criteria of:
- Being able to besupplied by a small RSOO
- Being required by a number &tatesto provide economies of scale
- Having a potentially significant positive effect on El and safety

The diversity and depth dfevel 2tasks requested by various CAAs under a future RSOO steictu
make it difficult to consider which are high priority task€learly howevera significant number of
CAAs haveéstatedtheir willingness to seek support in relation to:
- Provision of ANS support including development of PBN, AIS to AIM, SAR, fOR&and
oversight of ANSP
- Provision of Flight Oerations support including oversight of Foreign Carriers via ramp
checking
- Provision of development support in AIG
- Certification support in relation Aerodromes
- Provision of support to expand SMS and to deyeénd institute SSP (including support to
the ANSP on how to implement the SMS, and to the CAA on how to audit SMS
implementation).

Note that these identified core tasks address only thevel 2tasks within these fields and do not
consider the many ongag Level ltasks which an RSOO will continue to provide in parallel, under
this Scenario

10 xAl1l AOG OEA OAT OA OAOGEOGS 1T &£ OEA 23//h ATT1TOEA.
requested byStates which areof either a short term or very ggialised natureThese activities can
AA AT 1 OEAAOAA AO OiI1 AAI AT A8 AAOEOEOEAO OAOEAOD ¢

An example of a specialised, on demand activity within the flight operations or airworthiness area
could be the need for Hlight operationsinspector with helicopter qualifications and experientis

need was mentioned by some CAAs as a growing area within their industry anuh arréch they
presently lack the necessary expertisedeed, it is likely that the need for such an inspector&sym

be shortterm and thatit is not costeffective for a CAA to maintain a fttime, continuous capability.

A RSOO, however, could provide a shtetm expert able to supportwo to three CAAs in some
specific areas.

As this would be considered outsitiee core tasks of the RSQ®uch an activity could be provided in

a coordinated manner and on a castcovery basis to CAAA8dditionally, such an SME could provide
training (including OJT) within the area of certification/approval and inspections asjanado the
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Level 2activities, thereby increasing capabilities within the CAASO AT O1 1 AAI AT A8 AA
on reimbursement of costs to the RSOO 8tates there is a need for an effective and dependable
financial system between all parties to fhizite the activity.

A further option for provision of thikevel 2support is by use of the SACBM which would access
regional inspectors, coordinated by the RSORegional inspectors under the Matrix are presently
assessed for suitability under speciigteria. To allow such inspectors to undertakevel 2tasks
would require a further assessment of suitability for this role and, possibly, advanced trasinf.
assessment may (or may not) further restrict the available pool of inspedtois critial however
that this capability assessment hendertaken,and only highly competent and experienced experts
are used in this role, due to the safety critical nature.e¥el 2tasks versusevel ltasks. Separate

to the suitability of the specific inspeat is the general requirement for there to be a sound and
acceptable delegation for the inspector to undertake the taskiehalf of theState CAA.

4A0EO OEAO T AU AA AT T OEAARAOAA AO Oi1 AAI AT A6 A O

- ldentified shortterm requirementsdriven specifically by a new aircraft classification or
aircraft type (e.g. helicopters or a new model of transport category aircraft with specific
requirements)

- Specific certification or initial approval tasks may be undertaken by the RSOO and aligned
with OJT to provide a transfer of skills to the CAA as an additional beBefmples of this
could include the initial approval of a Part 145 MRO with capabilities beyond those presently
undertaken in theState or the setupof a Part 60 or 66 Examinatiomd Licensing system.
These examples are also good candidates for multiplate involvement providing both
savings in the scale of activities and harmonization of processes

- Specific surveillance or oversight tasks that may be undertaken by the RSOO ignddl
with OJT to provide a transfer of skills to the CAA as an additional befa@mples of this
could includeoversight in the areas ofathgerousgoods andcabin safety, etc.

9.1.6 Legal lasis

A major factor in theransitionfrom a COSCAP prading Level Iservices to an RSOO providihgvel

1 andLevel 2services is the legal basipan which the RSOO staff operatdhis legal basis must
effectively be an extension to the individual Inspector/employee of the RSOO of the privileges and
powers grantedhe CAA unde6tate legislation.

Historically, the IFAPM of COSCAFA indicates that this can be undertaken using a Delegation from

the CAA to COSCABA/the Inspectorin most of the S/AStatesthe basis foisuch a Delegation has

been enactedRegrettably, when some ICAO USOAP auditors reviewed this mecharliwmegal

basis of the Delegationvas deemed by the auditors to not be acceptable and therefore these

activities have not been assessed for audit purposdss position by ICAO auditors largely based

iIT OEA EAAO OEAO A #/3#!'0 AT AO 110 EAOA AT ET OAO
cannot accept such a delegation fronssate CAA.

A legally based and effective delegation must provide the CAA with an acceptable@avemeet its
Stateobligations for safety oversightt is equally important that this mechanism be seen by ICAO to

be acceptable and is therefore considered, during USOAP audit, as being an acceptable extension of
the privilegesand powers of the CAA.
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Under ScenarioA, the mechanismsf COSCAPSA including the MoU within the IFAPM, the
Programme Documeniand other related procedures would continue to apply. They would be
available tgprovide guidance for issuance of a Delegation from the CAA, thrasgbifector General,

to a specific COSCAPSA/RSOO Inspectofor inspectors) It should be realized that the COSCAP

i AREAT EOI O POT OEAA 111U OO01T £ 1 Axo6h AO 1 BDBI OAA
legislation. To ensure therefore that this ledadsis is sound it is necessary that the specific wording

of various documents, namely the Delegation itself and especially the legal basis for the Delegation
under national law, be confirmed as suitable. If not assessed as appropriate and sufficient, these
Instruments would require adjustmentindeed, anothemway of considering this is that theevel 2
activities provided undeScenarioA would only be acceptable to ICAQiifstruments of delegation

and supporting documents are specifically writtenaddress this issues.

To facilitate this outcome, the type of employment of RSOO staff must also be considénettis
regard, the Operational Assistance (OPABddel may be appropriate to facilitate Delegation and
the recognition by ICAO of such Delegat. Under the OPA#&odel, ICAO recruited and employed
AbAOOO AOA OOAATT AAAG O A TAOGETTAI #1191 AT A AC
OPAS staff may therefore be vested with national powers of varying degree under the national CAA
legishtion. Such powers could also include inspectorate functidmghis case, the Delegation from

the CAA will be to the specific inspector and not the COSCAP. The inspector will debvet 2
service, while the COSCAP playsegel 1role in coordinatig the availability of the inspector and
providing administrative support.

While the OPAS mechanism may overcome the Delegation difficylties fact that OPAS experts
are ICAO recruited and employed means that the conflitinterest issue would remaito be
resolved if the OPA&odel is chosen.

Any related written instructions, processes and procedures for the execution of the Delegation will
also require reviewkinally, example documentation must be placed before ICAO for confirmation of

adequacyjeading to a direction to USOAP auditors in relation to the recognition of these activities

on behalf of the CAA.

9.1.7 Governance and organisationahplications

UnderScenaridA, there are no changes to the existing governance and organisational arrangements
from COSCAPRSA Phase 4The organisation therefore will have policy and directions confirmed by a
document equivalent to &rogramme DocumentAnnual Work Plan and financesll be approved

by the Steering Committee and achievement of the Work Plan will be managed by Chief Technical
Advisor with regular recourse to the Chair of the Steering Committee.

9.1.8 Staffing requirementsnicluding STEs

The provision otevel 2activities underScenarioA can be undertaken by the CTA and additional
experts as requiredAsScenaridA is restricted to provision of services within existing costs structures
for the CAAs, there is a very definite limit on the activities that can be undertakka.employment

by ICAQO, on behalf of &tate CAA, of OPAS inspectors is normally restricted to a speSthte CAA.
There would dneed to be consideration of the mechanism details that would allow the employment
of OPAS staff with the ability to work multiple States See also Paragraph 9.1.9 in relation to this.
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Funding undecenaricA will allow the fultime employment of the CTA and one additional full time
Regional Expertas well as the occasional use of Short Term Experts (STEs) to fulffispges.The
continuing and expanded use of the SACBM will be included uBdenaricA

Another staffing option within thisScenariomay be onerternational CTA and twdregional Expes
but this would leave no funds available for Short Term Exp&ush of these options require financial
consideration.

To assess the greatest need of CAAs for Regyional Exper(s), it is assumed that the CTA position
will continue as a Flight Standards position, in the short t€possibly2+years).

Given the vaable demands ofMSof COSCAFSA,aRegional Expershould be ANS qualified with as
broad an experience base as possiteder COSCAP, full time contracts are normally let through
TCB with a maximum of one year duration, which may or may not be rendweide case of the ANS
expert it may be that the expert would be required for only one year or two and that after this period
the funds could instead be used to provide a different expert; perhaps SSP development or AlG.
Depending on the views of the Staeg Committee and their assessed priorities, the order of
employment of experts by discipline could be adjusted as required.

If a secondRegional Expentvere also to be employed rather than regular STES, then it is most likely
that an SSP or AIR expert widl be of the most value.

UnderScenariol h OEA AiBITUIATO T &£ 34%0 xi1 061 A AA 11 Al
cannot be undertaken effectively either by the ftilne staff of the RSOO or the use of experts
through the SACBM.

9.1.9 Status of COSCAPSA gaff

UnderScenaridA, the legal status of COSCAFA staff will not change. They may either continue to

be employed by ICAO as at present, or they could be given OPAS status. Under OPAS, they would be
functionally integrated into the nationaligil aviation administration of one of the COSCGARA
Member States, but may provide services for all COSC8R States Their precise organisational
status will depend on the type of tasks they are undertaking. When undertdléngl 2activities for

any State, the staff (Full time or STE)r an expert operating under the SACDM and coordinated by
the RSOQmust have a formal status as identified by a legally binding Delegation. This Delegation
must cover powers and responsibilities of the staff member whildertaking this role in line with

the legislation or regulations under which he/she is acting and any constraints they may be under.
Such Delegation may, depending on the legal system, require an appropriate express empowerment
clause in the national pmary or secondary civil aviation legislation (Civil Aviation Act or Civil Aviation
Regulations), spelling out clearly the powers and any conditions or limits relating thereto which can
be delegated by the DG of a CAA to an individual under his/her atyghori

COSCAPRSA staff who are not, at the time, undertakihgvel 2tasks will have the status provided
by their normal employment, be theRRegionally enlisted or International. In other words, COSEAP
SA staff will only have a specific status relatingLvel 2duties in a specifiState when they are
actually undertaking those duties.
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9.1.10 Economic @aluation ofScenaricA
The funding availableo ScenaricAinthe®aseCase | 11 AAAEOQOEI T Al Abuld O OF
be sufficient to employ a fulime CTA, ondRegional Expeft AT A A 11T AA1T 1T U OAAOBEO,

I OOEOOAT 668 4EA AT OO0 T &£ Al AAI ET EOOCchka@HAtAs AOOE O
assumed that this level aontribution fromthe hostingStatewould be continued.

TheStudy teamdraws attention to the willingness expressed by a significant number of CAAs to take
advantage of support in relation to:
- Provision of ANS support including development of PBN, AIS to AIM, SAR, foR&and
oversight of ANSPs
- Provision of Flight Ops support including oversightafeigncarriers via ramp checking
- Provision of development support in AIG
- Certification support in relatioto aerodromes
- Provision of support to expand SMS and to devedom institute SSP (including support to
the ANSP on how to implement the SMS, and CAA on how to audit SMS implementation)

It is possible that these tasks could be performed by shemn experts (STEs) who are made
available toMember Stateson a costrecovery basis. Employing these experts under the RS&XO

could be more efficient because they can meet the needs ofsrib of Member States more

efficiently than theMember States employing them individually. Thus, allowance has been made
underScenaricAZ£l O OEA AiPITUIATO T £ 34%0 xEIT xI1 Ol A AA
which cannot be undertaken effectively either by the fiithe staff of the RSOO or the use of experts

through the SACBM. In that case, even more stringent criteria wouleldnt® be applied in the

selection of experts from the SACBM.

Accordingly, an annual allowance of $120,000 has been included for this purpose, but the Steering
Committee would be able to increase or decrease this commitment based on actual use of these on
demand servicesAssociated with this would be higher travel and DSA costs. The overhead costs of
10% have been adjusted accordingly. These are the only changes in costs compared to the Base Case
of COSCARSA Phase IV and it can be recovered through chatfgeied on the first instance, on the
requestingMember States, but in turn from industry sources where regulatory services are being
provided.

The activities of SARI would be brought under the RS8®to continue cooperative programmes
for harmonisation of regulations and procedures, the costs of which would nebé tworneby the
Member States. At a minimum, implementation of the work carriedut by SARI to date should be
pursued.

Critically, Scenario A should permit COSCAFSA to perform RSOO functions, includinie
coordination of_evel 2functionsby specific inspectordt is assumed that this can be achieved on the
basis of inputs by thember States such as Delegations. Recent initiatives of ICAO in relation to
the status and increased capabilities of RSQMsler the GASOS programmeyill also need to be
considered. Indeed, they may be beneficial fmmeScenarios
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The estimated increasi costs ofScenarioA over and above the Base Case is $830 thousand taken
over the five years of the Programme. The difference arises because of the additional employment
of international technical experts capable of assisting MS with operational tagksam expectation

that these costs would be covered by user charges and/or donor assistance or States
themselves instead of engaging needed assistance individually. Also, this cost does not include
requirements to continue an effective programme r@fgulatory harmonisation. At minimum, SARI
activities should be continued by the MS with coordination being provided by the RS®0
However, the harmonisation of regulations is a vital success factor for an RSOO and every effort
should be made to encouga donor support to carry out a more extensive programme.

The RSOGEA modekhouldallow theStatesto enjoy the benefits okevel 2operational services and
to have recognition of the work performed by ICAO in its audis alternative open to aMember
Stateis to employ annternational Experfrom a recognised entity to perform necessary certification
and licensing functions, or to prepare regulations and procedures.

The following measurable net benefits were attributed$oenarioA:

- Theincreased \ae of the Technical Assistance provided by the CTA andRégional Expert
because they are able to carry digvel 2activities.

- The value of the additiondhternational Expers carrying out operational tasks on Technical
Assistance missions

- The value of the additiondinternational Exper$ carrying out Programmes including the
production of manuals and guidance materials, regional training, and possibly involvement
in harmonisation of regulations

- A productivity improvement arising from trafsrmation from an entity performind-evel 1
(advisory) activities to one that also carries datvel 2(operational) functions

- Anincreased Level of Effective Implementation results for tate during USOAP audit

In particular, Item3) abovereflectsthe value of continuing the harmonisation of regulations as well

as more general benefits arising from the RSOO being able to provide operational assistance not
measured in other ways. The judgement of tBéudy teamis that this productivity improvement
would be at least 30%. This factor was applied to the value of Technical Assistance provided by the
RSOO experts and those provided through the SACBM. It also was applied to the value of the
Programme activities and to training

The net benefits over fivgears would amount to $4.06 million. Sixtwo percent of these benefits
were estimated to be generated by the productivity improvement, the biggest single element being
that the value of training increased significantly because training becomes much efficeent and
effective with harmonised regulatory programmes in place. Improved productivity of training thus
individually accounted for 37% of the net benefits. Note that the training undertaken by MS would
also benefit from harmonisation of regulationkut this has not been included here in the measurable
benefits. The next most important category of benefit was provided by the addition of technical
assistants.

On this basis, the Benefit to Cost (B/C) Ratio is 4.9. If the cost of engaging the adbigchnical
assistants is removed, there is no additional cost other than the establishment costs and the benefits
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would amount to $2.78 million, but this is predicated on maintaining an effective regulatory
harmonisation programme.

9.1.11 Financial mplications
ScenarioA has limited financial implications for CA8mceit is based on the existing contributions
to COSCARSA and SARI, with one exception.

Some MS have, in the recent past, arranged for the provision of specialist Technical Assistance
through COSCAFSA.ScenaricA has been designed to accommodate the interest in enhancing this
capability to performLevel Zunctions on the basis that the additional costs would be recovered from
those MS which request TA services. These MS would havepttien to recover the costs directly

from users. Hence, the additional cost of engaging experts should not affect the contribution levels
over and above the Base Case of continuing with COSEAP

The additional cost of this element ovéive years is eimated to be approximately $830 thousand,
including an allowance for travel to performa@ountry work. On the assumption that these resources
would be fully utilised, those MS requesting services would pay an average of $70@gpeational
Expertday.Funds would need to be deposited in the Trust Fund by the interested MS in advance. The
Steering Committee should monitor the continuing interest in this service to individual MS, er sub
groups of MS, and make necessary adjustments to the scope of thikee

That being the case, key elements of the financing plan are as follows:

- Any surplus funds remaining in the Trust Fund for COSSARe retained/transferred into
the Trust Fund for RSOO

- The SC to approve a fiwgear programme for RSOO and on a bedgo sustain the level of
activities including tlose previously relating to SARI

- The SC to approve a cost allocation methodology that recognises three levels of activity;
namely, (i) those that provide direct benefits to individugtates (ii) those that provide
benefits to a sukset of States and (iii) those that are of a general nature and benefit all
States

- The SC approve the levels of charges to be applied for type (i) activities based on costs of
service provision in accordance tithe guidance contained in ICAO Doc 9734 Part B

- These same charges can form the basis of charges levied for type (ii) activities where the
services provided bear a direct relationship to benefits received by the individual Members of
the subset ofStates

- For those activities of a general nature for both type (ii) and type (iii), the costs should be
Apbi OOEIT T AA AAOAA 11 OEA 3#860 AGCOAAI AT O OI C
State can expect to derive, also taking account of the levied\dation activity and the ability
of the Stateto contribute.

- As a matter of priority, alignment between the plans for RSS@ and those of th&lember
Statesshould be pursued with a specific aim to achieve economies in the overall cost of safety
oversigt.

- Donor funds could be sought to establish appropriate management and reporting systems
for the RSOO and for other costs in establishing the RS&¥O

60



RSOO and thdVlember States continue to carry out joint work to design and gain approval
for a sustainald model of funding from user charges to ensure independence of the safety
regulators at both the national and regional levels

9.1.12 Risk aalysis
An account of risks associated with RSOOs is provided above. A sunoh&ey risks is provided

below:

The major risk to thi$Scenarids that some CAAs will see it as providing insufficient support
to meet theirStatedrequirements

Some CAAs may see tHsxenariaas still being tied too closely to ICAO, including the alleged
conflict-of-interest between I SOAP and assistance activities

Any lack of clarity about the authority to accept delegation of functions fidtatesthat are
necessary to authorise the RSOO to carry bavel 2functions on behalf oftates and any
corresponding authority required inhe Member States would inhibit the success of the
Programme

Continued lack of recognition by ICAO of the delegation mechanism used by COSCAP
SA/RSOO, despite renewed efforts to review and strengthen the delegation instruments,
would also inhibit the sucas of the Programme

A failure to align the activities of thelember Stateswith those of the RSOOs and to reflect
this in their own planning and their priorities would reduce the effectiveness of the RSOO
Maintenance of a strong regulatory harmonizatipnogramme is a key success factor for an
RSOO and it is critical that the resources previously devoted to SARI are available and that
MS accord a high priority to implementation of the harmonized regulations and procedures
The shortage of qualified and p&rienced technical manpower has been found to have a
debilitating impact on the effectiveness, relevance and sustainability of affected RSOOs,
particularly with regard to their ability to deliveievel 2operational assistance tBtates This

is a challege shared by all the MS and the Steering Committee is urged to devise a strategy
whereby the RSOO plays a positive role in utilizing scarce regional resources to the maximum
advantage

Avoiding the tendency observed globally to incur higher costs withitisétutionalization of
RSOOs

Delays in payment of annual contributions blember Stateshave affected the performance

of RSOOs globally and with COSGSRA

Timely responses to RSOO requests, particularly in relation to the coordination and
implementation of in-country technical missions and conduct of training activities, are
necessary for the effective functioning of the RSOO

9.1.13 Advantages of thisScenario

As the minimum change optior§cenarioA is relatively easy to institute and is totally within
the powers of the existing Steering Committee

It can be instituted quickly and requires little if any change to financial contributions and
structures

While it will take some work, it is expected to deliver significant benefits as a result of having
ICAO audit recognition thaindividualRSOO experts have the necessary legally delegated
authority to perform operational tasks

) O EO A E£RADEGRERDreIseeh B ldusk] 6
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It uses ICAO management and oversight as part of its governance structure
It uses existing ICAO based financial management which has historically been effective
It uses existing ICAO based recruiting systems which aosvk and understood

9.1.14 Disadvantages of thiScenario

As the minimum change optioscenarioA is the least likely to address the major issues
identified by theFeasibilityStudy team

It does not, due to its legal and organisational constraints, proviggor potential for
development towards a fully functional RSOO as laid out in the ICAO Safety Oversight
Manual, Part B: The Establishment and Management of a Regional Safety Oversight
Organization (Doc 9734, Part.B)

It requires the definition angmplementation of a legal basis for effective delegation togvel

2 tasks which is acceptable tatesand ICAO

It continues the ICAased management and oversight system which some believe does
not give adequate separation between the RSOO and USOAP

It continues the ICAGbased recruiting system which has been a contributor to delays and
failures at various stages of COSCARIt uses an OPAS staffing system which hest
previously bea used across multiplStates
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10.EVOLUTION OF COSCABA TO A RSOCSCENARIOSB

10.1 ScenarioB1

Under this Scenario COSCAPSA transforms into South Asiarz Aviation Safety Oversight
Organization(SAASOOQ) continuesLevel lactivities and provides considerallevel 2activities to
States using the SAARC Treaty as@©Oi AOAT 1 A6 1 ACAl 1 AAEAT EOI 8

Figurel0-1: Evolution of COSCARBA to a RSOOScenarioB1

Aviation Safety Oversight in South Asia

Three SA-ASOO Scenarios under SAARC

Bl
SA-ASOO under SAARC

Steering Committee & Advisory Board

f |
! |
| SAARC MoU with ICAO |
| msTITUTIONS [training & operational support] 1
! 1
| 1

EU-SA APP
[requlatory & other support]

Training/limited Level 2 assistance by COSCAP-SA
& regulations by APP

10/08/2018 EU-South Asia Aviation Partnership Project (EU-SA APP)

10.1.1 Objective

ScenarioB1 is an evolution ddcenarioA, i.e. all the basic assumptiemade forScenarioA will be
valid for thisScenario The advantage oScenarioB1 is to give the DGs of the S#tatesan option
which provides considerabléevel 2 activities, in addition to theLevel 1activities presently
undertaken; while maintaining the known ICAO based management systems of COSBAP

ScenarioB1 willlegally function under the existing SAARC Treaty and will include an MoU or similar
arrangement (less than Treaty level) between/8#Cand ICAO.Further detail on SAAAC is included

at 10.1.6. There is benefit seen to SASOO having a permanent location one of theMember
Statesunder thisScenario There will therefore additionally be a requirement for a Host Agreement
between SAARC and the Hd3tate of the SAASOO OfficeNote that a permanent location for the
organisation under thiScenarias notcritical butis seen to be desirable to build ongoing knowledge
and support through nottechnical assistants at relatively low cost.also has the potential to
increase stability and prevent the disruption of ongoing location changes.

The Chair of the S or Executive Board under varidbsenariogs however intended to continue as a
revolving appointment amongst the M3t should be noted that in order to function under the legal
umbrella of SAARC, the continued operation of the SC or Executive Boardl vwoall likelihood need

to become integrated in some form into the organisational structure of SAARC, by virtue of a decision
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of the SAARC Council of Ministers under Article IV of the SAARC Charter. This is one of the drawbacks
of using the SAARC Treahg a legal umbrella, but can hardly be avoided.

As thisScenaridBlrequires additional funding ove3cenaricA, other sustainable funding which may
be viableis suggested.Options for this additional funding could include-funding by cash and in
kind contributions from donor organisations, CAAs, aircraft manufacturing industries, airlines etc.

10.1.2 COSCAPSA functions to be maintained

The functions presently undertaken by COSC8R Phase IV will be maintained and additionally the
considerable backlog of activities from Phase IV will be addressed undeiSdesario Those
additional activities defined in COSCAFA Phase V will also bacluded, assuming Steering
Committee approval is given to the directions of Phase V.

10.1.3 Expanded functions: sequential implementation by CE/AREA

The major outcome difference betweeBcenarioA andScenarioBl, apart from an amended legal
basisfor the organgation, are increased outputs due to the recruitment of additional laagm
experts based in the SASOO, to providd.evel 2support toStates

TheFeasibilityStudy teamidentified a large number dfevel 2activities which could be undertaken

by the SA-ASOO.Consideration by visited CAAs of their specific need for assistance varied from
virtually all critical elements and audit areas (disciplines) toBetween these two extremes there

was a great variability of need identified, although many of Btateswere interested irsubstantial

Level 2assistance The actual sequencing of work is a decision initially for the SC of the new
organisation, should thisScenariobe adopted. It is also likely that any RSOO Implementation
planning that is initiated after a decision is made by the DGs, will address the issue of sequential
implementation, in particular as it relates to the priorities for hiring/using experts in iipec
disciplines.

General tasksf aState Safety Oversight system that many CAA s identified as high priority.éwel
2 assistance included:
- Advisory and consultative (although nominallgvel 1 this particular area relates to support
for Level 2activities such as surveillance)
- Regulatory (including the review, assessment and recommendation for approval of industry
submissions for AOC, MRO, ATO etc)
- Oversight (including the inspection and audit of industry activities as part @tate
Surveilance Programme)
- Enforcement (in specific areas, in particular investigation of identified safety issues and
recommendations for action)

In some cases CAAs specified thavel 2assistance in these general tasks may be limited to a
specific area e.g. ANS.

10.1.4 Core activities vs. activities on demand

As alreadyStated in ScenarioA, it is of vital importance ta@ontinue with the harmonisation of
regulations and procedures to facdie regionally based assistance 8iates This task has been
performed through SARI over the latn years. During the initial researc®tate visits, there were
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variable views on how effectively this task had been undertaken, althoudbtatitsagreed with the
importance of the task At this time the situation for ongoing funding of SARI is not cléarelation

to ScenarioB 1, thisFeasibility Studyassumes that further SARI funding will be available and that
some such funding can be directed to hamisation of regulations and additionhkbvel 2tasks.

As can be seen from the various tables in the introduction, the diversity and deptbvel 2tasks
requested by various CAAs, under a future S800 structure, made it difficult to consider which are
the higher prioriy tasks Clearly howevera significant number of CAAs ha$tatedtheir willingness
to seek support in relation to some specificA I O A 8As pkedidudlyOBvered iBcenarioA, but
included here for clarity, these are:
- Provision of ANS support including development of PBN, AIS to AIM, SAR, fOf\ESetc
and oversight of the ANSP
- Provision of Flight Ops support including, but mestricted to, oversight oforeign carriers
via ramp checking
- Provision of development support in AIG
- Certification support in relation to Aerodromes
- Provision of support to expand SMS and to develop and institute SSP (including support to
the ANSP onhow to implement the SMS, and to the CAA on how to audit SMS
implementation).

Note that these identified core tasks address only thevel 2tasks within these fields and do not
consider the many ongoingevel ltasks which the SAASOO will continue to vide in parallel.

AswithScenarid h AAAEOQOEIT T Al Ol -A50R, cahdider@tibin niidt Bekgideh totheE OE A
need to cover activities of either a shadrm or very specialised nature which are requested by
States These activiescanb& i1 T OEAAOAA AO O1 1 AAI AT Adh OAOEAO O

An example of a specialised activity within the flight operations or airworthiness area could be the
need for &light Inspector with helicopter qualifications and experientais need was mentioned by
some Q\As as a growing area within their respective industry and one which they presently had no
expertise to coverlt is likely that the need for such an inspector/s may be short term and that is not
cost effective for any one CAA to employ full time such radiviidual. A SAASOO however could
provide a short term expert able to suppor32CAAs or more in a coordinated manner.

Such alLevel 2activity would be outside the core tasks of the 800 due to the relatively small

overall requirementAdditionally,such an SME could provide training (including OJT) within the area

of certification/approval and inspections as an adjunct to thevel 2activities, thereby increasing

capabilities within the CAA$t is a consideration und@cenarid X OEA O ADRET A6 ARDEOF
may be provided by the SASOO on costecovery basis funded by the CAAs with the specific need.

4A0EO OEAO 1 AU AA AT 1T OEAAOAA AO O11 AAI AT A8 A O
- Identified shortterm requirements driven specifically by a neaircraft classification or
aircraft type (e.g. helicopters or a new model of transport category aircraft with specific
requirements) or industry systeneg. Electronic Flight Bags)
- Specific certification or initial approval tasks may be undertaken byRISO and aligned
with OJT to provide a transfer of skills to the CAA as an additional beBasfmples of this
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could include the initial approval of a Part 145 MRO with capabilities beyond those presently
undertaken in theState or the setupof a Part 60or 66 Examination and Licensing system.
These examples are also good candidates for multiplate involvement providing both
savings in the scale of activities and harmonization of processes

- Specific surveillance or oversight tasks that may be undemakg the RSOO and aligned
with OJT to provide a transfer of skills to the CAA as an additional befa@mples of this
could include Dangerous Goods and Cabin Safety, etc

It should also be noted that the provision of such SME support to a numistates has an additional

advantage oharmonizationas the approach and resultaimhplementationwill be exactly the same

for this specific issue in ea8tate.

'l OET OCE OEA 1 EOOEI C 1T £ i OAT OEAT O1 1 AAI AT Ad A}

Scenario! h OEA AEEAEAOAT AA EO OEAO OIiT A T &£ OEAOGA Oi1
(

numbers and breadth of technical staff available under $¢gnario

The issues regarding the recognition by ICAO of aAS®O providind-evel 2services to &tateare
not the same undebcenaridB1 as has prévusly been described f@cenaricA. Details are provided
under 10.1.6. below.

10.1.5 Governance and organisational implications
4EA O)1 OOEODOOEIT T Al &OAI Axi OE6 DOAOGAT 61 U OOAA £
adopted by the SC at its 14th meeting inngu2005 (revised later). This document provided for

#/ 3#1 023! EAOEIT C EOO I x1 x1 OE DOI COAii Ah EOO 1
ET AT OBl OAOGAA AO A 1 AcCAl AT OEOU O1 AAO ET OAO1T AGET 1
operative, wmincorporated institution without legal personality. Funding is provided partly through
contributions fromMember Statsh AT A BDAOOI U OEOI OCE COAT OO0 £&OI1 1
lateral donors.

The organizational structure of SASOO remains lardg unchanged infScenarioB1 with overall
control vested in the SC via a Chairman and implementation responsibilities vested in the CTA.

10.1.6 Legal basis
There is a fundamental change in the legal basis of the organisation bet®&eenariosA and B1.

ForScenarioB1, the following amended legal structure would apply :
- The use of the existing SAARC Treaty as an umbrella to provide a legal basis for the RSOO.
- A MoU between SAAR®N behalf of SAASOO) and ICAO to provide the management of
the organization (ia the CTA)
- Preferably, a Host Agreement between SAARC and 8tate where the SAASOO will
permanently be located

The Treaty establishing the South Asia Association for Regional Cooperation (SAARC), was signed in
Dhaka, Bangladesh ih985 by the Headsf State of the eight Statesmembers of COSCABA. The
provisions in the SAARC Treaty are sufficiently broad to accommodate any type of cooperation
among its Parties, including regional safety oversight cooperation for civil aviation. While SAARC is
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not clearly identifiable in its charter Treaty as a legal entity, it appears from the information provided
by its Secretariat that in practice SAARC is recognized as being a legal entity since it is able to
conclude international Agreements, employs its staffits own name and operates bank accounts.

The use of the existing SAARC Treaty as a legal umbrella for thRASE2O will however require,
firstly, that the Council of Ministers of SAARC make a formal decision under Article 1V (c) of the Treaty
to bring regional safety oversight cooperation for civil aviation under the activities of SAARC.
Secondly, the organisational setp of SAASOQO, including the Steering Committee or Executive
Board and other bodies as well as the staff, would need to be legatlydito SAARC by virtue of a
decision either of the Council of Ministers of SAARC under Article IV or of the Standing Committee
under Article V of the SAARC Treaty. These decisions will require careful preparation in order to
ensure that the Council of Misters of SAARC will not pose conditions which are difficult to reconcile
with the objectives of SAASOO.

Note that decision making at all levels under SAARC, including the level of the Council of Ministers,
requires unamity. Put simply, decisionare required to be unanimousThis stems from a strict
interpretation of the SAARC Charter. It is possible that the Secretariat/MS have established a process
or procedure to allow some decisions to move forward without unanimous agreement, however the
Feasibiity Study teamis gill in the process of trying to confirm th

As regards the conclusion of an MoU with ICAO, this is seantgroblematic; however, it will need
to be concluded by SAARC on behalf of the 8800, since iBcenarioB1, B2 and B3 only SAARC
is a legal entity, not SAASOO.

As regards the Host Agreement with tigtatewhere the SAASOO will be located, it will also for the
same reasons need to be concluded by SAARC as the legal uadntdty. This Agreement will,rbm

an international law viewpoint, be #&lost Agreement for aBranch Office of SAARC, not a
Headquarters Agreement. Such an Agreement is feasible, but the privileges and immunities granted
may be more limited than for a Headquarters Agreement and alsadianby those which SAARC
enjoys/does not enjoy at its Headquarters in Nepal.

As regards the organisational sap of SAASOQ, there is seen to be an advantage in an additional
Advisory Board to provide support to the SC and the CTA on a more regularthasiswvailable
through the SC. The Advisory Board is a mechanism which provides the capability of including
involved participants such as ICAO, EASA, FAA, industry etc. so that their experience can benefit the
SC and the CTA in both longer term and op@aal decision making, as necessary or requirad
Advisory Board composition can be flexible aad well the participants aboyé could include the
Chairof the SCand one or two otheMember States. This smaller Board could meet as required but
more frequently than the SC, so that the CTA can be provided with guidance/assistance on a more
OACOI AO AAOGEO8 4EA OAAT I 1T AT AAOGET T /iS€enalids ! AOEOI C
Like the SC or Executive Board (see above), the Advisory Board would also need to be linked in some
form to the organisational structure of SAARC by virtue of a decision of the SAARC Council of
Ministers. This is required as a consequence of the factuhder ScenarioB1, SA-ASOO activities

are carried out under the legal umbrella of SAARC.
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10.1.7 Staffing requirements including STEs and status of COSCARtdf

The provision ot.evel 2activities underScenarioB1 can be undertaken by the CTA and additional
experts as requiredScenarioBl envisages a mix of long term and short term international and
Regional Exped as required.

The major funding related difference t8cenarioA is thatScenarioB1 proposes, in addition to the
CTA:

- Anlinternational Experfor Aircraft Accident and Incident Investigation

- Anlinternational Experfor State Safety Policy/ Safety Management System (SSP/SMS)

In addition, it is proposed to have available a numbigRegional Expeg composed of:
- APersonnel Licensing expert
- AHarmonisation/Implementation expert (undertaking a role similar to SARI)
- An ANS expert
- An AGA expert
- An Airworthiness expert

Note that the provision tdStatesof these experts to undertakkeevel 2tasks may be facilitated by
personnel from the SACBM, by identifying suitable individuals to fill these positiims.continuing
and expanded use of the SACBM is recommended to be included GuderarioBl.

To meet the identified requirements of sonfetates the recruitment of shortterm International
Expers having the following backgrounds would be required:

- Safety Assessment of Foreign Aircraft (SAFA)

- European Cerdination Centre for Accident and Incident ReportiBgstems ECCAIRS)

- Medical Issuem Aviation (AVMED)

- Legal

To accede to the need expressed by CAAs for the CTA beihgtenmational Expertit is assumed
that in ScenarioB1 the CTA position will continue as a Flight Standards position, in the-gont
(up to2Years).

Given the ariable demands dlember Statesof COSCAFSA, the regional ANS expert should have
as broad an experience base as possible to allow involvement in PBN, AIS to AIM, SARDPBNS
etc.

Under ScenarioB1, all employment of experts will be undertaken (othlean possibly under the
SACBM) through ICAO TCB with a maximum contract duration of one ygepending on the
discipline involved and the wishes of the SC, these may or may not be classified as renewable
contracts (i.e. they may or may not roll over indolonger term commitment of the expert). For
example, in the case of the ANS expert it may be that the expert would be required for only one year
or two and that after this period the funds could instead be used to provide a different expert; perhaps
SSP @velopment or AIGDepending on the views of the SC and their assessed priorities, the order
of employment of experts by discipline could be adjusted as required.
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Similar toScenarioA and under a MoU with ICA@xperts undertakind.evel 2activities will need to
be given OPAS status to allow effective delegation from the CAR® employment by ICAO, on
behalf of aState CAA, of OPAS inspectors is normally restricted to a spesifite CAA.Under OPAS,
they would be functionally integratd into the national civil aviation administration of one of the
COSCAPSAMember States, but may provide services for all COSGBRStates This situation will
DAOOAET &I SvendribsiThete Mould Bnked @'béconsideration of the mechanidetails
that would allow the employment of OPAS staff with the ability to work in multiptates

UnderScenarioc' Xh OEA AiDPIiTUIi AT O T &£ 34%0 x1 61 A AA 11

cannot be undertaken effectively either by the ftilne staff of the RSOO or the use of experts
through the SACBM.

The status of employees und&cenarioB1 of the SAASOO will be exactly the same as described in
ScenarioA. That is, their actual status will be dependent at any time on the type of task they ar
undertaken; be itevel lor Level 2

10.1.8 Economic @aluation ofScenarioB1
With ScenarioA, the costs incurred by the MS were not increased, but this constraint is not applied
within ScenarioB1.

Any cost involved in establishing a legal persondbitythe RSOO will be met by-kind contributions
from MS and donors.

Key design parameters f@cenarioB1 are:

- Legal basis is the SAARC Treaty + an MOU with ICAO + a Host Agreement

- ICAO Recognised delegation of authority including AlG

- Governance by tb Steering Committee + ICAO assisted by an Advisory Board

- Trust Fund management by ICAQO, including recruitment

- CTA continues, including management responsibility

- Other longterm International Exper$ in AIG and SSP/SMS

- Four longterm Regional Expeg (Licensing expert also undertaking harmonisation +
implementation, SARI), ANS, AGA, AIR)

- Equivalent of one annual falime International Expers to be filled with shorteterm
assignments (specialists in SAFA, ECCAIRS, AVMED, LEG)

The total estimatel cost ofScenarioB1, taken over 5 years, is $7.81 million, of which 66% is for the
employment of experts, and another 15% is incurred in travel costs in missions to the MS. Overhead
costs increased because they are based on the levy of 10% on cost®ject @dministration by
ICAO.

The (measurable) services (benefits) providedtde-specific activities include:
Benefit 1: Training- in-country, incl OJT
Benefit 2: Technical Assistanceadvisory includind-evel 2
Benefit 3: Technical AssistanceLevel 2operational
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The (measurable) services (benefits) provided as Programme activities include:
Benefit 4: Training- regional
Benefit 5: Manuals and guidance
Benefit 6: Harmonisation of regulations, etc

Training in the Bae Case delivered 1,800 persdays. This was increased tcbR0in-country days
and 680 regional course person days per annumSoenarioB1. Account also was made for the
production and maintenance of manuals and guidance materials and of the capabittypand the
number of harmonised regulations and to further assist in implementation.

Assumptions used in the evaluation 8€enaricA about the value of Technical Assistance, including
SACBM inputs, and Programme activities were continued. However ptioductivity improvement
was increased to 35% reflecting the benefits of a stronger core programme.

The total estimated annual benefits &cenarioB1 over and above the Base Case amount38 $
million annually. The largest single benefit is attributed to harmonised regulatidi$of, which is
consistent with the findings in the RSVOP and ICAO guidance. Provision of operational Technical
Assistance amounts ta6% of the net benefits, and Trairgnadds anotherl1% to the total. The
productivity improvement adde@0% to the total estimated benefits.

The estimated increase in costs EenarioB1 over and above the Base Case5$ #illion taken
over the five years of the Programme. Against thist; the net benefits over five years would amount
to $28.8 million. On this basis, the Benefit to Cost (B/C) Ratk1s

However,ScenarioB1l also needs to be compared with the alternativeseenarioA. A higher B/C
ratio is useful in ranking projestonly if they are based on the same level of costs. The correct
procedure is to examine the incremental costs and benefitSa#gnarioB1 relative tdScenaricA.

The additional cost is $8 millionand the additional net benefits are2$.6 million. The resulting B/C
ratio is5.33 That is, for every additional dollar spent by the MS on moving f@renarioA to
ScenarioB1 would generate a benefit (cost saving) 633

10.1.9 Financial implications

ScenarioB1 requires a budget of8® million over a fiveyear period, but this delivers measurable
benefits of 7.2million. That is, for every additional dollar invested in the RSOO, the MS would save
$5.12

The core elements of the financing plan discussed above uBdenarioA apply agin. However,
there is scope to attract donor support for specific elementSoénarioBl.

It has been assumed that current funding of SARI would be available to the RSOO, but the expansion
of the scope of activities undeBcenarioBl also allows additimal work on harmonisation of
regulations. Possibly the funding of this additional elementSafenarioB1 (approximately $60,000

per annum) could be raised with donors.
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Development partners, such as multilateral development banks, generally only prowiaiecing for
setting up a system that ultimately will become sslfistainable. Thus, other elements that possibly
could attract donor interest include:

- The establishment of a permanent location for the RSOO, include computers, software,
office equipment andIT systems to improve management and databases (estimate
$100,000)

- Training of the RSOO experts possibly could be provided dgnith assistance by donor
Statedinternational organisations and industry (an amount of $400,000 is included in the
budget topay commercial rates for such training)

However, the global experience has been that a reliance on donor funding is not a basis for sustaining
RSOOs. ICAO recommends consideration of user charges as a way to finance safety oversight, and
some regional gganisations have moved, or are considering moving in this direction. Some MS in
South Asia already derive their income in one way or another from charges on users, and the
requirements for fundingcenarioB1 amount to adding a few cents to the existingajes.

This is not a significant impost, especially since safety is important to passengers, but a key
consideration is how to provide assurance to the RSOO that it has a sustainable and independent
source of funds. An option for the Steering Committeectansider is to enable the RSOO to levy its
own user charge and to retain that income in its Trust Fund for uses approved by the SC.

As mentioned above, it is recommended that tisteering Committee approve a cost allocation
methodology recognising thregypes of activity; namely, (i) those that provide direct benefits to
individual States (ii) those that provide benefits to a stdet of States and (iii) those that are of a
general nature and benefit afftates Accordingly, it is further recommended thahe Steering
Committee:
- Apportion the costs of the Programme f&cenarioB1 that are attributable to eachbf the
three types of activity
- Approve a level of charges to be applied for the provision of type (i) activities based on costs
of serviceprovision in accordance with the guidance contained in ICAO Doc 9734 Part B
- Agree that these same charges form the basis of charges levied for type (ii) activities where
the services provided bear a direct relationship to benefits received by the individu
Members of the sulset ofStates
- For those activities of a general nature for both type (ii) and type (iii), the costs should be
apportioned based on an agreement on ratios that reflect the net benefits that &tate
can expect to derive, also takiragcount of the level of aviation activity and the ability of the
Stateto contribute.

10.1.1Risk analysis

ScenarioB1, although operating with an expanded budget and broader scope of activities, shares the
generic risks of an RSOQsdussed above witlscenard A. The issue is more that the degree of
intensity of the risks is somewhat greater, especially in relation to funding.

Additionally, the need for unanimous decision making by all members of the Council of Ministers
confirmed,is seen to provide considerable risk that a favourable decision may not be reached.
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10.1.1Advantages of thisscenario

Provided the SAARC Council of Ministers fully cooperates, no changes in the organizational
structure of the SAASOQ

Additional long terminternational Expers may be based at the SASOO to cover a wider
area of responsibilities

While it will take some work, it is expected to deliver significant benefits as a result of having
ICAO audit recognition that RSOO experts have the necessarylyedelegated authority to
perform operational tasks

It addresses most of the major issues identified by HeasibilityStudy team

It uses ICAO management and oversight as part of its governance structure

It uses existing ICAO based recruiting systenticl are known and understood

10.1.1Disadvantages of thiScenario

It requires theunanimousagreement and full cooperation of the relevant SAARC bodies, in
particular the SAARC Council of Ministers, for the institutional structure and operation of the
SA-ASOQ

It adds an additional layer of governance, namely the SAARC bodies

It requires the definition and implementation of a legal basis for effective delegatidrefeel
2tasks, which is acceptable Btates ICAO and SAARC

It continues the ICAO basethanagement system which some believe does not give
adequate separation between the SA&SO0O and USOAP

It continues the ICAO based recruiting system which has been a contributor to delays and
failures at various stages of COSCAR
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10.2 ScenarioB2

InScenaridB 2, COSCABSAtransforms intothe South Asiarg Aviation Safety Oversight Office (SA

ASOO) the same as Bllevel lactivitiescontinue,andconsiderabld evel 2activities are provided to

Stateh OOET ¢ OEA 311 2# OOAAOU #Aé mdn diffadedde AsGrithel Ad 1 /
management relationships which includeo MOUs, i.e between SAASOOand EASA as well &

ASOOwith ICAO.Thereforeg ICAO maintains assistance and EASA also assists, in particular in

relation to harmonisation of regulationsnd process.

Figure 102 : Evolution of COSCABA to a RSOGScenarioB2
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10.2.1 Objective

ScenarioB2 is effectively a variation o8cenarioB1 which formalises the ongoing relationship

between the SAASOO and both ICAO and EASAEAOA OA1 AGET T OEEDPO OAI AO/
involvement with the management of COSCAA (with overall directions provided by the DGs of
SAStates] AT A %! 3180 AT 1 OET1 OET C OO0OPDPI OO & O OAcCOI AOI
The method of forméisation is by the development and signing of two MoSeparately, letters of

delegation in some form will be completed-laiterally between SAASOO and respective delegating

MS.

The advantage o$cenarioB2 is to give the DGs of the SAatesan optionwhich provides the same
outcomes asScenaridB1 (considerableevel 2activities) while formalising the historical relationships
with both ICAO and EASAffectively there will be no involvement of either ICAO or EASA in the
overall direction of the SAASOO, however it is recommended that the SC invite ICAO and/or EASA
to participate in either the SC or the Advisory Board.

In all other ways, the SASOO undeiScenarioB2 will function in the same way as under B1. Other
OEAT OEAOAI OCA DR OfadEsBdkialioB2 is very similar in its intended outcomes
to ScenarioB1.
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10.2.2 COSCAPSA functions to be maintained
TheLevel Ifunctions of COSCASA will be maintained as well as specifevel 2activities, as per
ScenarioB1.

10.2.3 Expandedunctions: sequential implementation by CE/AREA
The functions oScenarioB2 remain the same as describedSoenarioB1.

10.2.4 Core activities vs. activities on demand
The core activities vs functions on demand remain the same as descrilsadmarioB1.

10.2.5 Legal basis

In ScenarioB2, there is a continuing connection with ICAO however the legal basis for the operation
of the SAASOO will be, as iBcenarioB1, the existing SAARC Treaty as well as a Host Agreement
with the hostState. In addition, there will beMOUseachbetween SAARC (on behalf dhe SA

ASOQ and ICAO and EASAhese will define the role of each organisation in relation to the SA
ASOO. The SC should give consideration to inviting ICAO and/or EASA to participate in either the SC
or the AB.

The issues regarding the status of - &S00 staff from time to time remain the same as under
ScenarioB1.

10.2.6 Governance and organisational implications

ScenarioB2 proposes a similar governance systensttenarioB1 with only the addition of EASA as
per therespective MoU, including a possible advisory role in the SC and/or the Advisory. Board

Scenaric' ¥ xT1 O1 A OEAOA &I OA EAOA OEA & 111 xET ¢ Ol ACAI

- 50A 1T &£ OEA 311 2# 4 Tnk Aobditlerdiidhs rdlating @Giude @fthel A 6 8
SAARC Treaty amnumbrella, listed undeBcenarioBl1, apply here as well

- A Host Agreement with thé&tatewhere the SARSOO will permanently be located

- An MoU with ICAO

- An MoU with EASA

There will be a SC plus an Advisory Board wlteresideration may be given for ICAO and EASA to
be represented.

10.2.7 Staffing requirements including STEs and status of COSCGARtaff
Recruitment of staff will be the same as B1.

10.2.8 Economic evaluation odcenarioB2

Differences in the design parameters $¢enarioB2 compared tdcenarioB1 are only thénclusion

of EASA via an MOUTlhere are no differences in costs between B1 and B2 as EASA would be
responsible for their costs for attending meetings etc.
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There is a possibility however that continuingfaict even greater, involvement of EASA with the-SA
ASOO may lead to increased donor support, either generally or in relation to specific actifAtée.
to economic evaluation odcenarioB1 since the analyses are identical.

10.2.9 Financial implications
Thedifferences betweerScenarioB1l andScenarioB2 are of an indtitional nature and there would
not be any change in costing as a result.

Hence, the discussion unde3cenarioB1l covering the continuing use of the methodology for
allocation of costs; the potential for user charges; a levy on passengers or an income from air traffic
control fees apply equally tS8cenarioB2.

10.2.1Risk analysis
As was the case f@cenariosA and B1ScenarioB2 shares the generic risks of an RSOO discussed
above.

10.2.17Advantages of thiScenario
ThisScenariohas all of the advantages identified undgcenarioB1 and additionally formalizes via

an MOU the relationship between the SRSOO and EASA.

10.2.1Disadvantages of thiScenario
ThisScenarichas the sare disadvantages aScenarioB1.
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10.3 ScenarioB3

InScenarioB3, COSCABAtransforms intothe South Asiary Aviation Safety Oversight Office (SA

ASOO) continuesevel lactivities and provides considable Level 2activities toStateson demand,

under SAARC, the same as B1 andlEB®el lactivitiescontinue,and considerabléevel 2activities

are provided tStateh OOET ¢ OEA 311 2# OOAAOUThAMainAlitferefc®i AOAT 1
is in the management relationships which effectively remove ICAO involvement and oversight of the
organisation.

Figure 103: Evolution of COSCABA to a RSOGScenarioB3

Aviation Safety Oversight in South Asia

Three SA-ASOO Scenarios under SAARC
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10.3.1 Objective

ScenarioB3 is a considerable change to the previous B1 an8d@Rariosin particular in relation to

the governance structure and financial management systéime advantage oEcenaridB3 is to give

the DGs of the SAStates an option which provides the same owimes asScenarioB1l or B2
(considerabld_evel 2activities) while fundamentally changing the system of management and funds
control. Under ScenarioB3, the role previously played by ICARrdgramme Documeninter alia
defines organisation; funds managemeand recruitment) will be undertaken via other means.
Effectively there will be no involvement of ICAO in management of the organisation or in funds
management.The SC may however decide to invite ICAO to participate in either the SC or the
Advisory Board.

ScenarioB3 will legally function under the existing SAARC Treaty, but there will also be a MoU or a
contract with a suitable international institution for the management of the trust fuiitis MOU

could involve a body such as Asian Development Bank]d\Bank (S/Statesare members of both

and both organisations have been/are actively supporting a similar RSOO, i.e. the Pacific Aviation
Safety Office (PASO)Lonverselythe trust fund management could be undertaken by an equivalent
body with similar eputable credentials.
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As inScenarioB1 and B2 there will be a Host Agreement with the Iisite. Noting once again that
the permanent location of the organisation under th8cenariois not critical but is seen to be
desirable to build ongoing knowleg and support through notechnical assistants at relatively low
cost.

Other than these significant management changé&sgenarioB3 is very similar in its operation and
outcomes toScenarioB1 and B2.

10.3.2 COSCAPSA functions to be maintained
The functionsof COSCAFSA will not be maintained however equivaldgvel Ifunctions would be
provided by the newly established SASOO organization, as well as specifaevel 2activities.

10.3.3 Expanded functions: sequential implementation by CE/AREA
The functions oScenarioB3remain the same as described$tcenarioB1 and B2.

10.3.4 Core activities vs. activities on demand
The core activities vs functions on demand remain the same as descrilsadmario81 and B2.

10.3.5 Legal basis

InScenaridB3, there is no managememonnection with ICAO and the position of the CTA or General
manager would no longer be employed by ICAO. This does not however change the legal basis for

the organisation.The legal basis for the operation of the 00 will be, as iScenarioB1 and B2

the existing SAARC Treaty and additionally a Memorandum of Understanding or contract with a
specific organisation to provide an effective Trust Fund, as well as a Hosewgnt with the host

State. Scenaric' Q | AU Al 01 AT 1 OET Oship fetvden HeASINSE@abd\lotA Ad OAI
ICAO and EASA via respective MOUSs.

10.3.6 Governance and organisational implications
ScenarioB3 proposes a further step, which mainly considers the removal of ICAO involvement in the
funds management of the organization and the recruitment of staffhe Feasibility Study team
proposes withScenarioB3 to have the following amended legal struatur
- The use of the existing SAARC Treaty as an umbrella to provide a legal basis for-the SA
ASOQ The considerations relating to ghuse of the SAARC Treaty as umbrella, listed under
ScenarioB1, apply here as well
- A Memorandum of Understanding or a contract with the organization undertaking Trust
Fund Management
- AHost Agreement with theStatewhere the SAASOO will permanently be located

In addition, theremay be MOUs between the SASOO and each of ICAO and EASAese will
define the role of each organisation in relation to the-8800. The SC should give consideration to
inviting ICAO and/or EASA to participate in either the SC or the AB.

There will be a S@nd an Advisory BoardRecruitment of staff will be the direct responsibility of the

SAASOO and thignay include participation by the SC or Advisory Boafhis is intended to
overcome often lengthy and cumbersome recruitment processes through ICAO.
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10.3.7 Staffing requirements including STEs and status of staff

The issues regarding the status of @800 staff from time to time remain the same as under
Scenario81 and B2OPAS model if ICAQ is retained for assistapnet management under a MoU
may contnue) but alternatively the organisation may undertake recruitment directly. This would
remove both of the identified conflicts of interest which involve ICAO

As alreadyStated, the recruitment is handled by the organization itself and there is no loaggr
involvement of ICAO. The SASOO undeiScenarioB3 is led by an international General Manager.
The selection criteria for the General Manager will include an emphasis on proven management
experience as a high priorit{Expertise in a specific aviatiaiscipline will be necessary but will not

be the single deciding factor for selectiolt.is possible that the General Manager could undertake
one of the smaller aviation technical roles leaving the majority of time available for management and
coordination, however the emphasis for this position will be own high level management.

Itis possible, indeed likely und8cenarioB3, that the General Manager Wilot beHight Operations
qualiied. 4 EEO | AU AEAT CA OEA OIE@d 1T &£ )1 OAOT AGET T Al
consideration there is no change to the staffing described urtmnarioB81 and B2.

The exact composition of long term international aRegional Exped depends on thekdll set of the
General Manager however it is likely that additional to the General Manager will be:

- Anlinternational Experfor Aircraft Accident and Incident Investigation

- AFLTOPS expert

- An expert forState Safety Policy/ Safety Management System (SSP/SMS)

The provision of additional short term international Beegional Exped underScenarioB3 will be
exactly the same as und&cenarioB1 and there is therefore no need to reiterate this.

10.3.8 Economic evaluation dbcenarioB3
Key differences in the design parametersSufenarioB3 compared t&cenarioB1 and B2 are:
- Legal basis: No change, except that it has an MOU/contract with a Trust Fund management
organizationto replace thearrangementpreviouslywith ICAQ
- Governance: removes ICAO and places responsibility with the Steering Committee of DGs
- Trust Fund management by an international financial institution (e.g. ADB, World Bank/IFC)
instead of ICAO
- CTA position no longer exists and iplaced by International General Managand a long
term international OPS expert

Thestream of benefitsemainsthe same asscenarioB1, the essential difference being the cost of

employing an international managerdowever, this position can be expected to improve the
managerial performance of the SASOO and provide a basis for negotiating a reduction in the
administrative charge from its current 10%,tsay,5%.It also would be the case that the efficiency

of the organisation would improve so that the productivity of the experts could be enhanced.

The choice between Opti@B1/2 and B3 therefore should be made on considerations other than the
benefits andcosts that have been measured.
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The costings fo6ScenarioB1, B2 and B3 all include the installation of accounting and management
reporting sysems and B2 and B3 allow for amernational Manager. This is important, if for no other
reason, because of the need for transparency and accountability when therereased emphasis

on the recovery of costs from users. Also, it would assist future analyses for the MS to develop a
capability in their financial systems to generate activitgsed costing reports.

10.3.9 Financial implications

The key differences are that the CTA is replaced byirdaernational Expertin FLT OPS, with a
consequent reduction in salary costs. At the same time, management responsibilities are now
performed by an internationallyecruited Manager. It was assumed in the CBA that the enhanced
management capability of the SASOO and its institutionlessetup would provide an opportunity to
negotiate a lower overhead charge from its current rate of 10%. In that thsalifferences in CBA
results betweerScenarioB3 andScenarioB1 and B2 would be insignificant

ScenarioB3 has major implications foCAAs, as it is an independent organization without a
connection to ICAO and therefore uses other funding management mechanislesce greater

attention needs to be paid to the financing arrangemeriEssuring that the organisation can be self

sustainingc E1 1 AA AOOAT OEAI &£ O OEA T OCATEOAOQEIT60 AO
mandate.

The finance/sustainability advice offered f8cenario881 and B2 also apply here. There are a number

of funding options available for the SASOO.The MS could continue to fund the RSOO using the
methodology for allocation costs as indicated. Alternatively, user charges could apply, including a
levy on passengers. Subscription or membership fees could cover fixed costs and variable fees could
coverany costs associated with contracted services such as inspections.

However, this will be inadequate in ensuring the organisations financial sustainability. As an
alternative to a levy on passengers, one possible approach to address this would be to @&ecure
ETATT A OOOAAI EOI I AEO O®OAANBEEOADOEGAIOI OERAQR/ %I
National CAA could then, for example, call on airworthiness inspectors knowing that the costs have

been covered from assigned overflight income in their oegiThis source of funding could initially

be organized within MS to provide ongoing funding for-8800.

Considering an income stream from air traffic control fees, another potential mechanism for funding
is to have a unified upper airspace through SAgiBe that would generate revenue for safety
oversight activities, similar to the ACSA/COCESNA. Although such an approach could provide
significant financial and operational benefits, it would require strong political support and entail
significant changedo service provision and the way that airspace is currently administered in the
region. For these reasons, it is likely that such a scheme would entail a lengthy implementation
process.

10.3.1Risk analysis

As was the case for previo®eenarios ScenarioB3 shares the generic risks of an RSOO discussed
above in variousScenarios The issue again is more that the degree of intensity of the risks is
somewhat greater, espeally in relation to funding.
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Additionally, ScenarioB3 attracts further risks as ffows:

The major risk to completion of thiScenariois that not only additional funding will be
required which some CAA might oppose, but also the assumption of greater responsibilities
by the SC (and therefore DGs) as a result of independence of th&S&¥O from ICAO

There will be risk involved if a totally new funding mechanism is instituted

10.3.1Advantages of thisScenario
BecauseScenarioB3 is quite a significant departure from previdBsenariost is worthwhile here
reiterating the advantages andisadvantages of th&cenario

ScenarioB3 as described above provides greater flexibility in recruitment and employment
Al Il DPAOAA xEOE DPAOO AOPAOEAT AA xEOE )#!/60
It places greater control in the hands of the SC and theethe DGs, who are ultimately
responsible for the outcomes provided and the benefits gained for their CAAs

Additional long terminternational Expers may be based at the SASOO to cover a wider
area of responsibilities

It addresses mnyof the major issues identified by tHeeasibilityStudy team

It removes the ICAO based management and oversight system which some believe does not
give adequate separation between the RSOO and USOAP

It is flexible regarding the use of its budgetarder to cover also for timely support requests

10.3.1Disadvantages of thiScenario

It requires the agreement and full cooperation of the relevant SAARC bodies, in particular the
SAARC Council of Ministers, for the institutional structure and operation oS#&SOQ

It adds an additional layer of governance, namely the SAARC bodies

The DGs might not prefer the proposed independent organization and the additional
responsibility it entails

It requires the definition and institution of a legal basis for efiee delegation foLevel 2asks which
is acceptable tahe States ICAOand the SAARC
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Figure 10.4: Comparison of threeSBenarios

Aviation Safety Oversight in South Asia
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11.EVOLUTION OF COSCABA TO A RSOGOScenarioC

11.1 ScenarioC

InScenaricC, COSCASAtransforms intothe South Asiarg Aviation Safety Oversight Organisation
(SAASOOQ), considers decreasesLiavel lactivities and fully enables provision bével 2activities

to Stateson demand. The fundamental difference witill previousScenariosis that ScenarioC
operates under aew, self-standing South Asiaiz Aviation Safety Oversight Treaty. This Treaty,
which would follow the model of already existing RSOOs, would come into force upon signature and
would not require lengthy ratification. The provision of specific Treaty provides a globally
recognised legal identity to the organisation, strengthens its ability to provide all required RSOO
functions as set out in ICAO Manual Doc. 9734, Part B, reinforces the independence of AlSO8A
from external bodiesand avoids the problems relating to delegation and to conflict of interest as
illustrated inScenariosA and B (B1, B2 and B3) above. It also allows specific critical issues to be
established at Treaty level.

Figure 111 : Evolution of COSCAPA to a RSO - ScenarioC
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10/08/2018 EU-South Asia Aviation Partnership Project (EU-SA APP)

11.1.1 Objective

Scenari?¢ EO AT A Ol Scéh@ibshhich prodide®stimflar éitcdimes but focuses on an-self
standing legal and organisational structure. The objective of 8éenariois to give the DGs of the
SAStatesan opportunity for an organisation that fully enables provision of all RSOO functiewe|

1, Level 2(and possiblyLevel 3 activities) while preserving freedom of actiorM#mber States to
decide individually or collectively on making use of thesevdtits. UnderScenarioC, theSouth Asian

Z Aviation Safety Oversight Treaty provides an appropriate legal and organisational basis to achieve
this objective, and use dhe SAARC Treaty as an umbrella is therefore not required. If considered
useful, theexisting management, programme and audit links to ICAO can be maintained under this
Scenariq or discarded

Under ScenarioC, the SAASOO will be fully selétanding and will therefore manage recruitment,
employment tasking and funding internally. Aktvities will be under the supervision and control of
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an Executive Board, consisting of the DGs. Regular financial audits will be undertaken by an
independent third party.

ScenarioC will function under a Treaty between the (participating) States explained in more

detail in 11.1.5 below, and there will be a Hagteement with the hostingtate of the headquarters

of SAASOO.

11.1.2 COSCAPSA functions
The functions of COSCASBA will be taken over by the newly established!SR / / 8 | O xEOE OFE
Scenari, these functions will largely reflect COSGSRA Phase IV.

11.1.3 Expanded functions: implementation by CE/AREA

ThereisET EOEAT T U 11T 1 AET O T OO%cénhribsand SceBaR00TAd diffekingA A O x A Al
legal basis and independence of the organisation does however give the capability of more flexible
service provision and also addresses some of the ongoing issues in relation to recognition by ICAO of

Level 2work undertaken by the SASOO.

(@]
Qu

#1171 A1 00 1 AAA DPOAOE| Csddndtiosttd alsOabplidaideEtScenardd. ThO E A
FeasibilityStudy teamidentified a large number dfevel 2activities which could be undertaken by
the SAASOOQO.Consideration by CAAs visited of their spacifeed for assistance varied from virtually
all critical elements and audit areas (disciplines) toBgtween these two extremes there was a great
variability of need identified, although many of thetateswere interested in substantidlevel 2
assistance. In some cases, CAAs specified thatvel 2assistance in these general tasks may be
limited to a specific area e.g. ANS.

Included in the areathat many CAAs identified with a high priority fhevel 2assistance were:

- Advisory and Consultative (dough nominallyLevel 1 this particular relates to support for
Level 2activities such as surveillance)

- Regulatory (including the review, assessment recommendation for approval of industry
submissions for AOC, MRO, ATO, etc.)

- Harmonisation ofRegulations and Procedures undertaking the role previously aged by
SARINote that further foreign industry funding for this role is not at all sure

- Oversight assistance (including the inspection and audit of industry activities as part of a
State surwillance program)

- Provision of ANS support including development of PBN, AIS to AIM, SAR, O/
development of master plans and oversight of ANSP

- Provision of support for implementation of SMS/SSP requirements, including support to the
ANSP on how téamplement the SMS and to the CAA to audit SMS implementation

- Certification and surveillance support for AGncluding initial certification of aerodromes
using SMS

- Enforcement, specifically relating to investigation of identified safety issues and
recommendation for action

Note that these identified core tasks address only thevel 2tasks within these fields and do not

consider the many ongoing relatedevel 1tasks which the SAASOO will continue to provide in
parallel.
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Under ScenarioC, in addition to the high priority activities mentioned by individ&ahtes certain
central functions could also be coordinated through a combination ofA&0O0 staff (International
and Regional), shorterm specialists (STE) and the use of an enharS&@€BM. As these activities
develop they could be considered as ongoing core business of theE20.These activities could
include:

- Provision of Flight Ops suppagtespecially for first of typ or (locally) unknown aircraft

- Establishment and maintenance of central data base for foreign operator ramp checks
(building a network of ramp safety assessment data with regular safety information
submitted to participatingStates similar to the existing SAFA system)

- Providing coordnation with activities of international organisations and their programs (i.e.
ICAO TCB, EU/EASA, IATA, Industry, National development agencies, etc; noting that FAA is
presently not participating in such supprt

- The independence under thicenarigprovides great flexibility for the organisation to react
in a timely manner to requests froi@tates while still under the control of the Executive
Board

11.1.4 Core activities vs. activities on demand

As alreadyStatedin previousScenariosit is of vital importance to proceed with the harmonisation
of regulations and procedureacross many discipline® facilitate regionally based assistance to
States This task has been performed through SARI over the last 10 yeaainly relating to
airworthiness During the initial researcBtate visits, there were variable views on how effectively
this task had been undertaken, although &thtesagreed with the importance of the task.

At this time the situation for ongoing funding of SARlisnetec.) T OA 1 A O Bteharicdhd OEA O
ScenarioC, thisFeasibility Studyassumesghat further SARI funding will be available and that some
such funding can be directed to harmonisation of regulations and additibeat| 2tasks.

As can be seen from the various tables in the introduction, the diversity and deptbvel 2tasks

requested by various CAAs, under a future S800 structure, made it difficult to consider which are

the higher priorities.Clearly however a significamumber of CAAs havS8tatedtheir willingness to

OAAE OODPDBI OO0 ET OAIT AGEIT1T O Oii A OPAAEEZEA OAT OAG

As with previousScenarioAT A AAAEOET T Al 01 -A36d, codsidéradidn mOsA@E O6 1 /
given to the need to cowveactivities of either a short term or very specialised nature which are

requested byStates4 EAOA AAOEOEOEAO AAT AA AT 1 OEAAOAA AO O

An example of a specialised activity within the flight operations or airworthiness arela t@uthe

need for a FlighOperationsinspector with helicopter qualifications and experienddis need was
mentioned by some CAAs as a growing area within their respective industry and one which they
presently had no expertise to covétis likely tha the need for such an inspector/s may be short term
and that is not cost effective for any one CAA to employ full time such an indivilngdAASOO
however could provide a short term expert able to suppe® @AAs or more in a coordinated manner.

Sud alLevel 2activity would be outside the core tasks of the -&800 due to the relatively small

overall requirementAdditionally, such an SME could provide training (including OJT) within the area
of certification/approval and inspections as an adjunct to tlevel 2activities, thereby increasing
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capabilities withinthe CAA3. 0 EO A Al T OE ASkéh&id&nil Scen®ibClslctA T ODA 10
AAT AT A8 AAOEOEOU i AN3SOQ\ch coBrexbverg adisXundedby e EAASWith
the specific need.

4A0EO OEAO 1T AU AA AT 1 OEAAOAA AO OiI1 AAI AT A8 A& O

- ldentified shortterm requirements driva specifically by a new aircraft classification or
aircraft type (e.g. helicopters or a new model of transport category aircraft with specific
requirements) or industry systeneg. Electronic Flight Bags)

- Specific certification or initial approval tasksay be undertaken by the RSOO and aligned
with OJT to provide a transfer of skills to the CAA as an additional beBefmples of this
could include the initial approval of a Part 145 MRO with capabilities beyond those presently
undertaken in theState or the setupof a Part 60 or 66 Examination and Licensing system.
These examples are also good candidates for multilate involvement providing both
savings in the scale of activities and harmonization of processes

- Specific surveillance or oversighagks that may be undertaken by the RSOO and aligned
with OJT to provide a transfer of skills to the CAA as an additional beBefmples of this
could include Dangerous Goods and Cabin Safety, etc

- Provision of implementation assistance for ECCAIRS

- Establishment, maintenance and oversight of AIG capability including coordination of AIG
go-teams (the qualified members of the team(s) could be located at their home base but
should be available on short notice, guaranteed for rapid reaction by contrébt thveir
employers)

- Provision of support for the certification and surveillance of medical practitioners or medical
centres

- Provision of support in legal matters concerning international aviation law/treaties

The independence of the SASOO under thi§cenarigprovides great flexibility to the organisation,
while still under the control of the Executive Boaféor example, training activities (classroom
training for inspectors of various faculties) could be separated and transferred to a SA Aviation
Training Academy accessible to any interested professional party, enabling industry to send
employees for advanced regulatory and management traini8gch Training Academy could be
organised as sef§ustainable norprofit organisation living of tuition fes. (Role model could be the
JAA Training Organisatiopeven a close cooperation would be possible)

'l OET OCE OEA T EOOGEI C 1 &£ bi OAT GEAT O11 AAI AT A A}
previousScenariosthe difference is that some oEtA OA O1 1 AAT AT A8 AAOEOEOEAO
Ol OOET AT U EAT AT AA AT A A A Bderarkosartd Scder@rfoC. This B BeClE®E A 06
of the greater numbers and breadth of technical staff available under tiSsesmarios

Additionally, theinherent flexibility undeiScenarioC allows more rapid response to requests by MS.

It should also be noted that the provision of such SME support to a numistatefshas an additional

advantage of standardisation as the approach and resultant starslarifl be exactly the same for
this specific issue in eaState.

85



11.1.5 Legal basis

The legal basisinder ScenarioC would bea focused selstanding Treaty, with specific RSOO
objectives, activities and a mandate that would establish a dedicated regionatysafesrsight
organization with clear international legal personality.

The creation of SAASOO under a setanding Treaty would permit it to become a recognized safety
oversight organisation under the envisaged global aviation safety oversight syster8QSAwhich

is underStudyin ICAO. GASOS would provi@ateswith an effective and recognized system for the
delegation of safety oversight functions to ICA®cognized RSOQsncluding an SAASOO under
ScenarioC.

An international treaty for SAASOOdoes not need to be newly drafted. It can emulate the Banjul
Accord, which was set up to carry the respective RSOO in its region (BAGASQO). Its objectives,
provisions and structure are fully suitable for the purposes of setting up a new regional orgamizati
named SAASOO.

It should be underlined that the objectives, provisions and structure of the Banjul Accord were
examined and approved by ICAQO, through its Legal Bureau, before being approved and signed by its
Member States. Therefore, the text of the Bgul Accord can be regarded as a known entity. It
requiresonly minimal adjustments to be able to caragross tcSA-ASOO.

COSCAPSA in its present form is not in a position to carry out safety oversight functions beyond
Level lon behalf of itsMember Sates, in particular inspections, due to the difficulties which have
been encountered with recognition by ICAO Auditors of delegation of authority by ti®iatesto
COSCAPSA. Essentially, such diffitties result from two factors:

- the lack of international legal personality of COSCAR, like any other COSCAP, which
could allow it to accept delegation of authority by means of a valid international agreement
with the delegatingState.

- the use of experts provided by ICAO, and considexgdCAO employees, to carry out safety
oversight functions, including inspections, on behalf of COSGRPMember States, a
situation which is perceived as a conflict of interest

Both of these difficulties would be solved with a sstiénding legal and granisational structure as
outlined for ScenarioC. Furthermore, the cooperation among the concern8thtesthrough the
establishment of a dedicated institutionalized regional organization like-A200O enables the
harmonization and standardization of safetyersight requirements among ifslember Statesand
makes it suitable to become part of the envisaged GASOS.

In these circumstances, the establishment of an international regional organization with
international legal personality, under a seifanding ayreement, comprising the current COSCAFA
Member States, to be designated as SASOO would have major advantages and benefits.

Use of a slf-standing Treaty relevant to the required legal basis and desired outcomes of the
organisation allows the inclusin during drafting of specific clauses addressing previously identified
issuesThese include but are not restricted to:
- Provision of an international legal identity of the S¥sOQ
- Clarification of the legal basis for SASOO0 activities undertaken dmehalf of MS
- Clarification of the legal basis of SASOO staff while undertakingevel 2activities on behalf
of MS
- The ability of SAASOO to enter into high level arrangements and contracts in its own right
- The ability to negotiate and enter, via a H#sgreement, a tax and/or duty free status for the
organisation
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The Treaty amongst participatingStates will define the role, tasks, identity, privileges and
responsibilities of the organisation. Additionally, there will be:
- AHost agreement with theState where the SAASOO will be permanently located
- A Board of Directors made up of the DGs to provide oversight over management of the
organisation
- An Advisory Committee, consisting of the Board Chair and selected DGs gthes
organisations as agreed; which may also assist with recruitmeot
- MOUs as agreed with external organisatigiifsdesired, such as ICAO and EASA

11.1.6 Acceptancesignatureof Treatyby States

The Banjul Accord did not require ratification for entry intmde. Signature by itMember Statesand
Confirmation by the Council of Ministers kfember Stateswas sufficient. This is consistent with the
provisions of the Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties of 1969 which regulates this matter. Note
that multilateral agreements are deemed to be under this Convention, even if an indivitatds

has not ratfied it. For background information, the Banjul Accord, which set up the BAGASOO
organisation was completed in a matter of month# copy of the BANJUL Accord is included as
Annex B to this report.

Similarly, a new South Asian Aviation Saféfiyeaty would also not require lengthy ratification by
Parliaments L could enter into force upon Adoption by a Diplomatic Conference and Confirmation
by the Council of Ministers, composed of Ministers (or Permanent Secretaries) of Transport/Civil
Aviation. Ths process would largely be within the ambit of Transport Ministeries or equivalent which
would allow rapid progressilt is pertnent here to consider the window of opportunity within in SA
which is presently provided by the recent Beijidgclarationdeliberations and signing.

11.1.7 Organisational implications

ScenarioC provides for aself-standing organisation which has no governance or management
interface with ICAO or other organisationsless such interface is decided by the Board of Directors
This does however mean that the organisation must include processes and procedures to ensure
appropriate organisational and financial management which is transparent and auditable for results.

This requires a management structure based on a solid doctimgstem with internal quality and
safety management processes and a financial management system with stringent rules allowing for
AT OE 'T1T OAl AT 600606 AT A O1I1 AAI AT A6 OAOOGEAAO Al O00C

A regular and independent financialdit system is also tpiired.

11.1.8 Staffing requirements and status of SASOO staff

TheFeasibilityStudy teamwas informed by albtatesvisited that aninternational Experts preferred

to lead the management team as the General Manager. The selection criteria for the General
Manager will include an emphasis on proven management experience as a high poggrtise in

a specific aviation discipline will be necessary but will not be the single deciding factor for selection.
It is possible that the General Manager could undertake one of the smaller aviation technical roles
leaving the majority of time available for management and coordination, however the emphasis for
this position will be on high level management capabilities
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Itis possible, indeed likely und8cenarioC that the General Manager will not be Flight Ops qualified.
A4EEO | Au AEAT GCA OEA Oi E@d intdEnafohalidngiérrd éxpeitd a1 1 1 T C
required will undertake the provision bével Zactivities undeiScenaridC.TheFeasibilityStudy team
proposes to have a General Manager and, in addition:
- Anlinternational Experfor Aircraft Accident and Incident Investigation
- AFLTOPS expert
- An expert forState Safety Program/ Safety Managemeny&em (SSP/SMS)
- An ANS expert capable of supporting ANSP oversight
- An Aerodrome certification expert
- An expert on SAFA and other databases

In addition it is proposed to have a poolRégional Exped composed of:
- AlLicensing expert
- AHarmonisationImplementation expert (SARI?)
- An Airworthiness expertnoting that each of these may be provided on short term contract
or from the SACapacity Building Matrix

Short-term International Expers would need to have the following background:
- EuropeanCo-ordination Centre for Accident and Incident Reporting SystdEBECAIRS)
- Medical Issues in Aviation (AVYMED)
- Legal

The continuing and expanded use of the SACBM will be included Bw@rarioC.

Under COSCAP recruitment and contracting was done b T& contracts of maximum ongear
duration. Asinternational Expers need to be based at the location of the-8800 a threeyear
contract basis is recommended in order to provide job guarantee. All positions for permanent staff
are considered to be nessary for longer periods of time. A system probation of six months will be
used with all contracts to ensure the appropriate fit and capability of the individual during early
contract days.

UnderScenariok h OEA AI DI T UI AT O T £ 3@AHO5 xADORAO AABT T EOIALE
cannot be undertaken effectively either by the ftilne staff of the SAASOO or the use of experts
through the SACBM.

The achievement of a sefitanding Treatyallows for the status of staff to be fully defined as-SA
ASOO staff in a legal, binding document and overcomes potential difficulties which are found in all
other ScenariosUnderScenarioC, the status of employees of the S¥650OO will depend on the type

of responsibilities s they are given . When tasked wigvel 2activities for anyState, the SAASOO
employee (Full time or STE) or an expert operating under the SACDM and coordinated by-the SA
ASOO will have the powers as identified by or under trealy. These will serve to execute functions
which are delegated bilember Statesto the SAASOO. The Treaty will provide for the powers and
responsibilities of the staff membyevhile undertaking this role.
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Longterm staff (international, regional andotal) would be based at the office and coordinate
activities in their respective areas under utilisation of short term experts and the SACBM described in
previousScenarios

11.1.9 Economic evaluation dbcenarioC

Scenarittk EO AEOOET COE OE A Adedariodatd institu@idad se@ir@ Andidt iisOvin O &
treaty and a considerable expansion and reorientation of its capabilities. It would have édong
International Expers (instead of 3), and the number ofahterm International Expers would
increase from one to 3. Training activities (classroom training for inspectors of various faculties)
would be assigned to a SA Aviation Training Academy, but there would be metfeesjob training.

The administrative and travel costs were adjusted accordingly. Although it would not be necessary to
pay a fee for Trust Fund management un&enaricC, it was assumed that overheads would remain

at 5% of total costs.

As a result, the total cost over ¢hsyear Programme increasdsy $11.5million over the Base Case
However, the lenefits increasdy $59.1million. and the Benefit/Cost ratio is &.

For the reasons mentioned above, the B/C ratios for$igenarioshould not be compared directly.
The ircremental cost oScenaridC overScenaridBlis $.8million. It adds 86million to net benefits.
On that basis, the additional expenditure oficenario C compared toScenarioBl yields a
Benefit/Cost ratio of 6.16That is, for every extra dollar investén an expanded RSOO with its own
Treaty would generate &16in benefits to the MS.

11.1.1@-inancial implications

The total cost ofScenarioC over the 5/ear Programme amounts to $14.07 million. It has been
estimated that each dollar vested by the MS in REOO would deliver $86in benefits by reducing
costs incurred by the MS in order to provide the same services themselves.

Considering that the cost @cenaricC is5.4 times that of the Base Case, an®6 more than the cost

of ScenarioB1, a choice to adopScenarioC would involve a significantly greater commitment of
funds. Nevertheless, the approach to financing can be similar to that discussedSagharioB3.
Member States can contribute the funds directly, after exploiting the oppanities for donor
support, or they can adopt a system of recovering costs from users. Despite the steep rise in outlays,
the fact is that the amount that would need to be collected, say, from each international passenger
would amount to a few cents.

11.1.1Riskanalysis

ScenarioC requires the Ministries of Transport and Ministries of Foreign Affalvieimber Statesto
agree on, adopt and sign a seffanding treaty to establish the SASOO. Ratifiation is not required

if the model of the Banjul Accord is folved. Care will need to be taken to ensure that valuable
opportunities to pursue regional cooperation are not postponed or lost during the development
phase.

ScenarioC also invests more in shared IT platforms, notably for SAFA. The risk here is thaightS

not be able to align their own IT systems to a common platform, thereby not benefitting from
potential benefits.
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11.1.12Advantages of thisscenario

Strong organisational and legal status providing a basis fofledlged RSOO functions and

a large degre®f autonomy and flexibility for the Board of Directors

It allows a delegation fronMember Statesto SAASOO, which will then fulfil the delegated
functions by making use of its owatructurews and processes

This is the onlyscenariowhich allows for theclear legal definition of the status of SASOO
employees undertakindg evel 2tasks for eState.

The Option provides a solution for the eveimmering AIG problem

It has the potential to address all issues identified by FleasibilityStudy team

Has the most potential to raise the El of @thtesto acceptable levels

Combination of resources gives access to existing expertise in the region

A separateTraining Organisation may deliver standardized training for regulators and
industry managers &e and provide a solution for the region

This Scenariocould be seen as an aspirational goal which could grow over time after the
adoption of one of the otheBcenarioa as a transitional phase

There isthe capabilityfor further development into RSOQevVel 3if required by specific
States

11.1.1Disadvantages of thiScenario

It requires initially coordination with the Ministries of Foreign Affairs of COSCABtates

in order to have the text of the Treaty approved, adopted and sigfiéee DG®f MS may
have some difficulty in convincing their Ministries of Foreign Affairs of the value of entering
a standalone Treaty

This Scenariowill likely require a greater degree of documentation (internal regulations,
procedures, financial matters) todbdeveloped than the otheBcenarios

The DGs may not wish to be involved with the degree of independence and additional
responsibility thatScenarioC provides

TheStatesmay not like standardisation of technical issues aaducednational influence.
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12.COSTBENEFIT ANALYSIZ DETAILED ANALYSES

12.1 Methodology and Approach

Costbenefit analysis (CBA) has a wefitablished methodology grounded in economics, engineering
and public policy. Mostly, it has been used to evaluate infrastructure projects, but ideasshown

to be a useful tool to analyse policy decisions and programmes. When the technique was first being
applied in road planning some five decades ago, the practice of accounting for the benefits of
improved safety began to be incorporated into thealyses. Later, CBA began to be applied in the
evaluation of air navigation services improvements and it was possible to draw upon a robust body of
theory and practice. Eurocontrol, the Federal Aviation Administration and the Civil Aviation Safety
Authority (Australia) all show how to incorporate the benefits of improved safety in presenting cases
for spending on air navigation infrastructuté.

However, CBA has yet reached the same level of maturity in evaluating the benefits of improved
regional safety wersight*Conceptually, that would require drawing a quantifiable link between the
activities of the RSOO and the LEIs of ICAO SARPs, and an additional quantifiable link between the
LEIls and the value they deliver to society in terms of improved safetiyooues.

What has been done in the past is to apply the accounting framework of CBA to compare the costs of
providing training, technical assistance, and developing regulations as well as manuals and guidance
materials. In other words, the analysis gavean AOO O1 OEA Wéndber StseenOEA OA  (
made better off as a result of their participationin COSEAP e 6 4 EEO xAO AISAA EEOO
in 2004 and its conclusions are summarised béfowotably, the same approach was adopted in

2009 by the Rgional Safety Oversight Cooperation System (SRVSOP) on behalf of Mediber

Statesfrom South and Central America. The SRVS&Rdywas updated in 2015.

The purpose of carrying out a CBA is to assist decisiakers, and the studies cited above centig

did this. But it must be remembered that they dealt only with the benefits of improved efficiency of
delivering safety oversight. These include the benefits of sharing resources and achieving economies

of scale in areas where the individlémber Staesrequire assistancé’But the methodology fails

to measure the effectiveness of the regional approach and thus uedémates the full benefit of an

23/ 1 AOOAT CAi A1 68 7A AT T T AT O 117 OEAOA OET OAT CEAI

However, it is worth pointing out that there have been studies about the impact of aviation disasters
on national economies. Fd@tatesthat rely heavily on international tourism, the value of having a
good reputation for safety cannot be denied. There asveralStatesin Asia and Pacific that have
experienced downgrades in their Category Ratings by the FAA and inclusion of their airlines on the

BaeA T AOET AT1Tcguh OF POO EO ET OEI DI A OAOi Oh ADPDPI EAO
of fatalities, and similar parameters for injury to persons and damage to property. These, tmgetith
assessments of risk and degree of severity allow analysists to incorporate safety impacts into CBA.

Note the attempts of a decade ago to develop methodologies and applications as reported in Noce, E. 2010.
Aviation Safety Improvement Using Cost&fit Analysis (ASICBAjstrument: STP Specific Targeted Research
Project. Thematic Priority: FRB003AERQL. Final Publishable Report.

5Asreportedin DY O#1 OO0 O A OCsieéring ChinnfitiedNeéting, GASCARPA, New Delhi, India,

29 Novemlerz 1 December 2004.

8SRVSOP 201%Report on the Update to the G@sinefit Analysis of the Regional Safety Oversight System

7See, for example, Jennison, M. 2006. Regional safety oversight bodies deliver economies of scale and greater
uniformity. ICAQJourna) 61(1), 913.
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%5 &afety list. These consequences of a failure to achieve satisfactory LEIs can have significant
short- andlong-term effects on national airlines, on their tourism markets and on their econoffies.

With those caveats we proceed using, to the maximum extent, the methodology applied by COSCAP
SA and SRVSOP. This implies a basic assumption that, in the absettee RSO0, theMember
Stateswould have had to achieve the same outcomes on their own initiatives. So, for example, if the
RSOO did not offer a training event then the MS would have had to arrange the training some other
way. If the RSOO provides Technidedsistance, the alternative for th8tate would have been to
engage an ICA@ppointed specialist or to obtain one on the open market. Thus, the net benefits
amount to the savings that the RSOO provides edbbmber Statefor performing a defined set of
tasks.

The inputs required to perform a CBA on this basis include details about the activities of the RSOO as

well as valuations on the activities. In attempting to carry out a retrospective evaluation of COSCAP

SA for the past two decades, tf&tudy teamfound that it was not able to access the data required to

update the COSCAISA 2004Study. For example, detailed information about the number of training

courses, the number of attendees by CAA and by industry, duration of the course, and the place

where thecourses were held was available up until 2008. On that basis it was possible to extrapolate

the training benefits of COSCABA to cover Phases | and Il, but not for later periods. As for the other
categories of benefits, there was insufficient informatitm enable a replication of the 2004 CBA.

Instead, theStudy teamNOAT OEAEAA xEAO xAO DI OOEATI Ah EO DOAC
during Phase 1V, and it summarises information about COSBAP8 O AAEEAOAT AT O 1T £ O
were set for it. Cdéctively, this information presents a strong case for continuation for the regional
cooperation initiative. It also indicates a need to upgrade management systems.

12.2 Evaluating Past Performance GIOSCAPSA
12.2.1 Phases | and Il
The CBA presented in B®Pat thel3" Steering Committee Meeting made the following assumptions:
- 4EA OATOA T E£ 1TTA PAOOGIT80 OOAETEIC A O TTA A,
worth $400 when carried out tnountry, there being additional savings in travel and DSAs
- The cost ofproducing Guidance Manual for Inspectors was valued at between $15,000 to $
30,000 based on the importance of the guidance material and the likely effort to develop the
same
- The production of regulations would normally have required eltdmber Stateto engage
a consultant for four months of consultant time, consultants being costed out at $12,000 per
month.
- COSCAPsAInternational Expers provided OJT / Technical Assistance at a specific cost of
$600 per day, whereas tHeegional Expes were charged atree-third of this rate.

On this basis the following analysis was presented to the COS&ABteering Committee. The
total contributions of theMember States amounted to $1.55 million, whereas it was estimated
that they received $6.7 million in measurable savings. That is, total benefits were 4.32 times the

8See, for example, Manuela, W.S. Jr. and de Vera, M.J. 2015. The im@amteshmentfailure on tourism in
the PhilippinesTransport Policy43, 1122.

92



costs actually incurred, and eadWlember Statecould be shown to have gained from its
participation in @SCARSA.

Tablel2-1: CostBenefit Analysis COSCAPA to November 2008 (Thousands of US dollars)

Member MS

State Training Manuals Regulations TA+ OJT Total Contributions B/C Ratio
Bangladesh  $416.5 $150.0 $48.0 $58.8 $673.3 $172.9 3.89
Bhutan $161.3 $150.0 $48.0 $32.2 $391.5 $52.8 7.41
India $1,709.8 $150.0 $48.0 $80.0 $1,987.8 $525.0 3.79
Maldives $355.1 $150.0 $48.0 $71.7 $624.8 $155.9 4.01
Nepal $796.0 $150.0 $48.0 $77.6 $1,071.6 $139.9 7.66
Pakistan $895.7 $150.0 $48.0 $40.8 $1,134.5 $238.1 4.76
Sri Lanka $486.9 $150.0 $48.0 $140.4 $825.3 $268.0 3.08
All States $4,821 $1,050 $336 $502 $6,709 $1,553 4.32

In addition, the following qualitative benefits were identified:
- Availability of highquality expertise familiar with the sulegion to respond quidk to safety
oversight concerns.
- Network with otherStateand Organisations and greater harmonization and coordination
- Production of quality documents, manuals, etc.

This CBA appears to habeen updated. DR¥ 00 OT COA OO 2 A OE AMeetimy©@RA OAT OA /
the Steering Committee held at Bangkok;&November 2007Statedthat:

Grom the statistics of benefit versus cost for Sate, it was easily discernible that Stateshave
gainedfrom the Programme though in varying degree. The average benefit receivettamp sised. 74
times the contributics 6

As a point of comparison, the following table summarises the evaluation of SRVSOP. The overall
Benefit/Cost Ratio was calculated to be higher in South Asia, but both demonstrated that
membership of an RSOO returns significantly more than it costs. It shoeiborne in mind that there

is a difference in the numbers of MS in COSEHPand SRVSOP and that the scope of activities
varies. Clearly, SRVSOP has been heavily engaged in harmonisation of regulations and it was
estimated that this, as well as certifiion activities, generated very high Benefit/Cost ratios despite

the large commitment of fundg average almost US$2 million per year over ay&&r period.

Table12-2: Summary of Updated CBA SRVSAR01to 2015 (in millions of US dollars)

Products Cost Without Cost With the Benefits B/C
the SRVSOP SRVSOP

Training $7.03 $2.60 $4.42 1.7

Assistance to thé&tates $0.70 $0.37 $0.33 0.9

Production of LARs $36.74 $7.57 $29.17 3.9

Certification of AMOs $1.97 $0.42 $1.54 3.6

Total $46.43 $10.96 $35.47 3.2
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For the purpose of thiBeasibility Studyan attempt has been made to update the earlier CBA to the
end of Phase Il. Insufficient information was available to recalculate the benefits arising from the
production of manuals and guidance materials, the preparation of regulations, and technical
asgstance. However, it was possible to update the benefits from the training programme as indicated
in the following table. This is likely to be an undestimate because we continued to use the same
valuation of training days that was used in 2004. The kat@ount of contributions by thélember
Stateswas $2.6 million for Phases | and Il, whereas the estimated benefits of the training provided
amount to $8 million. This implied a Benefitost ratio of 3.0. Thus, just on the training programme
alone, the Member States were more than recovering the subscription costs. Note that
approximately half of the training kzountry was for the benefit of industry.

Table12-3: Value of Training COSCAPSA Phases | and Il

Value of Training MS B/C

State Abroad In-Country All Training  Contributions  Ratio
Bangladesh $95,100 $603,200 $698,300 $292,865 2.4
Bhutan $89,400 $137,600 $227,000 $92,752 2.4
India $34,500 $2,460,000 $2,494,500 $819,734 3.0
Maldives $95,700 $583,800 $679,500 $220,895 3.1
Nepal $74,100 $1,422,000 $1,496,100 $269,671 55
Pakistan $21,300 $1,372,000  $1,393,30C $549,335 25
Sri Lanka $75,600 $936,800  $1,012,400 $394,631 2.6
Total $485,700  $7,515,400 $8,001,100 $2,639,883 3.0

12.2.2 Phase Il

12.2.2.1Costsincurred byStatesparticipatingin COSCAFSAduring Phase I

At the commencement of Phase lll, it was envisaged that\teenber Stateswould collectively, over

the five-year period, contribute $2.8 million. In the event, their contributions amouhte $1.8
million and, for various reasons, COSG8R was not as active as it had been in previous years. It also
became clear that the allocation of contributions was not sustainable, especially for Staseswith

lower levels of aviation activity.

Tablel2-4: Budgeted and Actual Contributions byember Statez Phase Il

Budgeted Actual
State Contributions Contributions
Bangladesh $419,140 $243,242
Bhutan $268,627 $99,900
India $563,679 $381,525
Maldives $362,630 $100,000
Nepal $419,500 $266,862
Pakistan $444,128 $394,590
Sri Lanka $362,630 $268,892
All States $2,840,334 $1,755,011

Sources 17 Steering Committee Meeting, DB O" OACA O AT "iSte&ifyl ChrEnhit@e Meetilbd
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12.2.2.2Benefits erived byStatesparticipatingin COSCAFSAduring Phase 1l

YO xAO PI OOEAT A O1 AAlI AOI A OMemBer Sheefardh@ Erét yedr of' AT A /EE

Phase IlI, using the same parameters as previously. A total of 205 days of training were provided
abroad to theMember Statesand 1,411 days of training were provideecountry in 2008. The value

placed on this is $625,900. Inaddif T h OEA 001 COAi 1 A6O 4AAET EAAl %@

Services, Flight Operations, Airworthiness and Aerodromes spent 181 daysiiriry on Technical
Assistance Mission¥. This work included reviewing Regulations or Implementing Standards,
Inspector Training including OJT, ReviewSthtesGuidance Material, Participation at Air Operator
Certification, Conducting Surveillance activities etc. in addition to provision of expert advices on
various technical and administrative matters.

This wasvalued, as before, at US$600 per day, to give a total valuation of $108,600. However, the
OAPT OOAA AAOA AEA 110 AEOAI T OA Eix | OAE 1T &/ OEA
Lanka was devoted to Technical Assistance. An amount of $50,00@ddes] to the total to account

for this.

Bearing in mind that the valuations placed on training and technical assistance were those prevailing
in 2004 and therefore would be undgaluing these benefits. Even so, a comparison of the benefits
from these two COSCAPSA activities alone against the contributions provided by tdember
Statesin 2008 indicates that the savings were 2.4 times the amounts paid into the Trust Fund. Note
that the Experts spent another 149 days attending training events and semiaads other
Programmerelated activities.

In addition, COSCAIBA revised five of its previously issued guidance materials and the following
new manual®’.

- GenericState Safety Programme (SAAB75)

- Model Regulations on Foreign Air Operator Certificstaidation (SAAR400).

- Manual of Procedures for Foreign Air Operator Certificate Validation (SAZ5)

- Model Regulations on Dangerous Goods (SA¥ED)

- Dangerous Goods Inspector Manual (SAAR)

- Manual of Procedures for Approved Training Organizati(®8AR500)

The CBA carried out on COSGSR in 2004 placed a value on each document of between $15,000
and $30,000 for eacklember State on the basis that this is what it would have cost them to prepare
the same material independently. If it is assumtdtht the value of this set of manuals to each
Member Stateis $135,000, then the total benefit would increase by $945,00 and the Benefit/Cost
ration would rise to 5.4.

Thus, it may be concluded that COSGAR continued in Phase Il with a flow of tangib&nefits to

the Member States that outweighed the cost of their contributions by a factor of 2.4, not including
other activities of the Programme that were difficult to quantify but which were nevertheless of
value.

O

1918" Steering Committee Meeting, Bangkok, 1B February 2009, BRd, 02 AOEAx 1 £ 001 COAOO6
20 18" Steering Committee Meeting, Bangkok, B February 2009, BP O! AT BOET 1T | £ OEA #/ 3 #

* OEAAT AR - AOGAOEAI 0668
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Table12-5: Training and Technical Assistance Provided in 2008 with Benefit/Cost Ratios

Training Technical Assistance MS B/C
TA Contributions Ratios
Days Days In Value of Days  Value of
State Abroad  Country Training TA

Bangladesh 17 88 $40,300 48 $28,800 $29,970 2.3
Bhutan 18 30 $17,400 20 $12,000 $9,980 2.9
India 26 282 $120,600 26 $15,600 $90,165 15
Maldives 26 57 $30,600 17 $10,200 $25,000 1.6
Nepal 21 91 $42,700 37  $22,200 $29,950 2.2
Pakistan 10 686 $277,400 33 $19,800 $73,473 4.0
Sri Lanka 87 177 $96,900 $50,000 $64,042 2.3
Total 205 1,411 $625,900 181 $158,600 $322,580 2.4

12.2.3 Phase IV

12.2.3.1Costsincurred byStatesparticipating in COSCAFSAduring Phase IV

The budget approved for Phase IV at the2Q20SCAPSA Steering Committee Meeting planned on
the basis that theMember States would contribute $2.5 million over the coming fiyear period.
Actual contributions to the Trust Fund were slightly higher, at $2.8 million.

This does not include the costs incurred by theember States to participate in COSCABA
including:
- Expenses incurred by tHgtate hosting the COSCABA headquarters
- Attendance at meetings, training events, workshops and seminars
- Specialists provided tgupport the Technical Assistance programme under the auspices of
the South Asia Capacity Building Matrix (SACBM).

Tablel12-6: Budget for Phase IV as Approved at the 22nd COSSABteering Committee
Meeting

Financial Years ending in

State 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 Total
Bangladesh  $75,529  $78,550 $80,907 $82,525  $83,350 $400,861
Bhutan $26,250 $27,300 $28,119 $28,681  $28,968 $139,318
India $107,898 $112,214 $115,580 $117,892 $119,071  $572,655
Maldives $26,250 $27,300 $28,119 $28,681  $28,968 $139,318
Nepal $75,529  $78,550 $80,907  $82,525  $83,350  $400,861
Pakistan $87,936  $91,453  $94,197 $96,081  $97,042  $466,709
Sri Lanka $76,608  $79,672  $82,062 $83,704  $84,541  $406,587
Total $476,000 $495,039 $509,891 $520,089 $525,290 $2,526,309

Nor do these statistics account for the work on regional harmonisation of regulations through SARI,
including again the expenses borne by fdember States.

COSCAPSA has been able to draw on additional resources provided by donors and industry partners
(e.g. air travel for COSCAPA experts provided free of charge by the airlines). However, their
relevance lies in the financing of COSCGAR rather than an argsis of the benefits received versus

the expenses incurred by tidember States.
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12.2.3.2Benefits toStatesarising from their @rticipation in COSCABA

The benefits taVlember States of participation in COSCABA are variously described in various
sections of the Report. In oparticular this is addressed at Paragraphs 12.2.3.4, 12.2.3.6, 12.2.3.7

12.2.3.3Activities
The activities performed by the COSC/AFA Programme in Phase IV can be clasdiunder the
headings:

- Meetings, Conferences and Documentation

- Regional Safety Meetings

- Courses, Seminars and Workshops

- Audit Training and Preparations

- Technical Assistance

- Harmonisation of Regulations

The following sections comment on each tfese activities. The Steering Committee, at its
successive meetings, was presented with information about the outcomes of COSQAB O x| OE
programme. In many cases this was not provided in a statistical format that would facilitate a CBA

for Phase IVThe approach taken therefore has been to carry out an analysis focused as much as
possible on one year 2018. This can be interpreted as an indicator of the Programme Benefits for
Phase IV as a whole, but it also provides the necessary foundation for afGBA aptions for an
RSOQSALevel 2

The method followed remains consistent with the earlier CBA analyses, but the valuations have been
updated to refect current market conditions.

12.2.3.4Meetings, conferenceand cdbcumentation

The COSCAFSA SteeringCommittee meets annually. The 265teering Committee Meeting (SCM)

was held on 911 January 2018 in Kathmandu. A key decision was to develop a plan for Phase V of the
Programme which would commence on 1 January 2019 and would continue for another fige yea
The necessary dagnentation is under preparation.

COSCAPSA also participates in the annual conference of the Directors General of Civil Aviation in
Asia and the Pacific. The benefits of this and other meetings are derived from the pursuit of areas of
mutual interest within the region, with other regions, and with partners. The mere fact that these
activities have been approved by the Steering Committee is evidence that they have value to
COSCAPSA. However, it is not possible to place a monetary valu¢ghem.

Guidance materials issued by COSC3R, in addition to the six documents prepared during Phase
Il and discussed above, include the following:

- Manual of Certification, Inspectioand Administration (SAAR00)

- Audit Procedures Manual (SAAR25)

- DesignatedCheck Pilot Manual (SAAF50)

- MMEL/MEL Policyrad Procedures Manual (SAAF'5)

- Flight Operatios Inspector Manual (SAAEOQ).

- Airworthiness Inspector Manual (SAAR25)
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- Enforcement Manual (SAAR50)

- Aerodrome Certificatbn Proceduredlanual (SAAR275)

- Aerodrome Manual (SAARBOO)

- Aerodrome Model Air Law, Regulatis and Standards (SAAB25)

- CRM Instructor Training Manual (for Pilots and Company Persdii8alAR350)

This generic guidance is available to be customised byvtember Statesto suit their local conditions
and requirements. These documents and other information resources for use by Inspectors is

available on the COSCA®PA official website at

http://coscapsa.org/Manuals/guidancematerial.php

12.2.3.5Regional safety raetings

All sevenMember States participated in a teleconference of the 2®outh-Asia Regional Aviation
Safety Team (SARAST) to discuss implementation of the Asia Pacific RegionabA\Batiety Team
(APRAST) safety tools, major safety issues identified through their National Aviation Safety Teams
(NASTSs) and discussions on upcoming safety tools that needed to be implemented Byates A
second meeting of SARAST is planned for OctoP@18, immediately following the TIMeeting of

the National Coordinators Meeting.

SARAST members also participated in the APRAST meeting to identify safety issues and propose
actions for the consideration of the COSGAR Steering Committee.

Benefits arising from regional safety initiatives share the characteristics of benefits arising from
participation in meetings and conferences. Most important, they enable COSEARD participate
in ICAO global safety initiatives.

12.2.3.6Courses, seminars andonkshops
Safety Audit courses were provided in Bangladesh, Bhutan, Nepal and Sri Lanka and a course will be
offered in Pakistan later in 2018. In addition, the following six training courses were provided in
country:

- Safety Assessment of Foreign Aircraft (SAFA) &aanp course (EASA)

- Flight Operations Inspector (FOI) Course

- Initial Dangerous Goods Oversight Training course

- Flight Operations Inspector (FOI) course

- Executive SMS Part | course

- SMS and SSP Implementation course (EASA)

The table below documentfie number of participants and the number of training days of the safety

audit and other courses held to date in 2018. A value has been placed on this contribution on the
assumption that incountry training has a value of US$550 per participant day.
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Table12-7: Number of participants and training days of the safety audit and other courses held to

date in 2018
Statewhere Training
Event was held

Training Days Participants Value of Training

Bangladesh 175 35 $96,250
Bhutan 105 21 $57,750
India 128 16 $70,400
Maldives 0 0 $0
Nepal 294 94 $161,700
Pakistan 315 21 $173,250
Sri Lanka 523 67 $287,650
Total 1,540 254 $847,000

The following 18 training events were included in the COSGAPWork Programme for 2018 but
have not yet been held. It is likely that some will be deferred until 2019, but a conservative total
estimate of the training to be provided during 2018 is titavould exceed one million dollars. This
exceeds the contribution provided by tliidember States.

Tablel12-8: Deferred COSCABA Work Programme for 2018

Planned Training Event State Duration
Executive SMS Patt/lll. May spill into 2019 All States 5
CDA and Energy Management Airbus/Boeing Seminars  Multiple States 5
Accident Investigation Workshop Bangladesh 5
Human Factors (generic) course Bangladesh 5
Aerodrome Inspector and Certification Course (EASA) Bhutan 10
Basic ANS Inspector and Oversight Course (EASA) Bhutan 9
Aircraft Maintenance Approvals and Reliability
Programmes (EASA) India 5
Basic ANS and Oversight Course (EASA)* India 9
Basic Inspector PEL course (EASA) Nepal 16
Basic SMS course Nepal 5
Basic Inspector PEL course (EASA) Pakistan 10
CRM Course Pakistan 5
HIRA Course Pakistan 5
SMS/SSP Implementation course (EASA) Pakistan 10
Standardization of Training (Flight Operations) worksho Pakistan 5
Accident Investigation Initiatourse. May spill into 2019 Sri Lanka 5
Aerodrome Inspector and Certification Course (EASA) Sri Lanka 10
SMSz Train the Trainer course (EASA) Sri Lanka 5

12.2.3.7Audit training, preparations and technicalssistance

ICAO USOAP/CMA audits planned in South Asia in 2018 include Sr Lanka (June) and Bhutan (August).
The COSCAFSA Work Programme for 2018 envisaged the following inputs in suppdBtatesin

relation to USOAP CMA/PQ activities:
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Table12-9: COSCAFSA Work Programme for 2018 inputs in supporStditesin relation to
USOAP CMA/PQ activities

Activity Member State  Duration (days)
ANS PQ review Bhutan 5
ICVM support for CAA Bhutan 5
LEG, ORG and AIG PQ review Bhutan 5
OPS PQ review Maldives 12
OPS PQ review and Technical Assistance meetings with
DGCA Pakistan 19
PEL PQ review Pakistan 5
OPS PQ Review Sri Lanka 12
PEL and OPS PQ review Sri Lanka 12

On the open market, this programme of assistancestimated to be valued at $90,000, including
DSAs.

In the event, COSCABA engaged an ANS expert to provide Technical Assistance and a thorough
review of the ANS PQs. This expert carried out missions to Bhutan, the Maldives and Sri Lanka. In the
case of he Maldives, the ANS expert also reviewed tBaated O #1 1 OET CAT AU 01 AT AO

in the ANS area. Also, at COSGBP 6 0 OANOAOOh %! 3! £OT AAA AOOEOOA
of AGA, including review of the PQs, in preparation for their upcgm@VvM.

The CTA also provided support in:
- TA and PQ reviews in OPS and Pltaa for the CAA Sri Lanka
- the areas of LEG, ORG, AIG and ANS to Bhutan @4#eparation for the ICVM

As noted, Technical Assistance missions were undertaken in Bhutdrarge and the Maldives. The
following table documents the commitment of inountry time by the COSCABA experts.

Tablel12-10: In-country time spent by the COSCAPA experts

Assistance Area Recipient Dates Duration (days)
ANS Technical Assistance Bhutan Apr 15Junl5 b
AGA Technical Assistance (EASA  Bhutan May 9 July 15 68
ANS Technical Assistance Maldives June 18July 1 25
ANS Technical Assistance Sri Lanka Mar 26Aprl2 62

Taking account of rates of engaging experts on the open market, including UN rates for DSAs, the
cost that theMember Stateswould have incurred to engage this assistance would have amounted to
approximately $350,000.

Additionally, Technical Assistance was provided in the areas of SARI OPS and PEL through the
COSCAP SAEASAz SARI Joint Activity Plan (JAP) 202819. As a result, technical assistance was
provided for a total of 15 days and 2 more missions of 5 days leave been planned for 2018.

However, the major initiative that was launched by COSEGAP E1 WwWoXnR EO OEA 031 O

"OEI AET C - AOOE®@S6 3! #"-Q8 4EA 31#"- EAO AAAT Of /
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be able to deliver efficiencgnd effectiveness to the maintenance of a regional pool of qualified
inspectors/officers in flight operations, airworthiness, personnel licensing, cabin safety, aerodromes
and air navigation services. The SACBM applies Qualification Criteria and is engparnkspecialised
training for the inspectors who have been nominated by ti&tmtesto participate in it. The SACBM
was presented to the 26Steering Committee in January 2018 and became active during the year
with three missions already completed andaurth planned for later in 2018. The SACBM is being
further developed as a computerised version with a view to updating and maintaining this as a
permanent resource.

The SACBM can be regarded as an asset that yields services on an annual basisjdhs beimg

the supply of regional inspectors/officers on a cooperative basis. Sri Lanka provided a person to carry
out a Flight Ops 330 mission to Nepal for 7 days. Pakistan provided a PANS OPS expert to Sri Lanka
for 34 days of assistance spread over fmigsions in 2018. Bhutan requested assistance through the
SACBM for a Search and Rescue Mission over 7 days.

The value to a recipierfbtate of experts provided through the SACBM can be valued at what they
would have to pay on the open market foRagioral Expert Within the SACBM Qualification Criteria
it is intended that three levels of expertise be provided, namely:
- Junior expertg those with 5 yees of experience with their CAA
- Intermediate expertg those who have 8 years of experience and who hbee conducted
ten SACBM missions and have USOAP audit qualifications and Than Trainer
gualifications
- Senior expertg those who have 10 years of experience and 20 SACBM missions plus USOAP,
Train the Trainer and AIG qualifications.

It must also be borne in mind that there is a cost involved for the proviiate. TheState providing

the expert forgoes his/her services. Though it is a cooperative arrangement, it is necessary in a CBA
to take this into account. However, there is asedor not valuing this at the full pro rata salary amount
because the particular resource might not have been fully utilised. It also must be borne in mind that
the experts provided under the SACBM programme also need to undertake preparations prieirto th
missions to familiarise themselves with regulations and procedures applicable in the recgtateg

At this early stage in the experience with the SACBM it is necessary to rely Sutigteand O AZDA OO
judgements about the costs and benefits of providing technical expertise in this manner. However,
as experience grows it is recommended that COSGHPIn coordination with thélember States
undertake a thorough analysis of the costs and benéfit®lved as a guide to future decisions about

the scope of the SACBM.

Taking account of these considerations, tBaudy teamestimates that the net benefit of providing a
regional inspector/officer under the SACBM.s, includiigAs and travel, is as folls:

- Junior epertsz $200 per day ircountry.

- Intermediate expersz $400 per day ircountry.

- Senior epertsz $600 per day ircountry.

The SACBM already is proving to be a success, but it would be reasonable to predict that the activity
level planned fo2018 (48 days) would grow to around 200 days per year. Depending upon the levels
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of expertise involved, the value to be placed on the SACBM activities would lie close to $100,000 a
year.

(T xAOAOh EO OET OI A AA Al Studhkof BIOOd ttai sventoEtdem T AET C
attempted to resolve manpower shortages by pooling national inspectors. Whilst SACBM is not
strictly speaking a pooling arrangement, it is notable that pooling schemes function successfully only

when national authorities @& willing to release their experfd.Moreover, the success of these

schemes depends on the implementation of common or harmonised standards, harmonised
inspector training and standardised inspector manuals. ICAO Doc 9734 Part B explained it this way:

O &ooperation between aviation entities, and the free flow of aviation services, personnel and products

will be greatly facilitated by the existence of a harmonized or common set of reguitions

12.2.3.8Harmonisation of egulations

As was seen with the SRVSOP, thenbfits attributable to harmonisation of regulations within a
region are sizeable and are a critical success factor in Technical Assistance and Training programmes.
The value of harmonising rules, regulations and procedures was recognised at'thtegfing of the
COSCAPSA Steering Committee in November 2007 and, at its subsequent meetings, the Committee
endorsed the technical competence of the South Asia Regional Initiative (SARI). EASA supports SARI
by organising technical activities and setting up wioik groups for the development of regulations
based on EU rules.

It has been recognised that there has been a lack of coherent and consistent level of implementation

of already developed SARI Parts in the region and there continues to be a need to @Bé&Riavith

a formal and binding mechanism which will benefit the COSG¥Member Statesin developing,
implementing and updating harmonized, rules, regulations and procedures. It is timely with the
evaluation of options for further institutional developmeof COSCAFRSA as an RSOQevel 2that

AOOOOA AOOAT CAI AT OO A O 312)80 x1 OE AAT AA AT 1T OFE

Accordingly, it is relevant as well to examine the financial commitments necessary for this purpose.
Based on advice provided by SARI, the cost of its work egulation and development and
implementation of the SARI Parts between 2008 and 2015 amounted to:

- Part 145 (Approval of Maintenance Organisatiefi$45,000, including inputs from Airbus at

the commencement of the Projectsawell as EASA backstop support

- Part M (continued airworthiness)$530,000 for work aaied out between 2012 and 2015

-  Pat66 & 147 $645,000 for work carriedut between 2010 and 2015

- Part 21- $645,000 for work carriedut between 2012 and 2015

In sum, the costs associated witlARI amounted to $1.53 million, including all contributions, over
the period 2008 to 2015. Note that activities under SARI were reduced from the end of 2015 to 2017
resulting from lower levels of EASA funding. Again, it is necessary to consider the coséstiyothe
Member Statesin SARI activities.

21Report on the ICAO Evaluation of Regionfdt$®versight Organizationby Richard Lambo, Consultant, Air
Navigation Bureau, ICAO, November 2017.
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The SRVSOP analysis estimated that eddmber Statewould need to spend $60,000 on average

for developing its own harmonised regulations if they undertook the task cooperatively. This is
consistent with the vhation carried out for COSCABA in 2004 wherein it was assumed that it
would take four months of input to develop a regulation, and that the cost of engaging expertise on
the open market to accomplish this would have been $12,000 per month. Consideahgdth sets

of parameters were applied at least a decade ago, it would be reasonable to assume now that each
regulation would cost $90,000. For the Parts indicated above, this amounts to $360,00 for each
Member Stateand does not include the necessarypporting work required to ensure successful
implementation.

The benefits of harmonisation extend far beyond this. The SRVSOP claims it has generated direct
benefits exceeding $35 million and that the LEI in the region has risen above 80%, but it agritsut
success to having a highly harmonised environm&nit particular, harmonisation promotes the
following:

- Achievement of economies of scaletlre development of regulations

- Improved efficiency of experts by reducing the amount of time required for them to become

familiar with eachStated O OAC Ol AGETT1 O AT A POI AAAOOAO

- Improved effectiveness of experts

- Improved efficiency and effectiveess of training programmes

- Reduced costfocompliance for industry

The ICACStudyon RSOOs concluded that harmonisation was a critical success factor for an RSOO
performingLevel 2activities.

12.2.3.9Summary of lenefitsto Statesof COSCAPSAPhase IV

The total contributions made biMlember Statesto COSCAPSA in 2018 amounted to $717,555. The
table below summarises the benefits, both measurable in monetary terms, and intangible by nature.
The measurable benefits amount to $1.44 million and thus the Benefit/Cost ratio foMéraber
Statesis 2.0.That is, theMember Stateswere able to save twice the amount of the contributions to
COSCAPSA as a result of the savings they would have had to make to achieve the same results. But

are of far greater real value.

22 See Franklin Hoyer, Regional Director for South American Region, ICAO and General Coordinator, SRVSOP,
Forum on Regional Safety Oversight Organisa8qiRSOOs)For Global Aviation Safety,z22 March 2017,
Ezulwini, Swaziland.
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Table 1211 : Summary of Benefits ®tatesof COSCAFSA

Activity

Savings Made
Possible by
COSCAPRSA

Qualitative Valuation

Meetings,
Conferences and
Documentation

Not
measurable

a) The Steering Committee Meetings and other even
organised under the auspices of COSC3R enable
the leaders in aviation safety to share common
concerns, pursue common solutions, share
resources.

b) COSCAPSA developed and maintains manuals an
guidance mateial for the benefit of the MS, and thig
is an asset that would be very costly to replicate.

Regional Safety
Meetings

Not
measurable

COSCAPSA actively implements ICAO plans for
aviation safety and has an active role in coordinating t
NAST and SARASThd its engagement with APRAST.

Courses, Seminars
and Workshops

$1 million

COSCAPSA has been heavily engaged in training
activities from the outset. The MS advised tB&udy
teamthat this was a highhvalued activity that should
be continued.

Audit Training and
Preparations

$90,000

a) Though many of the MS in South Asia already hay
LEls above the global average, there are some
Statesthat have yet to achieve this benchmark;

b) It must be remembered that the target of reaching
the global average should beept in proportionz the
goal should be to attain 100% LEI.

Technical Assistance

$350,000

At this early stage of the development of the SACBM
is difficult to assess its full benefits, some of which arg
not directly measurable and can be countedérms of
improved career opportunities and the foundation for
building even stronger regional cooperative
programmes.

Harmonisation of
Regulations and
Procedures

Funded
separately
from
COSCARSA

These provide the foundation for an RSOO operating
succesdilly atLevel 2 There are tangible benefits in
terms of achieving economies of scale in developing
regulations, procedures and related documentation ag
well as in improving the effectiveness of training.
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13.EVALUATING THESCENARIO$OR RSOO

13.1 ScenaricA

13.1.1 Approac and asumptions

ScenarioA has been developed in accordance with the requirement in the Terms of Reference to

AT OOOA OEAO DI OOEAT A TAOGEITAI Ai1 OOEAQGOEITO 1 AU
and SARI busuggesting other sustainable funding mechanisms that may be viable, perhaps with an

even reduced financial burden on th®8teswith the lowest aviation activify 8

Accordingly ScenarioA assumes a level of funding equivalent to that available in Phadeegarding
the activities expected to be carried out within that budget, tBridy teamobserved the following:

- COSCAPSA level of participation in meetings, including those of the Steering Committee
and events under its umbrella, should remain a hjgfiority to facilitate dialogue and
exchange of information and experience on aviation safety matters among COS2AP
Member Statesand promde solutions to common problems

- 40AETEIT ¢ AT A OEA AAOGATTDPI AT O 1T £ cCcOmlad AA T A
matters provided by COSCABA is hifply valued by alMember States.

- Technical expertise made available by COSESNPRis a coseffective solution for many of
the States especially when dealing with the pressures of rapid growth of industry aridgak
into account the difficulties in maintaingnexpertise in specialist areas

- The SACBM should be continued and increased as a means to provide technical expertise
available across a range of specialisations on a-effsttive basis and to provide more
rewarding career opportunities for ipgctors and other professionals

- Increased technical support in the field of ANS is desired by many oiémaber States,
particularly in the areas of training and capacity building, particitaBAR, AIS and ATM
(PANS-OPS)

- COSCAPSA continues to play an important role in assistBigiteswith USOAP/Continuous
Monitoring matters through training, guidance materials and paggtion by the COSCAP
SA experts

- The value of harmonising regulations, practices and procedus widelappreciated,and a
sustainable solution needs to be found to continue the work of SARI, particularly in the fields
of ANS/AGA/AIG and, for sonspecificStates in OPS and AlLR

In carrying out a CBA it is necessary to compare éwgnarid | DPOET T xEOKwhat O" AOA
would have happened by default. Ti#udy teamhas taken Phase IV as the Base Case for the RSOO,
andScenariol envisages a change in the activities in two respects. The first is a shift in emphasis on
areas of expertisenpvided.

The second is a critical change in the character of the assistance. For the RSOO to pevetrd
functions it is critical that the Inspectors and other professionals made available have the necessary
legal delegation of authorities so that tirecontributions can be recognised for ICAO audit processes.
Indeed, theStudy teamidentified a large number dfevel 2activities which could be undertaken by

an RSOO. However, the need for assistance varied from tistatesneeding assistance in all €E

and audit areas (disciplines) to those not needing any assistance.

Notably, some of the areas where assistance would be valued include regulatory services provided to
industry including the review, assessment and recommendations for approval of industry
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submissions for AOC, MRO, ATO etc. This raises the possibility that the RSOO could take on
increased levels of activity in the provision of technical assistance on the basis th&tdked O
requesting the service recover the costs from industry and rgeemse the RSOO. This would
certainly helpStatesin coping with the robust growth occurring in their aviation sectors.

13.1.2 Valuation ofcosts

A summary of the assumed outlays for the Base Case is set out below. This is based on the costs
expected to be incuad at the commencement of Phase IV of COSEI¥R Assuming that the level

of activity remains similar iBcenariaA, it is unlikely that norstaffing costs would vary from the Base
Case. However, 68% of the costs of the Base Case would be incurred in arg@taff and it is this
element that requires closer examination.

Tablel31: Assumed Base Case CagSontinuation of Phase IV Activities of COSC3R

Expense Category Total Annual Share
InternationalProfessional Posts $1,384,300 $276,860 53%
Regional and Local Staff $317,600 $63,520 12%
Short-term International $66,600 $13,320 3%
Total Staffing $1,768,500  $353,700 68%
Travel $466,600 $93,320 18%
Equipment $18,000 $3,600 1%
Administration +Miscellaneous $116,800 $23,360 4%
Overhead Charges $236,600 $47,320 9%

Total Budgeted Expenses $2,606,500 $521,300 100%

Source:COSCAPSA Phase I¥rogramme Document

Note: TheProgramme Documenallowed expenditure in the initial period to span different years and also
allowed time for the appointment of staff. An adjustment was made in preparing the above table to reflect
five years of full operation into the future.

The funding available in thBase Case would be sufficient to employ atintle CTA, oneRegional
Experh AT A A 1T AAITT U OAAOOEOAA O)i bl Al AT GAGETT ! 00
expected to be borne by the hoState.

It is assumed that the CTA position Mdbntinue as a Flight Standards position, in the short term at
least (2+ Years). Given the priorities and variable demanddMember States, the Steering
Committee may wish to consider the initial appointment of tRegional Experin the field of ANS

and alternating this later in the Programme with, perhaps, a person who can play a role in the
development of SSPs or in AlGhe continuing and expanded use of the SACBM will be included
underScenaridA as a valuable way to supplement the resources fornéz assistance under RSOO.

The Study teamdraws attention to the willingness expressed by a significant number of CAAs to
take advantage of support in relation to:
- Provision of ANS support including development of PBN, AIS to AIM, SAR, fo&$Sand
oversight of ANSPs
- Provision of Flight Ops support including oversight of Foreign Carriers via ramp checking
- Provision of development support &IG.
- Certification support in relatiomo Aerodromes
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- Provision of support to expand SMS and to develop arstitute SSP (including support to
the ANSP on how to implement the SMS, and CAA on how to audit SMS implementation)

It is possible that these tasks could be performed by shemn experts (STEs) who are made
available toMember Stateson a costrecovery basis. Employing these experts under the RSOO could

be more efficient because they can meet the needs of-sets ofMember States more efficiently

than the Member States employing them individually. Thus, allowance has been made under
Scenariol Al O OEA AiDPITUIAT O T &£ 34%0 xEI xI Ol A AA
cannot be undertaken effectively either by the ftilne staff of the RSOO or the use of experts
through the SACBM. In that case, even more stringent citeviould need to be applied in the
selection of experts from the SACBM.

An annual allowance of $120,00@uld be sufficienfor this purpose, but the Steering Committee

would be able to increase or decrease this commitment based on actual use of thed=mand
servicesAssociated with this would be higher travel and DSA costs. The overhead costs of 10% have
been adjusted accordingly. These are the only changes in costs compared to the Base Case and it can
be recovered through charges levied on the firsttance, on the requestinlylember States, but in

turn from industry sources where regulatory services are being provided.

The activities of SARI would be brought under the RSOO to continue cooperative programmes for
harmonisation of regulations and procatks, costs of which would needlte borneby theMember

States. At minimum, implementation of the work carried out by SARI to date should be pursued.

Critically, ScenarioA creates an RSOO with the requisite legal personality to perftewel 2
functions. It is assumed that this can be achieved on the ldsigputs by theMember States.

Tablel32: EstimatedScenarioA Costs

Expense Category Total Annual Share
International Professional Posts $1,384,300 $276,860 41%
Regional and Local Staff $314,600 $62,920 9%
Short-term International $600,000 $120,00 18%
Total Staffing $2,298,980 $459,780 67%
Travel $690,000 $138,000 20%
Equipment $18,000 $3,600 1%
Administration + Miscellaneous $116,800 $23,360 3%
Overhead Charges $312,37C $62,474 9%

Total Estimated Expenses $3,436,070  $687,214  100%

13.1.3 Valuationof benefits
As noted, the differences between the Base Case SoenarioA arise in the emphasis on areas of
assistance provided and on the character of that assistance.

The orientation of the work programme recommended by theidy teamunderScenarioA could be
achieved as well under a continuation of COSE3¥P Phase V. Thmh these recommendations
would address priorities revealed to tH&tudy team they do not indicate a benefit from formal
development of the RSOO.
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What would make a difference is that the RSOO model allowsStaesto enjoy the benefits of
Level 2operdional services and to have recognition of the work performed by ICAO in its audits. The
alternative open to aember Stateis to employ arinternational Experfrom a recognised entity to
perform necessary certification and licensing functions, or to piregregulations and procedures.

The following table summarises the annual net benefitSoénarioA compared to the base case.

Table133: Summary of Net Benefits Generated BgenaricA compared to the Base Case

Benefits Annual Benefit
1. Capability of CTA anRegional Experto performLevel 2functions $47,925
2. Capability added for operational tasks with additional shtetm $210,000

International Expers
3. Increased capability fdProgramme activities $47,736
4. Productivity improvements
a) Increased value of TARSOO experts $118,688
b) Increased value of TASACBM experts $29,250
c) Increased value of Programme Activities $62,070
d) Increased value of Training $297,000
Total $812,669

Item 1 accounts for the increased value of the Technical Assistance provided by the CTA and the
Regional Experbecause they are able to carry dugvel 2activities in such a way that these inputs

are recognised in ICAO USOAP audits. The values attribttdde Technical Assistance under the
Base Case were thus adjusted upwards by 25%.

Item 2 accounts for the value of the additionaternational Expers carrying out operational tasks on
Technical Assistance missions, amounting to the equivalent of aiper per annum. It was assumed

that a total of 10 missions would be undertaken, with each lasting 15 working days, on average. This
input was valued at the same rate as the CTA.

Item 3 is an estimate of the value of the additiohaternational Expers arrying out Programme
Work and is based on 30% of the cost of engaging tRebut with this amount increased by 50% on
the assumption that the RSOO would be able to utilise this expertise to produce benefits exceeding
the costs of their employment. This wio would include the production of manuals and guidance
materials, regional training, and possibly involvement in harmonisation of regulations.

ltem 4 measures the productivity improvement arising from transformation from an entity
performingLevel 1(advisory) activities to one that also carries digvel 2(operational) functions. In
particular, it reflects the value of continuing the harmonisation of regulations as well as more general
benefits arising from the RSOO being able to provide operationaktmsce not measured in other
ways.

23In the past, approximately 30% of the time of experts has been devoted to Programme activities.
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The judgement of theStudy teamis that this productivity improvement would be at least 30%. This
factor was applied to the value of Technical Assistance provided by the RSOO experts and those
provided through the SACBMt also was applied to the value of the Programme activities and to
training. In relation to Training, the assumptions were that 1,800 permdays of training would be
provided under both the Base Case a@hcknarioA, and the value of a training day aaged $550 per
person. That is, the total estimated value of the training was $990,000. However, only the value of
the increased productivity of the training was included in the CBA as per the methodology of
measuring only the differences between the cases.

13.1.4 Summary

The estimated increase in costs ®fenarioA over and above the Base Case is $830 thousand taken
over the five years of the Programme. The difference arises because of the additional employment
of international technical experts capable of assisting MS with operational tasks with an expectation
that these costs would be covered by user charges and/or donor assistance or [Staties
themselves instead of engaging needed assistance individually. Also, this cost does not include
requirements to continue an effective programme of regulatory harmoti@a At minimum, SARI
activities should be continued by the MS with coordination being provided by the RSOO. However,
the harmonisation of regulations is a vital success factor for an RSOO and every effort should be made
to encourage donor support to carout a more extensive programme.

Against this cost, the net benefits over five years would amount to $4.06 million.-8udypercent

of these benefits were estimated to be generated by the productivity improvement, the biggest
single element being thathe value of training increased significantly because training becomes
much more efficient and effective with harmonised regulatory programmes in place. Improved
productivity of training thus individually accounted for 37% of the net benefits. Note thatrdining
undertaken by MS would also benefit from harmonisation of regulations, but this has not been
included here in the measurable benefits. The next most important category of benefit was provided
by the addition of technical assistants.

On this bass, the Benefit to Cost (B/C) Ratio is 4.9. If the cost of engaging the additional technical
assistants is removed, there is no additional cost other than the establishment costs and the benefits
would amount to $2.78 million, but this is predicated on maining an effective regulatory
harmonisation programme.
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13.2 ScenarioB1l

13.2.1 Approach and ssumptions

As discussed above, the Base Case was developed using Phase IV costings. Hence the levels of
activities inScenarioB are in addition to those carried out in Phase IV. V&itenarioA, the costs

incurred by the MS were not increased, but this constraint is not applied SdémarioB1. Any cost
involved in establishing a legal personality for the RSOO is met-Binihcontributions from MS and

donors.

Key design parameters are:

- Legal basis is the SAARC Treaty + an MOU with ICAO + aAbietment

- ICAO Recognised delegan of authority including AlG

- Governance by the Steering Conitieie + ICAO + an Advisory Board

- Trust Fund managemertity ICAO, including recruitment

- CTA continues, including management responsibility

- Other longterm International Expers in AIG and SSP/SMS

- Fivelong-term Regional Expes (Licensing expert, harmonisation + implementatiexpert
(SARI), ANS, AGA, AIR)

- Equivalent of one annual fuflme International Expers to be filled with shorteterm
assignments (specialistin SAFA, ECCAIRS, AVMED, LEG)

- RSOQSA is located permantly rather than being rotated

Long-term experts contribute 220 working days annually, of which 60% approximately are devoted
to State-specific activity, 30% to Programme activities, and the remainder being set aside for
organisational matters and training/certification of the RSOO estpeThe shortterm experts are
available for 240 working days, which would be allocated betw8&te-specific and Programme
activities in the ratio of 2:1. The lortgrm experts would undertake 11 missions to MS each yedr,
including work carried oun the hostState, with an average duration of 10 working days. The short
term International Expers would undertake 9 missions each yeagain not including work carried
out in the hostState, with an average duration of 15 working days.

The (measurable) services (benefits) provide@tte-specific activities include:
Benefit 1: Training- in-country, incl OJT
Benefit 2: Technical Assistanceadvisory
Benefit 3: Technical Assistanceoperational

The (measurable) services (benefipgovided as Programme activities include:
Benefit 4: Training- regional
Benefit 5: Manuals and guidance
Benefit 6: Harmonisation of regulations, etc

Of the time available foiState-specific activities, half was assumed to be devoted to training,
including Onthe-Job training. The remainder is divided equally to advisory and operational Technical
Assistance. For the time devoted to Programme activities, 20% was assumed to be spent on regional
training activities, and the remainder divided equally tbet development and maintenance of
manuals and guidance materials and to harmonisation of regulations.
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As was the case for the evaluation $EenarioA, it was assumed that the SACBM would generate
200 mandays of input, half of which would be provided bynior experts and the remainder split
equally between Intermediate and Senior experts. Note that this same assumption was used for the
Base Case.

Training in the Base Case delivered 1,800 person days. This was increas&dQim-2ountry days
and680regional course person days per annungSitenarioBl.

The assumption made with the CBA in BPSCM13 was that the value of manuals, etc varied
between $15,000 and $30,00 each. These amounts were updated to $20,000 and $40,000,
respectively, and it was assied that time available for this activity was split equally between the
two levels.The higher valued manuals were assumed to require twice the amount of time per unit.

There is an additional benefit BcenarioB1 because the increase in resourcing makeessible to
expand the number of harmonised regulations and to further assist in implementation. It was
assumed that each regulation requires 120 expert rdays, making it possible to work on 2 each
year. The value of a harmonised regulation to each, Mased on the cost of engagihgternational
Experss, was estimated to bel$9000. The RSOO provides a benefit available to all the MS. If each
MS acted independently, this cost would be replicated 7 times

13.2.2 Valuation of osts

The cost of employing the CTA was assumed to be the same as in the Base Case. The cost of
employing the other longerm International Expers was estimated to be 70% of the cost of
employing the CTA for each of the two persons. The cost of employing thg-term Regional

Expers was estimated to be 25% of the cost of employing a {tergn International Expert

An amount of $80,000 per annum was allowed to meet the expenses involved in training and
certifying the RSOO experts as necessary. Haeinistrative costs are summarised in the table
below. These include several establishment costs including the purchase of computers, software and
office equipment. They also include the purchase of an ICT platform and an annual subscription.
These are neessary to provide stronger management systems and the ability to generate aetivity
based costing as a basis for charging for services provided.

Tablel34: Office Expenses

Category Amount Timing
Admin Expenses $12,000 Annual
Computers/Office Equipment $60,000 Once-off
Utility Expenses $12,000 Annual
Transport/vehicle expenses $12,000 Annual
Communication Expenses $12,000 Annual
ICT Platform Acquisition $25,000 Once-off
ICT Platform Annuabubscription $10,000 Annual
Total Office Expenses $143,000

The total estimated cost oBcenarioB1, taken over 5 years, i8.83million, of which 66% is for the
employment of experts, and anothe6% would beincurred in travel costs in missions to the MS.
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Overheadcostswould increase because they are based on the levy of 10% on costs for project
administration by ICAO.

Tablel35: EstimatedScenarioB1 Costs

Expense Category Total Annual Share
International Professional Posts $3,240,000  $648,000 3%
Regional and Local Staff 1,181,250  $236,250 12%
Short-term International $990,000 $198,000 12%
Total Staffing $5411,29  $1,035,000 66%
Travel $1295,667 $259,133 16%
Equipment $0 $0 0%
Administration + Miscellaneous $775,000  $155,000 9%
Overhead Charges $748,192 $149,638 9%

Total Estimated Expenses $8,230,108 $1,562,587 100%

Note: Equipment Costs are listed here or completenedgey were a specifitne-element in the Base Case
costing. Now these are included in the Administration + Miscellaneous category.

13.2.3 Valuation of kenefits

The value of Technical Assistance was based on the cost of employing the experts on a daily basis,
increased by aercentage to reflect their market value if the MS had to engage the same expertise
on the open market. This premium was higher when the experts are engaged in providing technical
support rather than acting in an advisory capacity.

Assumptions used in thevaluation ofScenarioA about the SACBM inputs and Programme activities
were continued. However, the productivity improvement was increased to 35% reflecting the
benefits of a stronger core programme.

The total estimated annual benefits &cenarioB1 wer and above the Base Case amount 863%
million annually. The largest single benefit is attributed to harmonised regulatidA$of, which is
consistent with the findings in the RSVOP and ICAO guidance. Provision of Technical Assistance
amounts to 16% ofhe net benefits, and Training adds anoth&i% to the total. The productivity
improvement added®0% to the total estimated benefits.

Tablel136: Summary of Net Benefits Generated BgenarioB1 compared to the Base Case

Benefits Annual
State-Specific Activities
Capability of CTA anRegional Expernto performLevel 2 $672,708
functions

Capability added for operational tasks with additional short $232,232
term International Expers

Training- In-Country $385,000
Increased capability for Programme activities

Production and Maintenance of Manuals, etc $544,000

Harmonised Regulations $2,523,665

Training- Regional $238,000

Productivity improvements
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Increased value of TARSOQexperts $372,702

Increased value of TASACBM experts $34,125
Increased value of Manuals, etc $190,400
Increased value of Training $564,550
Total $5,757,382

13.2.4 Summary
The estimated increase in costs 8EenarioBlover and above the Base Case is6$&illion taken
over the five years of the Programme.

Against this cost, the net benefits over five years would amounta8.8million.
On this basis, the Benefit to Cost (B/C) Ratib.i®

However,ScenarioB1 also needs to be compared with the attative of ScenarioA. A higher B/C
ratio is useful in ranking projects only if they are based on the same level of costs. The correct
procedure is to examine the incremental costs and benefitSa#narioB1 relative tdScenaricA.

The additional cost i$4.8 millionand the additional net benefits are2$.6 million The resulting B/C
ratio is5.33 That is, for every additional dollar spent by the MS on moving f@eanarioA to
ScenarioB1 would generate a benefit (cost saving) 633

13.3 ScenarioBB2and B3
Key differences in the design parameters 8genarioB2/B3compared toScenarioB1 are:
- Legal basis: same as Bl except that it has an MOU/contract with Trust Fund maeaigem
instead of an MOU with ICAQO.
- Governance: minus ICAO
- Trust Fund managemenby an international financial institution (e.g. ADB, World Bank)
instead of ICAO
- CTA position no longer exists, but provision for an international general manager
- An OPS expert added to lorgrm International Expers.
- Various MOU options including williAOP and/or EASA

These have few consequences for costs, although thergasitive implications for the efficiency

and effectiveness of the RSOO. The cost of employing a CTA is eliminated, but there is an additional
international longterm expert inthe OPS area. There also is an expense in employing an
international general manager. However, this position can be expected to improve the managerial
performance of the RSOO and provide a basis for negotiating a reduction in the administragirgech
fromits current 10% to 5%.

The net impact of these variations frocenarioB1l are insignificant and the choice among the
options should be made on the basis of the rqumantifiable benefits.
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13.4 ScenarioC

Scenarit# EO AEOOET COE OE A Adeniriodb@ts institubdbadl sefir@ Arddt iisOwn O " 6
treaty and a considerable expansion and reorientation of its capabilities. It would have &dong
International Exper$ (instead of 3), and the number of shoetm International Expers would
increasefrom one to 3. Training activities (classroom training for inspectors of various faculties)
would be assigned to a SA Aviation Training Academy, but there would be metfeesjob training.

The administrative and travel costs were adjusted accordinglyh@lgh it would not be necessary to

pay a fee for Trust Fund management un@&enaricC, it was assumed that overheads would remain

at 5% of total costsAs a result, the total cost over theygar Programme increases to $14.07 million.

The Benefitdncrease to $9.1million and the Benefit/Cost ratio is 1.

For the reasons mentioned above, the B/C ratios for$igenarioshould not be compared directly.
The incremental cost dbcenarioCrelative toScenarioBlis $5.8million. It adds 86 million to net
benefits. On that basis, the additional expenditure 8nenarioC compared tdScenarioB1 yields a
Cost/Benefit ratio of 6.16That is, every extra dollar invested in an expanded RSOO with its own
Treaty would generate & 16in benefits to the MS.

Tablel37: EstimatedScenarioC Costs

Expense Category Total Annual Share
International Professional Posts $6,270,000 $1,254,000 45%
Regional and Local Staff $708,750  $141,750 5%
Short-term International $3,060,000 $612,000 22%
Total Staffing $10,038,75C $2,007,750 71%
Travel $2,256,500  $451,300 16%
Equipment $0 $0 0%
Administration + Miscellaneous $1,102,500  $220,500 8%
Overhead Charges $669,888 $133,978 5%

Total EstimatedExpenses $14,067,638 $2,813,528 100%

Note: Equipment Costs are listed here or completenegey were a specific linrelement in the Base Case
costing. Now these are included in the Administration + Miscellaneous category.
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Table138: Summary of Net Benefits Generated BgenarioCcompared to the Base Case

Benefits Annual
State-Specific Activities
Capability of CTA anBegional Expernto performLevel 2 $1308,622
functions

Capability added for operational tasks with additional short ~ $1,766,912
term International Expers

On-the-Job Training $2,746,250
Increased capability for Programme activities

Production and Maintenance of Manuals, etc $732000

Harmonised Regulations $4,457,007
Productivity improvements

Increased value of TARSOO experts $1633,472

Increased value of TASACBM experts $34,125

Increased value of Manuals, etc $256,200

Increased value of Training (OJT) $961,188
Total $14,02,047

13.4.1 Limitations

The methodology applied herein has inherent limitations. It quantifies, to the maximum extent, the
costs incurred in each of the cases, and compares this with the savings in costs (i.e. benefits)
associated with each of thBcenarios

Though there are mesurement issues involved with this approach, which will be commented on

below, it yields pragmatic information designed to assist decismaking. However, it undStates

OEA OOOA AAT AEEOO 1T &£ ET OAOOET ¢ ET meldtombdzards OA £A QD
01 OEAEO EAAI OE AT A OAZEAOUS EAAAO OEA TEBO 1T £ OF
and the aviation sector has always recognised the primary importance of safety and security. The
Scenariosunder evaluation here haves their objective, the improvement of safety. The CBA
methodology adopted herein, however, is only capable of evaluating the efficiency of delivering
particular services such as technical assistance and training. It does not link those services to the
primary objective of improving safety through enhanced oversight.

Comments were made above about the shortcomings of the methodology, but it is the view of the
Study teamthat the benefits to consumers and to national economies of Beenariosunder
evaluation are significantly higher than the quantified costs savings in delivering the safety oversight
services. As a specific example, we have not been able to place monetary values on the benefits of
participating in ICAO and regional initiatiseo improve safety.

Turning to the measurement issues, we note that it has not been possible to account for all of the
costs incurred for the Base Case and Seenarios In particular, the costs incurred by the MS to
participate inthe RSOO (COSCABA)activities and the contributions #kind by MS, ICAO, donors

and industry partners. This information would have added realism toahalyses butwvould not

24 United Nations 2003. United Nations Guidelines for Consumer Protection (asidggadn 1999).
http://www.un.org/esa/sustdev/publications/consumption _en.pdf
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necessarily have had a significant impact on the results; the reason being that many of the ¢ssts ar
for both the Base Case and tl&eenarios

Similarly, the lack of detailed quantified information about activities carried out in the past has made

it difficult to account fully for benefits and to attribute them to individual MS and to identify how
much industry has been assisted (e.g. by its participation in training events).
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Table139 : SWOT Analysis of a RSOO

Strengths

Weaknesses

Opportunities

Threats

Economies of scale
and improved
efficiency and
effectiveness of
training programmes.

Depends on sustaineq
and reliable funding.

CBA analysis
consistently show that
Statesgain much more
than they contribute at
present. There is scope
to achieve even greater
benefits by increasing
the level of activity of
the RSOO.

The robust gowth in
aviation makes it more
difficult to attract and
retain professionals and
there are consequent
increases in the cost of
providing effective safety
oversight.

The MS are bound by
national/civil service
employment
conditions whereas
the RSOO can
exercise greater
flexibility to attract
and retain competent
experts.

There is a risk that the
costs of establishing
and operating an
RSOO as an
institution could be
out of proportion to
benefits provided.

Effective coordination
of the programmes of
the RSOO ad the MS
allows the CAAs to
focus on areas where
they have strengths
while meeting their
safety oversight
obligations.

Reduced commitment
from Governmentgo
CAAs based on a
perception that reliance
can be placed on the
RSOO.

Strong focus on
improving the Els of
all of the MS and to
achieve at least
minimum goals.

Success of an RSOO
requires effective
harmonisation of
regulations and
procedures.

Statescan delegate
operational functions

and are able to respond

more flexibly and
promptly to industry
needsin robust growth
situations.

Possible dilution of the
competence of a CAAifi
becomes dependent on
external assistance.

Improved
attractiveness for
donors.

Efficient delivery of
services is dependent]
upon capable
management of the
RSOO.

Scope for theRSOO to
develop IT platforms to
improve sharing of
information.

Possible conflict betweern
professionals employed
in RSOOs and CAAs.

Exclusive focus on
safety oversight.

Action to resolve
safety deficiencies
depends on the
enforcement actions
of MS.

Careeropportunities for
technical experts to
work regionally with a
higher level of
remuneration.

Competition between the
CAAs and the RSOO for
limited pool of technical
expertise

Potential to develop
sustainable funding
based on user
charges.

Effectivenesof the
Steering Committee ig
reduced when there ig
a high turnover rate of
DGs.

Ensuring that the RSOC

has the necessary legal
personality provides a
legal basis for effective
safety oversight and
facilitates innovative
funding methods,
including a passerey
levy.

RSOO may evolve in
unintended ways (e.g. as
a Regional Safety
Authority).
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13.5 Impacts of theScenarioon IndividuaMember States

The following table shows the funding requirements for each of Bwmenarioson the basis of
historical shares dflember Statecontributions to COSCAISA. The table shows the historical shares

of contributions and then applies these percentages to differing funding levels that correspond to
ScenariodA, B and C, respectively. For exam@egnarioC would required arunal total contributions

of $2.8 million. If the Steering Committee were to continue sharing this cost according to the
previously agreed formula, Bangladesh, for example, would need to contribute $388,000 per year.

One option that has been raised for consideration by the Steering Committee is to recover the costs

of participation in the RSOO through a levy on departing international passengers. Continuing the
example of Bangladesh, there were 3.8 million departirtgrimational passengers in 2017, and if they

AT T OOEAOOAA EOOO Xxx AAT OO0 AAAE OEA AiT 01T O 1T & OAO
contribution. The highest required levy would be 85 cents in the case of Bhutan. The simple average

levy usingthis approach would b@1 cents The Steering Committee therefore can be assured that

the impact of a user charges approach to fund an RSOO would have a very small impact on

passengers.

Table 13-90 : Funding the Scenarios
Member Historical Contribution Levels at Differing Required Amount Passengers
State Share of Levels of Funding Passenger Raised
Contributions $520,000 $1,650,000 $2,800,000 Levy

Bangladesh 14% $72,079 $228,713 $388,119 $0.11 $418,190 3,801,724
Bhutan 5% $25,743  $81,683  $138,614 $0.85 $138,859 163,364
India 26% $133,861 $424,752 $720,792 $0.03 $820,500 27,350,000
Maldives 7% $36,040 $114,356 $194,059 $0.12 $204,269 1,702,242
Nepal 14% $72,079 $228,713 $388,119 $0.19 $395,799 2,083,150
Pakistan 20% $102,970 $326,733 $554,455 $0.08 $598,495 7,481,190
Sri Lanka 15% $77,228 $245,050 $415,842 $0.09 $436,609 4,851,216
All MS 100% $520,000 $1,650,000 $2,800,000 $0.21  $3,012,721 47,548,446

While the Table above indicates the financial and contribution aspects of the effects on MS, there is
also a consideration of the effect on individual MS of the variosnarios Much of this detail has
been covered in the report in relation the CEs ad AAs coverage under varioSsenariosand with
various financial inputs from MS. Another way of considering this, in overview is as follows:

- Adoption of ScenarioA would provide some continuing training and very limitedvel 2
actitiviesto MS. As aresult the El of MS may increaslg marginally. hdividual CAAs would
additionally need toseparately contract a number of individuals/organisations or increase
their own staff numbers substantially, to address the issue of low El.

- Adoption of any of theéScenarioBs would provide some continuing training and a reasonable
amount of Level 2actitivies to MS. As a result the El of MS may increasesiderably
Individual CAAsnay additionally need to separately contract individuals/organisat or
increase their own staff numbers to address the issumeéting an acceptabl&l.

- Adoption of ScenarioC would provide some continuing training aadarge amount of.evel
2 actitivies to MS. As a result the El of MS may increasstantially Individual CAAs would
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NOT need to separately contract individuals or organisations or increase their own staff
numbers substantially to address the issue of low EI.

Additionally, underScenarioC there is a capability of providing a far higher level of training through
the evolution of a cdocated training centre.

13.6 Considerations for Further &€elopment ofNational Authorities based onefected
RSOOQOScenario
The adoption byMS of any of thescenariowill havevarying effects on the CAAs, mainly dependent
on the amountf Level 2support provided under eacBcenario For example, a mature and effective
RSOO providing considerablesvel 2activities to MS under th&cenariosB or C would all the
CAAs to consider whatheir long term human rtesopurce needs may be. Because, effectively the
RSOO could provide services undecenarioC as if it was a virtual part of each CAA there is a
consideration that some AAs may be fully covered only by RSOO and that the CAA need only
maintain sufficient expertise to be able to appropriately interpret the recommendations made to it.

In ScenarioA and each of the Bcenariosthe level of training to be provided is relatively constant
and there is thegfore little change in this role. It could be arguédtithe greater number of experts
available in the BScenarioswill have an increased additional development advantage of greater
mentoring and assistance to CAA staififid while this is likely, it isifficult to quantify until a final
Scenarids chosen

Adoption of ScenarioC would allow MS to access a large number of International Regional
Expers and to manage the substantial benefits that these will bring to the CAAs. As well as
undertakingLevel 2tasks the significant mentoring and guidance opportunities under 8ggnario
would materially benefit the staff of the CAAs and enhance the effectiveness of the organisations in
many ways.

13.7 Impacts of theScenarioson Stakeholders
In this contexthe major stakeholders artate Governments the aviation industry in ea&tateand
the travelling public. For each of these, tBeenariohave various inpacts.

The adoption ofScenarioA will have little impact on any stakeholders as there will be only very

limited Level 2activities undertaken for CAAs and therefore limited change to both El Siade

safety levels. Forthosstatesx EOE A OAAOIT T AAl U EEMEEI% 8 OFEIA ORI ixE1d
CEs and AAQverall aviation safety results for ti&tateswith low El will change only marginally and

therefore the impact on the industry and travelling public may be the continuation of higher thatn
acceptable potential acciddrrates.

The adoption of any of th&cenarioBs will have some impact on stakeholders as there will be
considerableLevel 2activities undertaken for CAAs and therefore a commensurate change to both
El andStatesafety levels. For thosgtateswith a reasonably high El there will be a chance to address
many of the outstanding issues and AAs. Overall aviation safety results f@tateswith low EI will
change considerably and therefore the impact on the industry and travelling public mahebe
reduction of higher than acceptable potential accident rates.
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The adoption ofScenariaC will have a major impact on stakeholders as there will be a greater amount
of Level 2activities undertaken for CAAs and therefore a substantial change to both EEtatd
safety levels. For thosBtateswith a reasonably high El there will be a chance to address all of the
outstanding issues and AAs. Overall aviation safety resultshi@iStateswith low EI will change
substantially and therefore the impact on the industry and travelling public may be the significant
reduction of higher than acceptable potential accident rates.

13.8 Objectives, Tasks and Functions of a RS(Wel 2

The djective is clearlyStated in the Terms of Reference for thEeasibility Study i.e. the
establishment of an RSOO capable of carrying bavel 2tasks and functions. Under the Global
Aviation Safety Oversight System (GASOS),evel 2delegation fromStatesenables the RSOO to
provide operational assistancéevel 2functions typically include the conduct of inspections or full
technical inspections for the purpose of certification and surveillance. It also includes the conduct of
parts of safety investigdgons under Annex 13. It logically follows that an RSOO capable of carrying
out Level 2functions is also able, for the most part, to providevel 1services, by way of advisory

and coordinating functions. Delegation dtevel linclude tasks and functionssuch as the
development of aviation safety legislation or regulations, the development of guidance material,
such as inspector manuals and checklists, assisting in the identification of differences to the SARPs
and the coordination of a pool of inspectoand experts.

COSCAPs, such as COSC3#®, normally carry outevel 1functions on behalf of theiMember
States. However, in order to carry olitevel 2functions, an RSOO requires a legal framework that
empowers it to acceptevel 2delegations fromStates. Ideally, such an RSOO should be established
as an inteGovernmenal organization on the basis of a treaty or other such formal agreement that
provides for international legal personality.

Under ScenarioA, SAStateswill continue to be members of alCAO COSCAP, which remains an
ICAO project/programme; as it does not have a separate legal identity. It will therefore be classified
under the GASOS as an RSOO capable of only carrying.ewdl 1functions. If, as proposed, the
experts and inspectors employed by the COSCAP are designated as Operational Assistance (OPAS)
personnel, it may then be possible thaevel 2services can be delivered ®tates However, the

#/1 3#1 080 OT 1 Aed toEheLevelGfnEtibn of cAokdinatifgithe availability of technical
expertise to theStates Delegation with respect td.evel 2will made byStatesto the individual
inspector or expert and not to the COSCAP itself. With respect to thASAO undethe Scenarios

B1, B2 and B3, both the RSOO and its staff will have the same statu$SasnarioA. and the SA

ASOO will still be classified as providibgvel Ifunctions.

In ScenarioC, the SAASOQO is provided its own legal personality through theagdishment of its

own its own treaty. The SASOO is therefore able to employ its own staff and enter into agreements
with its Member States, in order to accept delegations of functions. As such, the RSOO is able to
undertake Level 2functions and even, aha later stage, Level 3 functions on behalf of $mtes
Depending on the level of delegation, the S¥S0O0, as a fully autonomous intéovernmenal
organization, could apply for ICAO classification at eithevel 2or Level 3While final decisions are

yet to be made on the GASOS system it is highly likely that itorditeed in a manner similar to that
envisaged. To provide an Overview of the GASOS concept, an extract from the p@asS®S
Concept of OperationPaper § attached as Anneg.
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The objectives and functions of the RSOO under the vari@eenarioswill largely not change and

ATl 61 A AA Ai 1 OEAAéekIARackiles nObehilA @ EpkdifiGtated resulting in

OAAT I T ATAAGETT O O OEA #!'! A atiodsxdnbé& o@isifleret OAT 1 A«
similar to the data provided of CAA needs under Tables 8.1 and 8.2. The amount and coverage of
actual tasks undertaken by the RSOO will depend entirely onSbenarids selected but will cover

the specific tasks as describedTable 8.3.

121



14.CONSTRAINTS AND ASSUMPTIONS

14.1 Before theStudy

The FeasibilityStudy teamof wellqualified and experienced experts on the subject of RSOO and
COSCAPSA including prior exposure to the workings of ICABASAand the & States was
assembledht fairly short noticeGiven the number and diversity of experts involyt allocation of
work daysfor carrying out theFeasibility Studywaslimited.

The time frame of theStudy was dependent on a coutltack from the agreed COSCARA
Meeting date in late 2018 and this constrained the available time foothsite Studysection of the
Research Phasés a resultpreparatory time available for th8tudyand the time spent in eac8A
Statewas severely constrained

In advance of thenission acomprehensiveguestionnaire was prepareoy the teamand distributed

to the CAAs and MoTs of the States The questionnairesvere sent outa reasonable timen
advance of the missions to allow tHa&tatestime to develop a responsdt is diffiault to provide
sufficient background and detail to recipients of a detailed, policy and technical questionnaire,
however every attempt was made to do ddA T U  # dwe\@r®ad Broblemsprovidingresponses

in advance of the team visit and elected to wait fathout further explanations from the TeanThis
meant that the team effectively used the questionnaire as a guide for discussions rather than a
preparatory research tool, thereby constraining, to a degyreffective research.

14.2 During theOn-site Study

The limited time available to carry out the missions to tlkeven States was considered a
constraining factor.This limited time was due to a combination of factors including the availaibility
of experts and the need to have a final compleg&tddyin time for the COSCABA SC Meeting later

in 2018 With only 1.5 2 days available pe3tate, discussions with th&AState representatives had

to be strictly limited in timeEven though the teanendeavoured to obtain as much information as
possible during their short visits to thS8tates a constraining factorwas that individual tam
memberdspecialistavere unable tchave a team discussiaafter discussions with a CAA to consider
answers provided and then have time for further discussions with the organisation to clarify issues or
identified concerns.As a resulta number of assumptions had to be madeghis problem was
exacerbated as someational representativesvere notfully aware in advancef the subjectmatter

of the meetings.

In allsevenSA Statesvisited, the team had requested a meeting with the Director General of Civil
Aviation.However, due to DG posts not filled or only fillm acting capacity or due to DGs not being

available for the meetings, in most of treevenSA Statesthe team only met with Deputy DGs or
Directors/Heads oDepartments and their staffThus, the team had to assume that responses

received fromthd AT AAOO T £ OEA #1180 I A0 OAPOAGAId&AA OEA
to confirm these assumptions, the summaries prepared of the meetings held with the delegations

were sent to theCAAs and their concurrence soughill of the Statesprovided he Team withthe

DGs concurrence to the summary report of the meetings or provided slight amendments which were
accepted and incorporated into the summary reports reflected in 8tisdyreport.

In allsevenSA Statesvisited the team had requested a meiag with appropriate representatives
from the Ministry of Transport, bubnly inBhutan and Nepalvasthis meeting possible, for different
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