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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The visits to States by the Feasibility Study team, while limited in duration, proved an effective data 

collection and discussion mechanism. The pre-questionnaire provided to CAAs was an early chance 

to consider the major issues of interest to the Study team. Input from Ministries was very limited. 

 

The majority of States visited believed that there would be value in Level 2 assistance from a regional 

safety organisation, but also wished the important Level 1 activities to be continued. 

 

The existing COSCAP-SA has struggled over recent years to provide sufficient Level 1 activities to all 

SA States and has not been able to provide Level 2 activities in a manner acceptable to ICAO. 

 

The most crucial activities for a future regional safety oversight organisation are to provide Level 2 

activities as required and to continue the benefits of harmonisation presently undertaken by SARI. 

 

It is feasible to transform COSCAP-SA into a higher level regional safety oversight organisation 

providing Member States with Level 1 and selected Level 2 outcomes and the majority of SA States 

agree to this need. 

 

There are various options for both the amount of sustainable support which can be provided to States 

and the legal and managerial structure of the organisation to provide this support. 

 

The various meetings undertaken between the Study team, Directors General of Civil Aviation (or 

representatives), ICAO and EASA at the completion of the Research Phase of the Study in 

September, were an effective exchange of preliminary results from the team and views from others.  

 

Each of the Scenarios has pros and cons and only the first (Scenario A) can be implemented with no 

additional costs to States. The advantages and cost benefits of each Scenario increase in proportion 

to the costs in implementing the Scenarios.  Additionally, some Scenarios carry a higher degree of 

risk or address less of the identified issues. 

 

The adoption of COSCAP-SA Phase V as it is presently envisaged will NOT provide the Level 2 support 

required by many CAAs. 

 

The financial cost in adopting any of the B or C Scenarios can be readily covered by the adoption of a 

minimal passenger service charge while providing a substantial cost/benefit ratio to the State. 

 

Scenario C is the only solution which will meet all of the requirements of CAAs and can be assessed 

by ICAO GASOS as an organisation capable of providing Level 2 support. 

 

The Final Report provides details on the process of the Feasibility Study and the options, described 

as Scenarios, which are available for Directors General of Civil Aviation to consider. 

 

The South Asia Region has a vital need to address the aviation safety oversight deficiencies evident 

in the ICAO USOAP audits carried out.  Existing regional co-operative efforts have not fully resolved 

these identified deficiencies.  With political commitment and legal 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 THE STUDY  

1.1 Background 

Traffic forecasts for South Asia are the highest in global aviation, and are expected to grow at 8.6 

percent per year over the next 20 years. Nevertheless, many of the SA States already find it 

challenging to cope with the present aviation environment and to meet ICAO requirements in full. 

Rising traffic levels and the increasing complexity of aviation in the face of limited resources imply 

the need for Governmental organizations to explore new paradigms for its safety oversight systems. 

The opportunity for addressing these issues cooperatively and regionally is encouraged by EASA and 

ICAO and generally welcomed by the SA States.  

 

The necessity of addressing safety oversight cooperatively and regionally was again reinforced in 

2016 during the 39th Session of the ICAO Assembly, which in its Resolution A39-14: 

 

-  Ȱ5ÒÇÅÓ Member States to develop and further strengthen regional and sub-regional 

ÃÏÏÐÅÒÁÔÉÏÎ ÉÎ ÏÒÄÅÒ ÔÏ ÐÒÏÍÏÔÅ ÔÈÅ ÈÉÇÈÅÓÔ ÄÅÇÒÅÅ ÏÆ ÁÖÉÁÔÉÏÎ ÓÁÆÅÔÙȱ; and 

 

-  Ȱ%ÎÃÏÕÒÁÇÅÓ Member States to foster the creation of regional or sub-regional partnerships 

to collaborate in the development of solutions to common problems to build State safety 

oversight capability, and to participate in, or provide tangible support for, the strengthening 

and furtherance of sub-regional and regional aviation safety and security oversight bodies, 

incluÄÉÎÇ 23//ÓȢȱ 

 

Following the 39th ICAO Assembly, ICAO and EASA jointly organised the RSOO Forum in Swaziland 

from 22 to 24 March 2017, which endorsed the ICAO Global Strategy and Action Plan for the 

improvement of regional safety oversight organizations (RSOOs).   

 

At the First Asia Pacific Ministerial Conference on Civil Aviation which took place in Beijing, China on 

31 January and 1 February 2018, Ministers signed a Declaration, inter alia acknowledging that the 

existing regional relationships and partnerships are evolving with meaningful technical cooperation 

and assistance programmes (e.g. Cooperative Development of Operational Safety and Continuing 

Airworthiness Programmes (COSCAPs)) etc. 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 that a Feasibility Study should be 

carried out prior to the establishment of a RSOO, in order to assess the nature of the aviation activity 

in the prospective Member States as well as their safety oversight capabilities. The information 

gathered through such a Study normally serves as a basis for States to decide on the form, type or 

level of RSOO that would deliver the best value for the region.  

 

Following the ICAO/EASA RSOO Forum in 2017, ICAO initiated several actions, to include the 

evaluation of existing RSOOs and COSCAPs. An evaluation 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 COSCAP-SA. This evaluation 
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recognises COSCAP-SA as a Level 1 RSOO, namely one that offers advisory and coordinating 

functions. COSCAP-SA is about to transition to its 5th Programme phase. 

 

A review of various Discussion Papers and Minutes of COSCAP-SA Steering Commitee meetings 

makes it clear that the extension of COSCAP capabilities to include Level 2 activities has long been a 

desire of many of the DGs. In particular, the need for these Level 2 activities to be recognised by ICAO 

as being undertaken on behalf of Member States, is consistently identified. 

 

In line with the objectives of the EU-SA APP, EASA wishes to work closely with ICAO and the 

COSCAP-SA States to assist in investigating whether and how COSCAP-SA could evolve in form, type 

or level, as and when the States are so willing, and in line with ICAO recommendations. 

 

In consenting to an independent Feasibility Study, the SA States wish to generally examine the 

feasibility of enhancing regional cooperation and, in particular, the establishment of an RSOO that 

could also provide operational Level 2 assistance tasks and functions (to be otherwise referred to as 

a Level 2 RSOO for the sake of brevity). 

 

Thus, the purpose of this specific Feasibility Study, funded by the EU and executed by EASA through 

the EU-SA APP Project, is to examine the feasibility of COSCAP-3!ȭÓ ÄÅÖÅÌÏÐÍÅÎÔ ÉÎÔo a  Level 2 

RSOO. 

 

1.3 Scope and Terms of Reference 

The team of experts contracted for this Study are to support EASA, COSCAP-SA and the SA States 

by developing the Feasibility Study which includes the collection of data and information, research 

and analysis to determine if there is a potential for an effective enhanced regional mechanism for 

aviation safety oversight in South Asia. In particular, it includes the following:  

 

1.3.1 Research Phase 

In coordination with SA States as represented by the COSCAP-SA SC, the Study is to: 

- Examine the existing national and COSCAP-SA aviation safety oversight tasks, functions and 

systems in terms of ICAO compliance and effectiveness and identify the individual needs of 

States in this regard. 

- Determine the human and financial resources of the individual States and 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 next ten years. 

- Conduct a Cost Benefit Analysis of COSCAP-SA, over the past two 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 of States with the opportunity for others to join at 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 contact with, and visits to, those SA States taking part in the Study. 
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The Research Phase is to conclude with an initial Feasibility Study report aggregating all results, 

which shall be presented to all COSCAP-SA States during 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 the Research Phase, the Study is to: 

- Outline Scenarios for further development by the national authorities. 

- Provide recommendations for the consideration of the States on how to overcome identified 

weaknesses, either nationally or collectively. 

- Develop and outline viable Scenarios (if any) for further development of COSCAP-SA into 

another form, type or level of RSOO, taking into account the Statesȭ ÃÏÌÌÅÃÔÉÖÅ ÁÎÄ ÉÎÄÉÖÉÄÕÁÌ 

economic, political and technical environment. 

- Produce a clear business case including a cost-benefit analysis surrounding each Scenario, 

taking into account the experience of other RSOOs worldwide; ensuring that possible 

national contributions may not exceed current contributions to the COSCAP-SA and SARI, 

but suggesting other sustainable funding mechanisms that may be viable, perhaps with an 

even reduced financial burden on those States with the lowest aviation activity. 

- Describe the impact of each Scenario for the individual States, including potential cost 

savings. 

- Produce a risk analysis for each Scenario. 

- For each viable Scenario identified (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 recommendations are to be compiled in 

a final Feasibility Study report. 

 

Other considerations may be requested to support the objective of this Study. Following feedback 

from EASA and the SA States, a revised version of the above document is to be produced. 

 

Additional tasks may be requested on an as-needed basis to support the development of the 

Feasibility Study for the SA region. 
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2. FACTORS TO BE CONSIDERED DURING THE  DETERMINATION OF  VIABLE 

SCENARIOS FOR 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 related SARPs, which creates the risk of unsafe conditions in the 

aviation sector. A major cause of ineffective safety oversight by States is a lack of high prioritisation 

by Governments leading to insufficient funding, human resources and technical expertise. This 

characteristic is further exacerbated in those States with only a small aviation industry. 

 

The development of any sustainable aviation system depends on adequate regulatory oversight, 

which complies with the principles of the Chicago Convention and the SARPs in its Annexes. The 

Chicago Convention provides in Article 1 that each Contracting State 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 establishment and maintenance of  uniform 

regulations (Article 12, Rules of the Air), the issuance of airworthiness certificates (Article 31) and 

licences (Article 32), and the adoption of international standards and procedures (Article 37). Given 

these rights and obligations, a Contracting State to the Chicago Convention needs to decide how to 

comply in the best and most efficient way.  

 

According to ICAO USOAP results, many Statesȭ ÃÏÍÐÌÉÁÎÃÅ ×ÉÔÈ )#!/ 3!20Ó ÉÓ ÂÅÌÏ× the global 

average. In the struggle to comply with international aviation standards, while 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 to assist States in 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 forward. It implies that a 

State clearly decided to either assign certain responsibilities to a regional entity (e.g. issuing 

airworthiness certificates) or to use the regional entity and its pooled resources as a service provider. 

As a service provider, the regional body carries out some of the Statesȭ Ï×Î ÒÅÇÕÌÁÔÏÒÙ ÏÖÅÒÓÉÇÈÔ tasks 

(e.g. providing a flight inspector to conduct flight crew checks) and reports the outcome; in which 

case, the responsibility for the actual certification remains with the State. Alternatively, as in the 

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

oversight functions and certifies the result (Level 3).  

 

RSOOs can vary in terms of structure, level of integration, and delegated authority. However they 

share a fundamentally common goal: in helping to ensure that members operate in accordance with 

ICAO SARPs. RSOOs can therefore assist Member States in a range of ways, to include the provision 

of expert advisory and consultative services on safety oversight and 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 the States, as it requires a formal delegation of functions and 

authority from the States ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÏÒÇÁÎÉÚÁÔÉÏÎȢ )Î ÓÕÃÈ Á ÓÉÔÕÁÔÉÏÎȟ ÔÈÅ 23// ÁÃÔÓ ÁÓ ÁÎ ȰÁÇÅÎÔȱ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ 

Member Statesȟ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÁÒÅ ÔÈÅ ȰÐÒÉÎÃÉÐÁÌÓȱ. As principal, the State always retains the ultimate 

responsibility for meeting its oversight obligations. 
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There is ÆÕÒÔÈÅÒ ÁÎ ÕÎÄÅÒÓÔÁÎÄÉÎÇ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅ ÃÒÅÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ 23//Ó ÃÁÎÎÏÔ ÂÅ ÁÃÈÉÅÖÅÄ ÕÓÉÎÇ Á ȬÏÎÅ-size-

fits-ÁÌÌȭ ÁÐÐÒÏÁÃÈȟ ÐÁÒÔÉÃÕÌÁÒÌÙ ÇÉÖÅÎ ÔÈÁÔ ÁÖÉÁÔÉÏÎ ÍÁÒËÅÔÓ ÄÉÆÆÅÒ ÇÒÅÁÔÌÙ ÉÎ ÓÉÚÅ ÁÎÄ ÃÏÍÐÌÅØÉÔÙȢ )Ô 

requires careful planning and execution, including a consideration of a number of technical, financial, 

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

funding, and political will. 

 

2.1.1 Organizational/legal challenges 

Member States of an existing or future RSOO must determine and agree on the legislative and 

regulatory framework, which will govern aviation oversight assistance regionally. This works most 

effectively when aviation regulation and practices are standardised or harmonized, which in some 

cases could involve a lengthy legislative process.  

 

The result of such an analysis, where the lack of safety oversight is scrutinized against the Contracting 

Statesȭ ÔÅÃÈÎÉÃÁÌ ÁÎÄ ÈÕÍÁÎ ÃÁÐÁÃÉÔÙȟ ×ÉÌÌ ÂÅ ÔÈÅ ÂÁÓÉÓ ÆÏÒ ÄÅÔÅÒÍÉÎÉÎÇ ÈÏ× ÍÕÃÈ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÉÔÙ Á State 

will delegate to an RSOO. Another fundamental element for the successful establishment of an 

RSOO is the need for a common regulatory structure among Member States of an RSOO.  

 

For the purposes of efficiency and effectiveness of the RSOO, a high degree of autonomy in the 

recruitment and management of the RSOO will be necessary. However, the full role and 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 COSCAP. This body will comprise all the DGs of the Member 

States (or their designates). It may also include other invited external organisations. The SC or 

equivalent (as per an Agreement to be signed by the Member States) is expected to meet at least 

twice a year (and more if necessary) to ensure proper oversight.  

 

It is important for the Member States to 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 Financing 

The greatest challenge concerning the establishment of RSOOs, as several recent examples such as 

the Banjul Accord Group Aviation Safety Oversight Organization (the BAGASOO), the East African 

Community Civil Aviation Safety and Security Oversight Agency (CASSOA) and the Pacific Aviation 

Safety Office (PASO) have shown, is assuring adequate and sustainable financing. On-demand 

payments for services needed and financial contributions through annual subscriptions have proven 

to be difficult models, as Governments of Member States of such organisations change and new 

priorities emerge that may advocate other relationships and dependencies.  

 

From first principles the financial contribution of Member 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 COSCAP-SA. 

 

It is apparent that some of the deficiencies stem from the Statesȭ ÆÉÎÁÎÃÉÁÌ ÉÓÓÕÅÓȢ When all the 

contributions are summed up, the effect is more substantial. Based on the current contribution of 
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States to COSCAP-SA it is conceivable that they would be inadequate to provide a substantial 

increase in assistance to State 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 establish self-sustaining programmes. The global experience 

however is 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 individual States or the aviation industry of the States; to meet the 

necessary budgetary requirements through a combination of user fees and charges and from donor 

funding. 
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3. OVERVIEW OF GLOBAL RSOO EXPERIENCE 

3.1 Defining the RSOO 

)#!/ ÕÓÅÓ ÔÈÅ ÔÅÒÍ Ȱ23//ȱȟ ÉÎ Á ÇÅÎÅÒÁÌ ÓÅÎÓÅȟ ÔÏ ÃÏÖÅÒ Á Ȱnumber of legal forms and institutional 

structures that range from highly formalized international GovernmentÁÌ ÏÒÇÁÎÉÚÁÔÉÏÎÓ ȣȢ ÔÏ ÌÅÓÓ 

institutionalized projects established under the ICAO Cooperative Development of Operational Safety 

and Continuing Airworthiness Programme (COSCAP)ȱ1. This generic definition therefore leaves it up to 

each regional group of States aiming to establish an RSOO, to very much decide on the legal form 

and institutional 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 RSOOs evolved 

or transitioned from COSCAPs. 

 

3.1.1 ICAO COSCAPs 

COSCAP-SA, 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 

enabled States, in any one region, to pool their resources for the purpose of 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 

COSCAP-SA, extended their mandates 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 in raising the capabilities of national inspectors 

and technical staff. Their Steering Committee meetings also offered an opportunity for States to 

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

Although ICAO manages the COSCAPs through its Technical Cooperation Bureau, Member States 

ÖÅÒÙ ÍÕÃÈ ÄÅÔÅÒÍÉÎÅ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÒÅÓÐÅÃÔÉÖÅ #/3#!0ȭÓ ÔÅÃÈÎÉÃÁÌ ÐÒÏÇÒÁÍÍÅȢ 

 

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

do not have international legal personality and for that reason, cannot, in their own right, arrange for 

their own funding or enter into agreements with other entities. In addition, being part and parcel of 

ICAO, they cannot be empowered by their Member States to 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 ICAO 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 Transitioning to institutionalized RSOOs 

It is for these reasons that ICAO has, in general, supports the transition of COSCAPs to more 

institutionalized RSOOs that are established on the basis of interGovernmental agreements or 

ÔÒÅÁÔÉÅÓȢ )#!/ ÆÉÒÍÌÙ ÂÅÌÉÅÖÅÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅ ÍÏÒÅ ÉÎÓÔÉÔÕÔÉÏÎÁÌÉÚÅÄ 23// Ȱmore expressly commits its 

Member State ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÏÒÇÁÎÉÚÁÔÉÏÎȟ ÂÅÔÔÅÒ ÅÎÁÂÌÅÓ ÔÈÅ ÄÅÌÅÇÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÔÁÓËÓ ÁÎÄ ÆÕÎÃÔÉÏÎÓ ȣȢ ÁÎÄ ÂÅÔÔÅÒ 

provides for sustainabilityȱ2. 

                                                           
1 (Doc 9734, Part B) Safety Oversight Manual, Part B, The Establishment and Management of a Regional 
Safety Oversight Organization, Foreword. 
2 Ibid. 
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Altogether five COSCAPs, including COSCAP-SA, have either already transitioned or are currently 

taking steps to transition to a more formal, institutionalized RSOO. Two other Asian COSCAPs 

(COSCAP-NA and COSCAP-SEA) have chosen, at least for the moment, to remain under ICAO 

management as COSCAPs. This can also be said for COSCAP-LAM which, although it transitioned to 

the Regional Cooperation 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 institutionalizing join 

seven other fully institutionalized RSOOs. See Table 3.1 below for the full list of current RSOOs.  

Some of these RSOOs, such as BAGASOO and PASO, are international organizations in their own 

right, whilst other RSOOs, such as CASSOA and EASA, are agencies or institutions that have been 

created within the institutional framework of a regional economic integration organization (REIO) or, 

as in the case of one RSOO ɀ ACSA - an already existing technical organization.  

 

As in the case of the COSCAPs, the institutionalized RSOOs have also contributed towards the 

strengthening of safety oversight in their respective regions. They have likewise contributed to the 

development of harmonized or common aviation requirements, inspector manuals and other 

guidance material and to the training of inspectors. They have also participated in ICAO programmes, 

including the Regional Aviation Safety Groups (RASGs) and assisted their Member States to prepare 

for the ICAO audits and other monitoring activities. In a limited number of cases, as with the SRVSOP, 

which provides coordinating and advisory services, or a fully institutionalized RSOO, such as EASA, 

which exercises certification and approval competences in certain areas, the RSOO has even met with 

the full expectations of their Member States. 
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TABLE 3.1   LIST OF REGIONAL SAFETY OVERSIGHT ORGANIZATIONS (RSOOS) 

RSOO  First Year of 

Operation 

RSOO  First Year of 

Operation 
Agencia Centroamericana para la 
Seguridad Aeronáutica (ACSA) 

2006 Cooperative Development of Operational 
Safety and Continuing Airworthiness 

Programme ï South East Asia (COSCAP-

SEA) 
 

2001 

Agence Communautaire de 

Supervision de la Sécurité et de la 

Sureté de lôAviation Civile (ACSAC) 
Presently still operating as COSCAP-

UEMOA during the parallel transition 

to ACSAC 
 

COSCAP-UEMOAï 

2004. ACSAC 

founded in 2013  
Not yet operational 

East African Community Civil Aviation Safety 

and Security Agency (EAC-CASSOA) 

2007 

Agence de Supervision de la Sécurité 

Aérienne en Afrique Centrale (ASSA-
AC) 

COSCAP-CEMAC ï 

2005 
ASSA-AC ï2016 

European Aviation Safety Agency (EASA) 2003 

Autorités Africaines et Malagauche 

de lôAviation Civil/African and 
Malagasy Civil Aviation Authorities 

(AAMAC)  

2015 InterState Aviation Committee (IAC) 1991 

Banjul Accord Group Aviation Safety 

Oversight Organization (BAGASOO) 

COSCAP-BAG ï2005 

BAGASOO ï 2010 

Interim Southern African Development 

Community Aviation Safety Organization 
(ISASO) 

COSCAP-SADC ï 

2008 - 2016 
SASO ï 2016 (as 

the interim SASO) 

Civil Aviation Safety and Security 
Oversight System (CASSOS) 

RASOS ï 2001 
CASSOS ï 2008 

Pacific Aviation Safety Office (PASO) 2007 

Cooperative Development of 

Operational Safety and Continuing 
Airworthiness Programme ï North 

Asia (COSCAP-NA) 

2003 Regional Safety Oversight Cooperation System 

(SRVSOP) 

COSCAP-LAM ï 

2001 
SRVSOP ï 2003 

Cooperative Development of 
Operational Safety and Continuing 

Airworthiness Programme ï South 

Asia (COSCAP-SA) 
 

1997   

 

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 of manpower 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 assistance,  a lack of funding and technical manpower resources severely 

restrict its ability to assist States. In such cases, the RSOO is limited to Level 1 coordinating, 

consultative and advisory tasks. RSOOs, such as the BAGASOO, CASSOA and PASO have, for most 

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 these organizations 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. These include 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.  
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3.1.3 The Forum on Regional Safety Oversight Organizations (RSOOs) 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 Oversight Organizations (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 a global 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 of RSOOs to include three levels of delegation of tasks 

and functions. Level 1 relates to the provision of advisory and coordinating services, Level 2 enables 

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 be said to provide Level 3 tasks and functions. In addition, in spite of the 

need for most RSOOs to provide operational assistance, only two RSOOs ɀ AAMAC and ACSA ɀ are 

capable of accepting Level 2 task delegations. All the other RSOOs, including those institutionalized 

RSOOs that have transitioned from COSCAPs, currently carry out advisory and coordinating 

functions at Level 1. It is therefore expected that the GASOS will give further impetus to the 

strengthening of RSOOs, in order that the majority of them will at least be able to provide Level 2 

operational assistance to their Member 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 capabilities of 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 

supporting States. Recommendations for the implementation of 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. SOUTH ASIA REGIONAL AVIATION SAFETY  

4.1 Information Sources and Sampling 

During the Research Phase the team collected data to carry out the Study using all available 

mediums. These included primarily the visits to States, which were preceded by a questionnaire for 

both CAAs and Ministries in charge of civil aviation. On the basis of the series of visits, detailed notes 

were coordinated within the team for consistency and were then supplied in draft to each of the 

visited States for clarification as necessary, and agreement. 

 

Additionally, extensive use was made of ICAO documentation such as iSTARS, ICAO USOAP, 

COSCAP-SA records and the RSOO evaluation. In respect to the economic coverage, extensive 

research was undertaken through all related and available public sources. 

 

4.2 Level of Aviation Activity in South Asia 

The over 230 airlines in Asia have, according to global analytics firm HIS, an estimated 27 percent of 

the worldȭÓ commercial aircraft fleet. Asia/Pacific also accounted 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 fast-rising household incomes, especially in India, 

which help to make air travel much more affordable. In this respect, Boeing, in its Current Market 

Outlook 2017-203, 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 economic 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 active low-cost airlines in the 

region and investments made in airports and air navigation infrastructure. 

 

In the period between 2007 and 2016, India experienced an average 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. India-domiciled airlines generate 80 percent of the total available seat-

kilometres (ASKs)3 for 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 the SA States have experienced strong compound growth rates for 

at least the past decade, with signs that this growth is even accelerating. In Sri Lanka (according to 

the Annual Report of Sri Lankan Airlines -2016/201) tourist arrivals were up 16 percent and airline 

capacity into Sri Lanka increased by 11 percent. In Nepal, the Kathmandu Post reported an increase 

of domestic air passenger movement of up to 39.5 percent and in Bangladesh, The Bangladesh 

Monitor, States that domestic passengers grew from 648,019 in 2013 to 1,067,537 in 2017 Boeing, in 

its Current Market Outlook 2017 ɀ 2036, States that it expects aircraft deliveries to South Asia to be 

2200. It predicts an annual rate of growth of ASKs for South Asia of 8% for the coming 20 years and 

that the aircraft fleet would average growth of 8.2% annually. Airbus, in its Global Market Forecast, 

predicts that in 2036 the domestic Indian market will be equal in size to the current market in the 

                                                           
3 ASKs are the most widely used measure of airline capacity, one ASK being the product of seats 
flown and distance carried. Note that only seats available for paying passengers are used for the 
ÐÕÒÐÏÓÅÓ ÏÆ ÃÁÌÃÕÌÁÔÉÏÎȢ &ÉÌÌÅÄ ÓÅÁÔÓ ɉÐÁÙÉÎÇ ÐÁÓÓÅÎÇÅÒÓɊ ÇÅÎÅÒÁÔÅÓ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÁÔÉÓÔÉÃ ȰÒÅÖÅÎÕÅ ÐÁÓÓÅÎÇÅÒ 
ËÉÌÏÍÅÔÒÅÓȱ ɉ20+ÓɊȢ 4ÈÉÓ És often used as a measure of the demand for airline travel. 
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USA. These growth rates are higher even than for the Asia-Pacific region as a whole, and they are 

very much higher than their respective global averages. 

 

Table 4-1 : Indicators of Growth in Aviation Activity in South Asia 

State Recent Activity Level Growth 

 

 Year 

Departing  

International 

Passengers Period AARG 

Multiple 

of base 

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 2016-17 27,350,000 2007-08 to 2016-17 8.1% 2.0 

Maldives 2017 1,702,242 2007 to 2017 7.5% 2.1 

Nepal 2016-17 2,083,150 2006-7 to 2016-17 9.1% 2.4 

Pakistan 2017-18 7,481,190 2007-08 to 2017-18 7.0% 2.0 

Sri Lanka 2017 4,966,776 2007 to 2017 7.3% 2.0 

Sources: Official statistics published by Ministries, CAAs and World Bank.  

Notes:  Growth for Bangladesh based on total of domestic and international passengers. Growth for Maldives 

based on tourist arrivals. 

 

4.3 Challenges in Accommodating Growth in Aviation Activity 

Strategically, the main challenges in accommodating this growth in aviation in the region are the 

constraints in the bilateral air services regimes, which are still largely traditional and less liberal. Note 

that the medium-term plan by SAARC to negotiate a regional air services agreement (RASA) is likely 

to have a significant effect on this constraint. The timings for the completion of such a RASA are 

however unknown and likely to be drawn out. 

 

This bilateral growth restraint is compounded by the limitations in infrastructure, notably in the 

ÃÁÐÁÃÉÔÙ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÇÉÏÎȭÓ ÁÉÒÐÏÒÔÓ ÁÎÄ ÉÔÓ ÁÉÒ ÎÁÖÉÇÁÔÉÏÎ ÓÙÓÔÅÍÓȢ The effect of these infrastructure 

constraints varies considerably between States. According to the Centre for Asia Pacific Aviation 

(CAPA), the Capital Expenditure (CAPEX) injection to the airport infrastructure in India is sub-

optimalȢ #!0!ȭÓ ÖÉÅ× ÉÓ ÔÈÁÔ the airport operators remain conservative in their growth estimates, 

having been caught off-guard by the 20 percent compounded annual growth rate (CAGR) domestic 

growth over the last 3 years. As a further example, the present capacity of Tribhuvan International 

Airport in Kathmandu is already a constraint on efficient operations and has ongoing safety issues. 

Other airports in the region are in a similar situation. 

 

Considering the firm orders already placed by the airlines in the SA region with aircraft 

manufacturers, there will be an average of over 2 transport category aircraft 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 fleets and the infrastructure capacity requirements (be it airport or air 

navigation capacity) will, unless addressed, be a significant detriment to efficient and safe operations.  

Based on observations made during ÔÈÅ ÔÅÁÍȭÓ visits to the COSCAP Member States of SA in the 

conduct of this Feasibility Study, it was evident that this rapid growth in aviation activity places all 

States in the position where they require some form of assistance and support at the regional level, 

to ensure aviation safety oversight. The sluggish response by Governments to the high growth, and 
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inability to bring about both the changes required and the new capabilities to meet these demands is 

creating less effective aviation oversight systems.  

  

A major contributing factor in many States is the need of aviation safety regulators in SA to move 

away from the conflict caused by being both the service provider and regulator. Equally, many of the 

CAAs in the region continue to function under traditional public service regulations and the 

associated bureaucracy which impedes effective recruitment, training, competence and retention of 

the technical expertise required for safe, orderly and economic air transport, as required under the 

Chicago Convention. 

 

4.4 ICAO USOAP Findings and Levels of Effective Implementation (EI)  

Assembly Resolution A32-11 ɀ Ȱ%ÓÔÁÂÌÉÓÈÍÅÎÔ ÏÆ ÁÎ )#!/ 5ÎÉÖÅÒÓÁÌ 3ÁÆÅÔÙ /ÖÅÒÓÉÇÈÔ !ÕÄÉÔ 

0ÒÏÇÒÁÍÍÅȱ ɀ resolved that the USOAP programme be established comprising regular, mandatory, 

systematic and harmonized safety audits to be carried out by ICAO. 

 

ICAO launched USOAP in 1999 due to concerns about the lack of effective aviation safety oversight 

in many States and the effect of this on aviation safety worldwide. The audit programme was 

introduced to assess Statesȭ ÃÁÐÁÂÉÌÉÔÙ ÁÎÄ ÅÆÆÅÃÔÉÖÅÎÅÓÓ ÉÎ ÍÁÉÎÔÁÉÎÉÎÇ ÁÎÄ ÉÍÐÌÅÍÅÎÔÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ 3!20Ó 

contained in the Annexes of the Chicago Conventionɀ which establishes the minimum requirements 

to maintain the safety and security of global civil aviation. 

 

ICAO has established that effective 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: 

- CE-1 ɂ Primary aviation legislation 

- CE-2 ɂ Specific operating regulations 

- CE-3 ɂ State system and functions 

- CE-4 ɂ Qualified technical personnel 

- CE-5ɂTechnical guidance, tools and provision of safety-critical information 

- CE-6 ɂ Licensing, certification, authorization and approval obligations 

- CE-7 ɂ Surveillance obligations 

- CE-8 ɂ 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 

ÁÎÄ ΨΦΧΩȢ 4ÈÅ ÁÕÄÉÔ ÎÏ× ÍÅÁÓÕÒÅÓ ÔÈÅ ÌÅÖÅÌ ÏÆ Ȱ%ÆÆÅÃÔÉÖÅ )ÍÐÌÅÍÅÎÔÁÔÉÏÎȱ ɉ%)Ɋ ÆÏÒ ÅÁÃÈ ÏÆ ÔÈÅÓÅ #%Óȟ 

giving an overall average EI for the State. The audit also provides figures for the EI of each AA. ICAO 
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may also identify that an audit finding be classified as a Significant Safety Concern (SSC). In those 

cases where subsequent follow up indicates insufficient attention to rectify an SSC, ICAO may 

indicate this with a ȰÒÅÄ ÆÌÁÇȱȢ ICAO also shows the performance of a StateȭÓ ÓÁÆÅÔÙ ÏÖÅÒÓÉÇÈÔ ÓÙÓÔÅÍ 

ÒÅÌÁÔÉÖÅ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÇÌÏÂÁÌ ÁÖÅÒÁÇÅȢ 4ÈÉÓ ÉÎÆÏÒÍÁÔÉÏÎ ÉÓ ÍÁÄÅ ÁÖÁÉÌÁÂÌÅ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÇÅÎÅÒÁÌ ÐÕÂÌÉÃ ÏÎ )#!/ȭÓ 

website.  

 

Aviation safety attracts considerable attention in the media and it is important that States are able 

to report that they have a sound safety oversight system as audited by ICAO. This is always so but is 

especially important when a StateȭÓ ÅÃÏÎÏÍÙ ÉÓ ÈÅÁÖÉÌÙ ÒÅÌÉÁÎÔ ÏÎ ÔÏÕÒÉÓÍȢ  

 

!ÄÄÉÔÉÏÎÁÌÌÙȟ ÔÈÅ 53!ȭÓ &AA (FAA) IASA programme is relevant when a StateȭÓ ÁÉÒÌÉÎÅÓ ÈÁÖÅ ÆÌÉÇÈÔÓ ÔÏ 

and from the USA or have code share arrangements for such flights. Similar to ICAO USOAP, the FAA 

International Aviation Safety Assessment Program (IASA) looks at the StateȭÓ ÁÂÉÌÉÔÙ ÔÏ correctly 

oversee aviation safety. An IASA decision to give a State a Category 2 rating imposes restrictions on 

the airlines of that State.  

 

The EU also undertakes safety checks and imposes bans on airlines flying to and from the EU when 

they see a significant cause for concern about safety. Studies carried out on such actions demonstrate 

the significant short and long term economic consequences when a State does not demonstrate at 

least an acceptable level of safety oversight in an ICAO USOAP audit or one of the other assessment 

systems. 

 

An effective, sustainable, efficient State Aviation Safety Oversight Body requires the following 

attributes as a minimum: 

- A set of National legislation which empowers an appropriate authority. 

- A Civil Aviation Authority which 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 USOAP program of ICAO the SA States have undergone audits with seven out of the eight 

States audited; the most recent audits were in 2017 and 2018. The levels of overall Effective 

Implementation (EI) for each State audited recently are: Bangladesh ɀ EI 74.76 percent, Bhutan ɀ 38% 

(ICVM Results awaited but likely to be around 55%), India ɀ EI 57.44 percent, Nepal - EI 66.08 percent 

and Sri Lanka ɀ EI 88.57 percent. 

 

Those States that have not had recent audits are: Afghanistan (no audit at all); Maldives (2014) with 

EI 66.92 percent; Pakistan (2011) with EI 84.67 percent. In some cases, these States are expecting 

audits in the near future (2019). 

 

The majority of SA States have recorded an overall level of EI above the global average of 66 percent. 

However, further inspection of the results for the individual CEs reveals that the EIs for CE4 ɀ 

Technical Experts remain low for most States and are even lower for CE8 - Resolution of Safety Issues. 

Looking at the various technical areas, the EI for Accident Investigation (AIG) is noticeably lower than 

the global average for most of the SA States. 
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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 region over the period 2014 to 2018.  Over this period the total number of 

accidents (accident/10,000 cycles) has decreased, although fatal accident numbers have remained 

constant.  The year 2016 recorded the highest number of fatalities. 

 

Table 4.2:  Regional Accident Statistics 2014 - 2018 

Accidents AFG BAN BHU IND MAL PAK SRI TOTAL 

Fatal 0 1 0 1 0 2 0 4 

Non-
Fatal 

4 1 0 8 1 2 1 17 

 Source:EASA South Asia Regionb Safety Picture Aug 2018. 

 

Additionally, over this period the region had 5 fatal and 3 non-fatal rotary wing commercial operation 

accidents.  
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5. EVOLUTION OF COSCAP-SA AND PRESENT FUNCTIONS 

COSCAP-SA, under the aegis of ICAO, is a joint programme of SA States. Each of these States is 

additionally a member of the South Asian Association for Regional Cooperation (SAARC). The States 

are; namely, Afghanistan, Bangladesh, Bhutan, India, Maldives, Nepal, Pakistan and Sri Lanka. The 

COSCAP-SA structure also includes donors and safety partners such as Airbus, Boeing, EASA/EC, 

DGAC France, FAA. 

 

ICAO Assembly Resolution A29-13 - Ȱ)ÍÐÒÏÖÅÍÅÎÔ ÏÆ 3ÁÆÅÔÙ /ÖÅÒÓÉÇÈÔȱ ɀ recognized that many 

Contracting States may not have the regulatory framework or financial or technical resources to carry 

out the minimum requirements of the Chicago Convention.  

 

In Assembly Resolution A33-9 ɀ Ȱ2ÅÓÏÌÖÉÎÇ ÄÅÆÉÃÉÅÎÃÉÅÓ ÉÄÅÎÔÉÆÉÅÄ ÂÙ ÔÈÅ 53/!0 ÁÎÄ ÅÎÃÏÕÒÁÇÉÎÇ 

quality assurance for tÅÃÈÎÉÃÁÌ ÃÏÏÐÅÒÁÔÉÏÎ ÐÒÏÊÅÃÔÓȱ a request was made to the Secretary General of 

ICAO to support, foster and facilitate the use of bilateral and multilateral agreements for projects 

between States and international or regional organizations. 

 

The COSCAP-SA programme is aimed at assisting the participant States in developing regulations 

and standards and to improve their independent oversight capabilities. The programme commenced 

in 1997 and is presently in its Phase IV (2013 ɀ 2018). 

 

Programme finances are managed through a Trust Fund which holds Member Statesȭ ÁÎÎÕÁÌ 

subscriptions and contributions of donor agencies including partners. The contribution of the States 

is determined by a formula contained in the Programme Document which is based on the services 

rendered to the individual States. 

 

The programme is managed by a SC consisting of the DGs of the Member States, the ICAO Regional 

Director ɀ Asia and Pacific (APAC), the Director ICAO Technical Cooperation Bureau (TCB) and the 

Chief Technical Advisor (CTA). The ICAO APAC Office carries out overall oversight and provide 

guidance and technical support to the programme. The ICAO TCB provides financial management 

and the CTA manages and coordinates the programme operationally. 

 

The SC is 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 Executive of the Maldives Civil Aviation Authority. 

 

Historically, the location of the COSCAP-SA office has been rotated periodically among its Member 

States so far including Sri Lanka and Bangladesh. Currently, the office is based in Bhutan having 

relocated there in 2016. 

 

5.1 Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) 

The respective DGCAs of the SA States met at the ICAO APAC Office on 7th and 8th January 1997, to 

approve the Project Document for the Establishment of COSCAP-SA for a period of five years. An 

MoU to this effect was also signed. 

 

With Assembly Resolution A33-ή ÓÔÁÔÉÎÇ Ȱ#ÏÎÔÉÎÕÁÔÉÏÎ ÁÎÄ ÅØÐÁÎÓÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ )#!/ 5ÎÉÖÅÒÓÁÌ 3ÁÆÅÔÙ 

Oversight Audit 0ÒÏÇÒÁÍÍÅ Ȱ, the 7th Steering Committee of COSCAP-SA decided to expand the 



17 
 

programme to include the technical areas of Aerodromes and Ground Aids (AGA), Air Navigation 

Services (ANS), and Air Traffic Management (ATM). 

 

The MOU was later subsumed into the Institutional Framework and Administrative Procedures 

Manual (IFAPM).  

 

5.2 Institutional Framework and Administrative Procedures Manual (IFAPM) 

The IFAPM was amended last on 12th May 2009, at the direction of the 17th SC Meeting. Following the 

signature of the IFAPM by 7 SA States, bi-lateral delegation agreements were signed by 6 of 8 States. 

These bi-lateral agreements between SA States and COSCAP-SA 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 IFAPM ɀ the primary objective of the Manual is to lay the 

foundation for the progressive elevation of COSCAP-SA towards the establishment of a RSOO of the 

Member States of SA. 

 

5.3 Functions 

The key functions of COSCAP-SA include: 

- Classroom and on-the-job training (OJT) for regional flight safety inspectors assigned to the 

Programme and national inspectors and other personnel. 

- Development of guidance material to be adopted or adapted by the Member States. 

- Providing on-site technical assistance on various technical fields to Member States with the 

help of Regional and International Experts. 

- Establishment of a regional team of experts to recommend and oversee the implementation 

of accident prevention measures ɀ the South Asia Regional Aviation Safety Team (SARAST). 

- Develop and maintain a register of COSCAP-SA Regional Experts for Member States to 

request technical assistance as needed. 

 

5.4 Staffing 

The COSCAP-SA staffing includes the CTA ɀ referred to as the Programme Coordinator in the IFAPM, 

together with technical experts. These staff members maybe be either International or Regional 

Experts ɀ based on the resources and direction provided by the SC and by agreement with ICAO. 

These staff members are directly contracted by the Technical Cooperation Bureau (TCB) of ICAO 

using funds held in the COSCAP-SA Trust Account. 

 

In the initial phases of COSCAP-SA there were up to 5 experts ɀ both International and Regional. 

However, at the present time in Phase IV, the only technical member of staff is the CTA ɀ an 

International Flight Operations (OPS) Expert.  

 

A second Regional Expert in the Airworthiness (AIR) position has been approved by the SC for Phase 

IV. However, recruitment for this position has not been completed. 

 

As part of the host agreement and included in each Programme Document, the support staff are 

provided by the Member State where the COSCAP-SA is located at any particular time.  
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The level and number of technical staff have necessarily to be based on the resources available. This 

presently greatly limits the staffing levels, in spite of a need for these staff. 

 

There are regional policy and security issues that restrict travel to all countries by all Regional Experts, 

thus further limiting the availability of experts due to nationality constraints, 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 regulations followed by the MS are not fully 

harmonized. Some significant effort under the SA Regional Initiative (SARI) has taken place and SARI 

is continuing in this role; however this is not a permanent arrangement.  The need will continue to 

exist when the funding for SARI discontinues. As a result, the COSCAP-SA experts, when deputized 

to help Member States, may not fully understand nuances and details in the national rules and may 

not be able to perform to the full satisfaction of the receiving State. 

 

5.5 Challenges and Limitations 

A major challenge for COSCAP-SA stems from the diversity of the aviation activities in the countries 

in the region and therefore the requirements of the respective safety oversight organisations. This 

varied spectrum ranges from a State having two operators with six aircraft to a State having 20 

operators with over 700 aircraft. Such diversification is also reflected in parameters, such as numbers 

of airports and size and complexity of Air Navigation Service Providers. This broad variation raises 

difficulties in the scope and scale of the effort and availability of resources and ability of the States. 

In addition, the harmonization and standardization of regulations in the South Asia Region is far from 

complete. Consequently, this is an additional significant challenge for effective aviation safety 

oversight at a regional level.  

 

In the first instance, the COSCAP-SA programme was exclusively focused on flight operations (OPS) 

and airworthiness of Aircraft (AIR), but the inclusion of ANS/ATM/AGA/AIG in the areas in the USOAP 

audits meant a broader scope but also even greater strain on the limited resources. 

 

The two most important global challenges for CAAs are also at the forefront in SA; namely, 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 past, a system of financing the public sector 

under which all income received by Government entities 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 works budget and an operating budget. With the creation of 

autonomous/commercialised entities to operate airports and air navigation services and with an 

increasing emphasis on user fees, the systems of financing CAAs is under continuing evolution. 

 

As a result, the challenge of assuring adequate financial support for independent safety oversight is 

being overcome in many States. Within the Member States of COSCAP-SA, there are differing 

arrangements for financing the CAAs. Varying degrees of financial controls are applied 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 their budgets and retention of income. However, some of the 

smaller States, Bhutan in particular, lack the necessary financial resource allocation to perform its 

functions.  

 

In most States, the inspectors are employed as civil /public servants and their remuneration levels are 

not comparable to what these specialists could earn in the domestic aviation industry. For some, 

there are lucrative opportunities abroad in the context of a growing shortage 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 gap, the various bureaucratic procedures and approval processes required 

for the necessary training to be imparted to the experts, means that their essential and 

recurrent/refresher training is curtailed.  

 

Since COSCAP-SA is a cooperative initiative, the financial contributions made by the States, albeit 

based on an agreed formula, are not commensurate with the level and scale of assistance 

obtained/given to each of the Member States and has not been kept updated. In addition, the 

contributions, though agreed to under the MOU signed by all States, may not always be paid in full 

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

beginning of each year. 

 

Although COSCAP-SA was established in accordance with an MoU, it is questioned whether it has 

the necessary legal foundation to perform operational functions on behalf of the Member States. 

Even when a particular State has its own legislation allowing formal delegation of authority to the 

COSCAP-SA experts and has provided a written delegation to this effect, experience has shown that 

this does not necessarily meet the strict legal basis of the USOAP audits. The ICAO Audits have 

subscribed to the prevailing view that COSCAPs are not a legal entity.  Thus, although a State may 

be able to show that it has performed necessary tasks with the assistance of a COSCAP-SA expert, 

ICAO audits have concluded that the task was not carried out by acceptably authorized personnel. 

 

In view of the nature of the programme, the limited resources of COSCAP-SA are used to address the 

challenges experienced by most of the States. As a consequence, even urgent and essential 

assistance needs of some States may receive a low priority compared to other actions designed to 

provide benefits for the majority of Member States. 

 

5.6 Financing 

5.6.1 Funding levels ɀ Phases I to IV 

At the commencement of the COSCAP-SA Project in 1997, it was estimated that the cost would be 

$3,284,000 over a five-year period. As a response to ICAO Assembly Resolution A33-8 (Continuation 

and Expansion of ICAO Universal Safety Oversight Audit Programme), the Steering Committee 

decided to expand the scope of activities and to continue the initiative as a Programme. Phase I was 

extended for another 2 years and the budget was increased to $4,936,896. The approved funding for 

Phase II which extended for three years was $1,552,200. At the outset of Phase III commencing in 

FY2007-08 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 of the Member States of COSCAP-

SA since 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 COSCAP-SA, 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 contributions fell short of the planned budgets in 

each Phase. Notwithstanding the fact that the annual outlays by the Member States more than 

doubled over the two decades of COSCAP-SA, the total funding for regional safety oversight has not 

kept pace with the rate of growth of aviation activity. It also emphasises the importance of the advice 

provided in ICAO Doc 9734 Part B that a reliance on grants and loans should not be regarded as a 

sustainable strategy for funding an RSOO. 

 

Table 5-1 : COSCAP - SA Project Funding - Contributions as at 03 January 2018 in USD 

Item Phase I Phase II Phase III 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 

COSCAP-SA State Contribution $0 $7,800 $52,350 $0 $60,150 

In-kind Human Resources In 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 I $387,731 $0 $0 $0 $387,731 

IFFAS Contribution $0 $169,900 $0 $0 $169,900 

Total $3,871,560 $1,136,004 $1,964,507 $2,913,741 $9,885,812 

Annual cost to States $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 of State contributions in 

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

Source: DP-5: Programme Budget and Funding ɀ 2017/2018. Presented by the APAC ICAO at the 26th Steering 

Committee Meeting of COSCAP-SA at Kathmandu, Nepal, 9-10 January 2018. 

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

borne by the host StateȢ .ÏÒ ÄÏÅÓ ÉÔ ÉÎÃÌÕÄÅ ÔÈÅ ÓÕÐÐÏÒÔ ÐÒÏÖÉÄÅÄ ÂÙ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÇÉÏÎȭÓ ÁÉÒÌÉÎÅÓ ÉÎ ÂÅÁÒÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÓÔ 

of staff travel. Also, it does take account of the costs borne by the Member States in participating in COSCAP-

SA activities. 

 

The following table shows that travel costs represent a major cost for COSCAP-SA. Having said that, 

two-thirds of COSCAP-SAs 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 personnel. An allowance 

of between 1-2% has been applied in the past in the budgeting to account for rising costs, but the 

effectiveness of an RSOO-SA undertaking Level 2 functions will depend on being able to attract and 

retain necessary staff. 
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Table 5-2 : Programme Budget Covering Trust Fund Contribution (in US$) 

Expense Category 

Total 

Phase IV 

Annual 

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 2013 - 30 September 2018). 

 

One of the key success factors identified for regional safety oversight initiatives is the ability to 

standardise/harmonise regulations 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 17th Meeting of the COSCAP-SA SC 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 rules. EU/EASA have however indicated that their continued funding support cannot be 

guaranteed. Accordingly, EASA urged the States in SA to develop a sustainable arrangement for 

continuing the work on harmonisation of regulations and their implementation. 

 

The COSCAP-SA SC 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 contributions from States 

could be made for both COSCAP-SA 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 COSCAP-SA Member States in developing, 

implementing and updating harmonized rules, regulations and procedures. It is timely with the 

evaluation of options for further institutional development of COSCAP-SA as an RSOO Level 2 that 

ÆÕÔÕÒÅ ÁÒÒÁÎÇÅÍÅÎÔÓ ÆÏÒ 3!2)ȭÓ work be considered. 

 

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 2008 and 2015 amounted to: 

- Part 145 (Approval of Maintenance Organisation) - $660,000, including inputs from Airbus at 

the commencement of the Project as well as EASA backstop support. 

- Part M (continued airworthiness) - $540,000 for work carried out between 2012 and 2015. 

- Part 66 & 147 - $660,000 for work carried out 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 amounted to $2.52 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 funding. Again, it is necessary to consider the costs borne by the 

Member States in SARI activities. 

 

5.6.2 COSCAP-SA cost sharing formula 

At its third meeting in November 1988, the COSCAP-SA SC embraced the principle that the formula 

for apportioning its costs among Member States should be based on the benefits provided and should 

also include a detailed analysis of costs and benefits that are provided to members.  

 

DP-Ϊ Ȱ#ÏÓÔ 3ÈÁÒÉÎÇȱȟ ÐÒÅÓÅÎÔÅÄ ÁÔ ÔÈÅ Ϊth SC Meeting in Colombo, 1-2 June 1999 proposed a 

methodology based first on an apportionment of activities carried out in individual Member States 

and activities directed at the general Programme. This work aimed at meeting the needs of all 

Member States was estimated to consume 60% of the total resources. The proposition was that this 

should be shared equally. That is, each of the seven Member States should bear 8.6% of the total 

cost. To this should be added the benefits received individually by the State. 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 regarded as State-specific activity. 

4ÈÅÓÅ ȰÄÉÒÅÃÔȱ ÂÅÎÅÆÉÔÓ ×ÅÒÅ ÁÓÓÕÍÅÄ ÔÏ ÂÅ ÐÒÏÐÏÒÔÉÏÎÁÌ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÌÅÖÅÌ ÏÆ ÁÖÉÁÔÉÏÎ ÁÃÔÉÖÉÔÙȟ Ás reflected 

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 each State, gave an apportionment of approximately 30% to India. The remaining 

Member States were apportioned between 9% and 15% of total costs. 

 

At its 8th Meeting in May 2001, the COSCAP-SA SC approved the first revision of the Project 

Document (Revision 1) and agreed that contributions should conform to the following shares: 

- Bangladesh 14.79 % 

- Bhutan  09.48 % 

- India  19.87 % 

- Maldives 12.80 % 

- Nepal  14.79 % 

- Pakistan 15.67 % 

- Sri Lanka 12.80 % 

 

The matter remained under review, particularly as the oversight capabilities of most of the Member 

States was changing. The following table indicates the allocations reflected in the actual 

contributions paid by the Member States over the past two decades. 

 



23 
 

Table 5-3 : Shares of State Contributions COSCAP - SA Project Funding - Contributions as at 03 

January 2018 

State Phase I Phase II Phase II Phase IV 

Average over 

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 DP-5: Programme Budget and Funding ɀ 2017/2018. Presented by the APAC ICAO at the 

26th Steering Committee Meeting of COSCAP-SA at Kathmandu, Nepal, 9-10 January 2018. 

 

A cost-benefit analysis presented to the 13th SC Meeting calculated the benefits to each Member 

State ÁÓ ÐÅÒ ÔÈÅ ÆÏÌÌÏ×ÉÎÇ ÔÁÂÌÅȢ 4ÈÅ Ȱ#ÏÍÍÏÎ "ÅÎÅÆÉÔÓȱ ÈÅÒÅ ÒÅÌÁÔÅ ÔÏ ÁÌÌ ÁÃÔÉÖÉÔÉÅÓ ÎÏÔ ÉÎÃÌÕÄÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ 

technical assistance provided by the COSCAP-SA professionals. It can be seen that there is a 

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

correspondence in most cases to the actual allocations of costs evident above. Thus, it is reasonable 

to infer that the actual allocation of costs has been influenced by assessments of the benefits received 

by individual Member States, at least based on calculations of the benefits arising from the activities 

carried out in Phases I and II of the Programme. 

 

Table 5-4 : Benefits and Their Distribution Amongst Member States of COSCAP-SA 

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% $771,300 11.6% 

Total $6,207,300 100.0% $1,552,623 100.0% 

Source: Based on DP-3: Cost versus Benefit 13th Steering Committee Meeting, New Delhi, India, 29 November 

ɀ 1 December 2004. 

 

The question arises whether these funding allocations are appropriate for future use for a RSOO 

carrying out Level 2 functions. As noted, the levels of activity have changed as have the capabilities 

of the respective safety oversight authorities. Also, the scope of activities and the priorities for 

COSCAP-SA have evolved.  
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In relation to the Financial considerations and based on the information provided by the Member 

States during the fact-finding stage of the Study, it would be useful to proceed with the consideration 

that: 

i. Some activities generate benefits directly to individual Member States. 

ii. Some activities could benefit a sub-set of the Membership. 

iii. Other activities are of a general nature and provide benefits to all Member States. 

 

With regard to type (i), it is reasonable to expect that each State could cover the costs of the services 

provided. In situations where Level 2 operational functions are to be carried out by the RSOO experts, 

it also provides the opportunity to raise necessary funds through user charges. Some States indicated 

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. In ÔÈÅ ÔÅÁÍȭÓ discussions with industry 

representatives, there was an understanding that benefits 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 amounts for cost of capital and depreciation, 

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

 

Including Type (ii) in the underlying principles adds more flexibility because it recognises that some 

sub-sets of the membership might wish to prioritise certain activities. A cost allocation for Type (ii) 

could be based on a combination of the approaches adopted for Types (i) and (iii). 

 

Type (iii) ÁÃÔÉÖÉÔÉÅÓ ÃÁÎ ÂÅ ÃÁÔÅÇÏÒÉÓÅÄ ÁÓ ȰÊÏÉÎÔÌÙ ÉÎÃÕÒÒÅÄ ÃÏÓÔÓȱȢ 4ÈÅ ÁÐÐÒÏÁÃÈ ÃÏÎÓÉÄÅÒÅÄ ÐÒÅÖÉÏÕÓÌÙ 

was to allocate these equally to all Member 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-

ËÎÏ×Î ÉÓÓÕÅ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ ÅÃÏÎÏÍÉÓÔȭÓ ÓÏÌÕÔÉÏÎ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÁÌÌÏÃÁÔÉÏn of joint costs takes account of willingness 

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 more complex approach, but it recognises that equal allocations are essentially 

an arbitrary 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 shares of State Contributions to COSCAP-SA suggest that 

the SC has taken account of these considerations.4 But 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 SC. 

 

5.6.3 Sources of funds 

A traditional form of financing public sector entities in many States 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 of funds. The trend globally over many 

                                                           
4 For example, the request from the Royal Government of Bhutan to fix its contribution at US$25,000 per year, 
taking into consideration its limited aeronautical activities and the ability of Bhutan to afford a larger 
contribution at that time, was given favourable consideration by the Steering Committee at its 20th Meeting. 
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decades has been to move away from this model and to grant airports, air navigation services 

providers and CAAs autonomy ɀ including the ability to retain funds from their charges. The process 

of separating regulators from the 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 from the SA States during the 

fact-finding stage of this Study. 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 of funding. 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 in SA, but the practice of hypothecating a portion of these funds specifically 

for safety oversight is not yet fully established. 
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Table 5-5 : Overview of Funding Arrangements for Safety Oversight in South Asia 

State Source of Funds Comments 

Bangladesh All income from fees and charges is 

ÒÅÔÁÉÎÅÄ ÂÙ #!!"ȟ ÁÐÁÒÔ ÆÒÏÍ Á ȰÔÁØȱ 

paid to the Government. Charges 

include an Embarkation Charge, 

Aerodrome Charges, Air Navigation 

Charges and Fees for Licensing, etc. 

 

Approval of the level of fees and charges 

requires submission to the Ministry of Transport 

and approval is then required from the Ministry 

of Finance and the Legal Ministry. 

 

Bhutan The BCAA prepares an annual budget 

and submits this to the Ministry of 

Finance. The contribution for 

COSCAP-SA is included in this budget. 

 

All income from fees and charges is remitted 

directly to the Ministry of Finance. This includes 

any income from fees and charges for licensing 

fees, etc., though this is small. The Personnel 

Licensing Charges were revised in February 

2018. 

 

India DGCA receives an annual budget 

allocation from the Ministry of 

Finance. 

 

Income derived from licensing fees goes to 

central Government funds, but there has been 

recent debate about allowing DGCA to retain 

them. 

 

Maldives A portion of the Airport Services 

Charge levied on departing passengers 

has been allocated to the MCAA. 

 

The Attorney General is currently reviewing a 

means to formally hypothecate these funds to 

the MCAA. 

Nepal CAAN obtains its income from fees and 

charges that are approved by the 

Government of Nepal in accordance 

with Civil Aviation Authority of Nepal, 

Airport Service Charge Regulation, 

2067 (2010) 

 

The income from these fees and charges is 

retained by CAAN and administered by its 

Board. The Minister of Finance is a Member of 

the Board of CAAN, but there is no separate 

oversight of the budget by the Ministry of 

Finance. 

 

Pakistan PCAA derives its income from fees and 

charges levied on users (passenger 

embarkation fee and charges on 

aircraft including on air navigation 

services) as well as from non-

aeronautical sources. 

 

The CAA retains the income it earns, but its 

annual budget of the CAA is approved by the 

Cabinet. 

Sri Lanka CAASL derives its income mostly from 

ÁÎ Ȱ/ÖÅÒÓÅÁÓ 3ÁÌÅÓ #ÈÁÒÇÅȱ ɉ/33ɊȢ 4ÈÅ 

CAA also levies charges for regulatory 

services. 

The CAA generates an income that is sufficient 

to cover its costs and to earn a surplus that is 

returned to the Ministry of Finance. The level of 

the OSS is set by the Government. 

The levels of charges for regulatory services are 

set low in order to encourage development of 

the aviation industry. 
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A common theme encountered in SA is that the process of separating regulatory authorities from the 

service providers is under way in many States; although it is at different stages of the process in each. 

This process is a complex one requiring sound legal and institutional preparations. Attention is drawn 

to a report commissioned for the FAA in 2014 in which the experiences in separating ANSPs from 

their respective regulators in the United Kingdom, Canada, New Zealand, Australia, France and 

Germany were examined.5 Critically, many of these CAAs faced budgetary pressures at some time 

once they became autonomous. An important conclusion was that regular reviews of funding 

mechanisms are needed to ensure that the Government consciously determines the adequacy of the 

#!!ȭÓ ÒÅÖÅÎÕÅÓ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÌÉÇÈÔ ÏÆ ÅÖÏÌÖÉÎÇ ÒÅÇÕÌÁÔÏÒÙ ÎÅÅÄÓȢ 

 

In varying degrees, the States in 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 these funds and 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 and regional levels need to be kept in mind. In this situation 

it is likely that the RSOO would need to continue to rely on annual appropriations from the States, at 

least initially, and there will be an attendant risk that timely and adequate contributions from all 

Member States could be difficult to sustain at all times. At the very minimum sufficient funds are 

needed to cover the contract for a rolling 12-month period.6  

 

4ÈÅ ÃÏÎÃÌÕÓÉÏÎ ÒÅÁÃÈÅÄ ÉÎ )#!/ȭÓ ÒÅÃÅÎÔ ÒÅÖÉÅ× ÏÆ ÇÌÏÂÁÌ ÅØÐÅÒÉÅÎÃÅÓ ×ÉÔÈ 23//Ó ×ÁÓ ÔÈÁÔ Ȱthe 

search for a more stable and sustainable funding platform for an RSOO usually means moving away 

from Member State contributions and towards funding mechanisms that are dependent on the use of 

either passenger safety fees and/or air navigation overflight charges and user feesȢȱ7 That Study noted 

that PASO is in the final stages of introducing a passenger safety fee in the Pacific Islands8 and ACSA 

successfully uses funding derived from air navigation charges. Other RSOOs, such as BAGASOO and 

CASSOA, also 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 9734 Part B contains guidance on how user charges levied directly by an RSOO could be 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 levels of user charges 

because of their national policies and economic circumstances. 

                                                           
5 D. Brown, T. Berry, S. Welman and E.J. Spear (2014). CAA International Structures. Report on CAA Findings 
prepared by the Center for Advanced System Development. Report prepared by the MITRE Corporation for the 
Federal Aviation Administration, Project 0214PB01-IF. October 2014. 
6 Refer, for example, to DP-5: Programme Budget and Funding ɀ 2017/2018 presented by ICAO at the 26th 
Steering Committee Meeting at Kathmandu, 9-10 January 2018. 
7 Report on the ICAO Evaluation of Regional Safety Oversight Organizations, by Roger Lambo, Consultant, Air 
Navigation Bureau, ICAO, November 2017. 
8 See, for example, Clegg, S. 2011. Funding of Regional Safety Oversight Organizations. Civil Aviation Authority 
New Zealand, 27 October 2011. 
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- Opposition to charges could arise from national Governments and industry based on 

concerns about the effectiveness of the RSOO, its relevance to their needs, and the efficiency 

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, two of the States with 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 high-yield visitors. Accordingly, it would be appropriate for aviation safety 

oversight to 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 strategic planning, 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 how each State benefits from its 

participation in the RSOO. It is important that the activities and priorities of States and an RSOO be 

aligned so that States are 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 critical challenges in establishing independent funding for an RSOO thus lie with reaching 

agreement amongst the Member States. Defining the scope of activities lies at the heart of this, and 

the Scenarios proposed in this Feasibility Study, plus embracing the principle that some costs of the 

RSOO would be attributable to a sub-set 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 to levy its own charges on passengers and/or air navigation 

services. In any case, it is more likely that approval for the RSOO to be vested with powers to levy its 

own user charges will become an achievable objective when Governments in SA are comfortable with 

allowing their own 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 consider the possibility of user charges, but 

with initial endowments continuing to come from State contributions.  
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5.7 Cost-Benefit Analyses of COSCAP-SA  

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, the analysis gave answers to the question 

ȰÈÁÖÅ ÔÈÅ Member States ÂÅÅÎ ÍÁÄÅ ÂÅÔÔÅÒ ÏÆÆ ÁÓ Á ÒÅÓÕÌÔ ÏÆ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÐÁÒÔÉÃÉÐÁÔÉÏÎȩȱ 

 

This method was used to evaluate COSCAP-SA in 2004 and its conclusions are summarised below9. 

Notably, the same approach was adopted in 2009 by the Regional Safety Oversight Cooperation 

System (SRVSOP) on behalf of its 12 Member States from South and Central America. The SRVSOP 

Study was updated in 2015.10 

 

Accordingly, the Study team followed the methodology applied by COSCAP-SA and SRVSOP. A 

basic assumption is that, in the absence of the RSOO, the Member States would 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 alternative for the State would have been to engage an ICAO-appointed 

specialist or to obtain one on the open market. Thus, the net benefits amount to the savings that the 

RSOO provides each Member State for 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, the Study team found that it was not able to access the data required to 

update the COSCAP-SA 2004 Study. 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 courses were held was available up until 2008. 

 

On that basis it was possible to extrapolate the training benefits of COSCAP-SA to cover Phases I and 

II, 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, the Study team quantified what was possible, it 

ÐÒÅÓÅÎÔÓ ÁÎ ÁÎÁÌÙÓÉÓ ÆÏÒ Á ȰÔÙÐÉÃÁÌȱ ÙÅÁÒ ÄÕÒÉÎÇ 0ÈÁÓÅ )6ȟ ÁÎÄ ÉÔ ÓÕÍÍÁÒÉÓÅÓ ÉÎÆÏÒÍÁÔÉÏÎ ÁÂÏÕÔ 

COSCAP-3!ȭÓ ÁÃÈÉÅÖÅÍÅÎÔ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÇÏÁÌÓ ÔÈÁÔ ×ÅÒÅ ÓÅÔ ÆÏÒ ÉÔȢ #ÏÌÌÅÃÔively, this information presents a 

strong case for continuation for the regional cooperation initiative. It also indicates a need to upgrade 

management systems. 

 

Building on these approaches, CBAs have been carried out on the options identified in the various 

Scenarios for an RSOO-SA. Summary information about these analyses is presented below in the 

discussion about each Scenario. A more detailed account of the cost-benefit analyses (CBAs) carried 

out by the Study team is provided in Section 12. 

 

                                                           
9 As reported in DP-Ω Ȱ#ÏÓÔ ÖÅÒÓÕÓ "ÅÎÅÆÉÔȱȟ ΧΩth Steering Committee Meeting, COSCAP-SA, New Delhi, India, 
29 November ɀ 1 December 2004. 
10 SRVSOP 2015. Report on the Update to the Cost-Benefit Analysis of the Regional Safety Oversight System. 



30 
 

5.7.2 Evaluation of COSCAP-SA ɀ Phases I to IV 

5.7.2.1 Phases I and II 

The CBA presented in DP-3 at the 13th Steering Committee Meeting calculated that the total 

contributions of the Member 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 costs actually 

incurred, and each Member State could be shown to have gained from its participation in COSCAP-

SA. Notably, 72% of the estimated benefits accrued from Training. Another 16% of benefits arose 

from the production of manuals and guidance material, 5% from the development of regulations and 

7% from Technical Assistance and On-the-Job Training. 

 

In addition, the following qualitative benefits were identified: 

- Availability of high quality expertise familiar with the sub-region to respond quickly to safety 

oversight concerns. 

- Network with other State and Organisations and greater harmonization and coordination. 

- Production of quality documents, manuals, etc. 

 

This CBA appears to have been updated. DP-Ψ Ȱ0ÒÏÇÒÅÓÓ 2ÅÖÉÅ×ȱ ÐÒÅÓÅÎÔÅÄ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ Χέth Meeting of 

the Steering Committee held at Bangkok, 6-8 November 2007 Stated that: 

 

ȰFrom the statistics of benefit versus cost for each State, it was easily discernible that all States have 

gained from the Programme though in varying degree. The average benefit received by the States is 4.74 

times the contributionȢȱ 

 

For the purpose of this Feasibility Study, an attempt was made to update the earlier CBA to the end 

of Phase II. Insufficient information was available to recalculate the benefits arising from the 

production of manuals and guidance materials, the preparation of regulations, and technical 

assistance. However, it was possible to update the benefits from the training programme. This is 

likely to be an under-estimate because we continued to use the same valuation of training days that 

was used in 2004. The total amount of contributions by the Member States was $2.6 million for 

Phases I and II, whereas the estimated benefits of the training provided amount to $8 million. This 

implied a Benefit-Cost 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 in-

country was for the benefit of industry. 

 

5.7.2.2 Phase III 

)Ô ×ÁÓ ÐÏÓÓÉÂÌÅ ÔÏ ÃÁÌÃÕÌÁÔÅ Á ȰÐÁÒÔÉÁÌȱ "ÅÎÅÆÉÔȾ#ÏÓÔ ÒÁÔÉÏ ÆÏÒ ÅÁÃÈ Member State for the first year of 

Phase III, using the same parameters as previously. A total of 205 days of training were provided 

abroad to the Member States and 1,411 days of training were provided in-country in 2008. The value 

ÐÌÁÃÅÄ ÏÎ ÔÈÉÓ ÉÓ ΓάΨΫȟίΦΦȢ )Î ÁÄÄÉÔÉÏÎȟ ÔÈÅ 0ÒÏÇÒÁÍÍÅȭÓ 4ÅÃÈÎÉÃÁÌ %ØÐÅÒÔÓ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÆÉÅÌÄÓ ÏÆ Air Traffic 

Services, Flight Operations, Airworthiness and Aerodromes spent 181 days in-country on Technical 

Assistance Missions.11 This work included reviewing Regulations or Implementing Standards, 

Inspector Training including OJT, Review of States Guidance Material, Participation at Air Operator 

Certification, Conducting Surveillance activities etc. in addition to provision of expert advices on 

various technical and administrative matters. 

                                                           
11 18th Steering Committee Meeting, Bangkok, 17-19 February 2009, DP-Χȡ Ȱ2ÅÖÉÅ× ÏÆ 0ÒÏÇÒÅÓÓȱȢ 



31 
 

 

This was valued, as before, at US$600 per day, to give a total valuation of $108,600. However, the 

ÒÅÐÏÒÔÅÄ ÄÁÔÁ ÄÉÄ ÎÏÔ ÄÉÓÃÌÏÓÅ ÈÏ× ÍÕÃÈ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ %ØÐÅÒÔÓȭ ÔÉÍÅ ÁÔ ÔÈÅ 0ÒÏÇÒÁÍÍÅ (ÅÁÄÑÕÁÒÔÅÒÓ ÉÎ 3ÒÉ 

Lanka was devoted to Technical Assistance. An amount of $50,000 was added to the total to account 

for this. 

 

Bearing in mind that we continued to value of benefits placed on training and technical assistance as 

per those prevailing in 2004 and therefore would be under-valuing these benefits. Even so, a 

comparison of the benefits from these two COSCAP-SA activities alone against the contributions 

provided by the Member States in 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 Programme-related activities. 

 

In addition, COSCAP-SA revised five of its previously issued guidance materials and the following 

new manuals12:  

- Generic State Safety Programme (SAAP-375) 

- Model Regulations on Foreign Air Operator Certificate Validation (SAAP-400) 

- Manual of Procedures for Foreign Air Operator Certificate Validation (SAAP-425) 

- Model Regulations on Dangerous Goods (SAAP-450) 

- Dangerous Goods Inspector Manual (SAAP-475) 

- Manual of Procedures for Approved Training Organizations (SAAP-500) 

 

The CBA carried out on COSCAP-SA in 2004 placed a value on each document of between $15,000 

and $30,000 for each Member 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 manuals to each 

Member State is $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 COSCAP-SA continued in Phase III 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 the 22nd COSCAP-SA Steering Committee Meeting planned on 

the basis that the Member States would contribute $2.5 million over the coming five-year period. 

Actual contributions to the Trust Fund were slightly higher, at $2.8 million. 

 

This does not include the costs incurred by the Member States to participate in COSCAP-SA 

including: 

- Expenses incurred by the State hosting the COSCAP-SA headquarters. 

- Attendance at meetings, training events, workshops and seminars. 

                                                           
12 18th Steering Committee Meeting, Bangkok, 17-19 February 2009, DP-п ά!ŘƻǇǘƛƻƴ of the COSCAP Revised 
DǳƛŘŀƴŎŜ aŀǘŜǊƛŀƭǎέΦ 
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- Specialists provided to support the Technical Assistance programme under the auspices of 

the South Asia Capacity Building Matrix (SACBM). 

- Regional harmonization of regulations through SARI, including the expenses borne by MS. 

- Additional resources provided by donors and industry partners (e.g. air travel for COSCAP-

SA experts provided free of charge by the airlines). 

 

The activities performed by the COSCAP-SA Programme in Phase IV can be classified under the 

headings: 

- Meetings, Conferences and Documentation 

- Regional Safety Meetings 

- 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 COSCAP-3!ȭÓ ×ÏÒË ÐÒÏÇÒÁÍÍÅȢ )Î ÍÁÎy cases this was not provided in a statistical 

format that would facilitate a CBA for Phase IV. The approach taken therefore was to carry out an 

analysis focused as much as possible on one year ɀ 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 a 

CBA of the options for an RSOO-SA Level 2. The method followed remains consistent with the earlier 

CBA analyses, but the valuations have been updated to reflect current market 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 operations, airworthiness, personnel licensing, cabin safety, aerodromes 

and air navigation services. 

 

At this early stage it is necessary to rely on the Study teamȭÓ ÅØÐÅÒÔ ÊÕÄÇÅÍÅÎÔÓ ÁÂÏÕÔ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÓÔÓ ÁÎÄ 

benefits of providing technical expertise in this manner. However, as experience grows it is 

recommended that COSCAP-SA/RSOO-SA in coordination with the Member States undertake a 

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

the SACBM. 

 

The SACBM is already proving to be a success, so it would be reasonable to predict that the activity 

level planned for 2018 (48 days) would grow to around 200 days per year. Depending 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 by Member States to COSCAP-SA so far 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 for the 

Member States is 2.0. That is, the Member States have so far been able to save twice the amount of 

the contributions to COSCAP-SA 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 valuations ɀ the 

ȰÑÕÁÌÉÔÁÔÉÖÅ ÂÅÎÅÆÉÔÓȱ ÁÒÅ ÏÆ ÆÁÒ ÇÒÅÁÔÅÒ ÒÅÁÌ ÖÁÌÕÅ. 
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Table 5-6 : Summary of Benefits to States of COSCAP-SA 

Activity Savings Made 

Possible by 

COSCAP-SA 

Qualitative Valuation 

Meetings, 

Conferences and 

Documentation 

Not measurable a) The Steering Committee Meetings and other events 

organised under the auspices of COSCAP-SA enable the 

leaders in aviation safety to share common concerns, 

pursue common solutions, share resources. 

b) COSCAP-SA developed and maintains manuals and 

guidance material for the benefit of the MS, and this is 

an asset that would be very costly to replicate. 

Regional Safety 

Meetings 

Not measurable COSCAP-SA actively implements ICAO plans for aviation 

safety and has an active role in coordinating the NAST and 

SARAST and its engagement with APRAST. 

 

Courses, 

Seminars and 

Workshops 

$1 million COSCAP-SA has been heavily engaged in training activities 

from the outset. The MS advised the Study team that this 

was a highly-valued activity that should be continued. Some 

of these activities have been supported by EU-SA-APP. 

 

Audit Training 

and Preparations 

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

above the global average, there are some States that 

have yet to achieve this benchmark; 

b) It must be remembered that the target of reaching the 

global average should be kept in proportion ɀ the goal 

should be to attain 100% LEI. 

 

Technical 

Assistance 

$350,000 At this early stage of the development of the SACBM it is 

difficult to assess its full benefits, some 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 

Regulations and 

Procedures 

Currently 

managed and 

funded under 

SARI 

These provide the foundation for an RSOO operating 

successfully at Level 2. There are tangible benefits in terms 

of achieving economies of scale in developing regulations, 

procedures and related documentation as well as in 

improving the effectiveness of training. 
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6. COSCAP-SA CONTRIBUTION TO EFFECTIVENESS OF SA STATES IN TERMS OF 

ICAO COMPLIANCE  

6.1 Approach  

Over a duration of 18 years the major contributions of COSCAP-SA to Member State levels of 

Effective Implementation (EI) can be considered as inputs and outcomes. In some cases, these 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 industry staff. The effort to provide this formal training via training 

courses has been a substantial part of the overall work effort of COSCAP-SA during its history. 

Although this training related initially only to the subjects of Flight Operations and Airworthiness, 

with the expansion of the coverage of COSCAP subjects, this training has also expanded to address 

the majority of aviation safety related subjects. 

 

Additionally, COSCAP-SA has provided a variety of non-formal training opportunities including 

mentoriÎÇȟ ÇÕÉÄÁÎÃÅȟ ȬÏÎ-the-ÊÏÂȭ ÔÒÁÉÎÉÎÇ ÁÎÄ ÔÒÁÉÎÉÎÇ ÅØÃÈÁÎÇÅÓȢ The provision by States of 

ȬÉÎÔÅÒÎÓȭ ÔÏ ×ÏÒË ÉÎ ÔÈÅ #/3#!0 ÏÆÆÉÃÅ would also provide an effective training opportunity, although 

this activity has not been undertaken. 

 

Allied with training as an input has been the provision of documentation, particularly in relation to 

Model Regulations and technical tools and guidance materials.  The use of model documents and 

descriptive processes and procedures has directly related to the achievements of States against 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 directly to the various MS audit 

results for CE 4 (Technical 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 advantages of standardisation and networking/familiarisation as 

the use by various States of model regulations and documents inevitably provides a standardised or 

harmonised result. 

 

It will be noted that all of these outcomes are Level 1 activities because the lack of acceptance by 

ICAO of any COSCAP Level 2 activities has prevented States gaining these benefits. 
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7. SOUTH ASIA STATE-SPECIFIC AVIATION SAFETY, INSTITUTIONAL CHALLENGES 

AND DEVELOPMENT 

As per the TORs for the Feasibility Study, the Study team of experts carried out 1-2 day missions to 

seven SA States (except Afghanistan) to meet with the CAAs, MoTs and aviation industry 

representatives.. Summaries of the meetings held with the CAA delegations were sent to the DGs 

and their concurrence sought. All of the States provided the Study team with their DGȭs concurrence 

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

incorporated into the summary reports below . It can therefore be stated with confidence that the 

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

COSCAP-SA and the SARI Coordinator in which the role and recent acheivements of each 

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

the Study Report  

 

Regrettably, the Study team was largely unable to meet with the majority of State Ministries to 

confirm their respective positions. However, most of the CAAs confirmed that the views expressed 

by them would most likely be agreed to by their Ministry. 

 

 

7.1 Afghanistan 

Due to ongoing security concerns and lack of communications, the Feasibility Study team was unable 

to travel to Afghanistan. 

 

Although the Questionnaire on aviation safety oversight, COSCAP-SA and evolution to a RSOO was 

sent to the CAA of Afghanistan, along with several reminders, no reply was received. Hence, the 

Feasibility Study, while in principle encompassing Afghanistan as a SA State and a SAARC member, 

could neither obtain data on Afghanistan aviation safety oversight nor on the views of the CAA or 

MOT of Afghanistan on COSCAP-SA and its possible evolution. 

 

No ICAO USOAP audit has taken place in Afghanistan, thus reliable data on aviation safety oversight 

is not available. 

 

 

7.2 Bangladesh 

7.2.1 Major aviation safety oversight issues identified 

The major challenge is the availablity of sufficient qualified manpower, both in the regulatory and 

service provider entities, to cater for the growth in the aviation sector. 

 

Although the new organogram may reflect the capability to hire additional staff, the availability of 

suitable applicants (at Civil Service Salary levels) is not guaranteed. 

 

Additionally, separation of the Regulatory and the Service Provider functions is required. The 

separation of the AIG function has commenced but has a probable 3-4 year timeframe. 

 

The Audit Areas most in need of support are personnel licensing, airworthiness, ANS and AGA.  
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The CAAB is in FAA category 2 but plans to receive category 1 in time for the receipt of Biman 

"ÁÎÇÌÁÄÅÓÈȭÓ ÆÉÒÓÔ "ÏÅÉÎÇ έήέ ÔÏ×ÁÒÄÓ ÔÈÅ ÅÎÄ ÏÆ ΨΦΧήȢ It is planning to utilize this equipment for a 

new route Dhaka-Manchester-New York. 

 

7.2.2 Prioritisation of effort to address low EI 

(Taking into account both available resources and lack of necessary resources) 

 

The CAA Stated that their first priority was to make progress on the State Safety Programme 

Framework. The CAA did not feel it had the technical capability in this area and external assistance is 

being sought through ICAO TCB.  

 

7.2.3 CAAB views on evolution of COSCAP-SA and a RSOO 

7.2.3.1 General view on history/recent history of COSCAP- SA 

The CAAB felt that initially COSCAP-SA had been effective (1998 ɀ 2010) but this had decreased in 

the period 2010 to 2015 and had only recently improved. Even with this improvement, however, there 

was insufficient support to the CAAB.  

 

7.2.3.2 Present Level 1 activities to be continued 

The CAAB felt that it was critical that training activities continue and would prefer that these 

increased.  

 

7.2.3.3 Future Level 2 activities to assist CAA, including prioritisation 

The CAAB strongly supported the formation of an organisation (COSCAP-SA/RSOO) to provide 

additional Level 2 activities.  

 

The CAAB would like the organisation to carry out a variety of tasks on their behalf including: 

- 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. 

- Carrying out tasks in support of surveillance. 

 

The CAAB is unsure if it has the requisite legal basis to delegate authority to an expert provided by 

RSOO-SA to perform operational Level 2 tasks in Bangladesh. 

 

7.2.4 Cost-benefit of COSCAP-SA and RSOO and financing 

The CAAB felt that a Level 2 RSOO 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 #!!"ȭÓ ÁÐÐÒÏÖÅÄ ÂÕÄÇÅÔ ÉÓ ÆÕÎÄÅÄ ÅÎÔÉÒÅÌÙ ÆÒÏÍ ÕÓer charges levied and, which are  retained by 

the CAAB in its Trust Fund. It includes provision for its contribution to COSCAP-SA, training and 

engagement of foreign experts. 
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Salaries and conditions of employment for permanent staff are determined by the Ministry of 

Establishment. Specialists however can be recruited on consulting contracts on terms decided by the 

Chairman of the CAAB ɀ making it possible for the CAAB to engage experts provided by RSOO-SA. 

 

7.2.5 Funding 

The CAAB gave an assurance that the funding currently allocated to COSCAP-SA would be available 

in the future. The CAAB Stated that an increase in costs of participation would be considered in the 

context of the quality of the service provided. 

 

7.2.6 MOT views on evolution of COSCAP-SA 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 oversight issues 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 interest between CAA and operators, and no AIG. The BCAA requires 

continuing support in all areas. 

 

7.3.2 Prioritisation of effort to address low EI 

Recent implementation of the new Civil Aviation Act provides legal and operational separation of the 

regulator and the airport. 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 gave his assurance that prompt 

action would be taken.  Note that later information provided by Bhutan indicated that, subsequent 

ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÔÅÁÍȭÓ ÖÉÓÉÔ the members of the board of Directors were nominated and the first board meeting 

will take place around the second week of October 2018. 

 

Whilst the 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 inherent constraints in achieving a high EI in the next ICVM scheduled for 

August 2018, particularly in the areas of LEG, SSP, AIG, AGA, ANS etc.  Note that this ICVM has now 

been completed however the official ICVM report has not yet been received by Bhutan. The 

preliminary reports of ICVM carried out only on the CE area of AIG, ORG, LEG and ANS provides a 

State EI of around 55%.  Bhutan felt that if the audit had included the CE areas of PEL, AIR, and OPS 

the State EI % would be more than 65%.  

 

The training situation 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 environment, it is not 

possible to give the experts the required and mandatory training. 
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There are no formal arrangements in place for AIG. The Minister understands that an MOU with 

another MS may be a solution given the low activity in Bhutan and also intends to pursue the matter 

as a high priority. 

 

7.3.3 BCAA views on evolution of COSCAP-SA to a RSOO 

The BCAA views in regard to present COSCAP activities and a future RSOO are:  

 

7.3.3.1 General view on history/recent history of COSCAP- SA 

Bhutan really apprecriates the training support received from the EU-APP Project. 

 
Regarding the COSCAP itself,although 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. 
 
 Nevertheless, the BCAA recognizes the value of the COSCAP-SA to a small State such as Bhutan that 

lacks the necessary financial and human resources. 

 

7.3.3.2 Present Level 1 activities to be continued 

The BCAA would like all the activities of Level 1 to be continued. In addition, BCAA would like to see 

the training activity increased. The BCAA valued the concept of the Capacity Enhancement Matrix. 

 

7.3.3.3 Future Level 2 activities to assist CAA including prioritisation 

The BCAA Stated that it is open to the COSCAP-SA providing considerable actual operational 

assistance to the CAAs with Level 2 RSOO staff, and undertaking actual State oversight tasks. The 

BCAA requested  that OJT and national inspector familiarization  be added under the Level 2 tasks.  

 

The BCAA would assign/delegate tasks to an RSOO in OPS, AW, PEL and specific tasks. The BCAA is 

open to standardisation in all areas. The BCAA needs expertise in AIG and continued training in 

developing regulations and procedures and surveillance. 

 

7.3.4 Funding 

The BCAA would be prepared to make 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 Commission has 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 opportunities for Regional Experts 

ÁÎÄ ÔÈÕÓ ÉÍÐÒÏÖÅ ÔÈÅ "#!!ȭÓ ÃÁÐÁÂÉlity to retain qualified staff. 

 

7.3.6 MOT views on evolution of COSCAP-SA to a RSOO 

The Minister had previous knowledge of COSCAP-SA and was interested in the extension to Level 2 

activities. He was generally supportive of any activity that assisted the CAA. The 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 EI 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 autonomous Government corporate entity. 

 

DGCA India commented that there was progress 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 EI 

An assessment to allow prioritisation of effort takes into account both available technical resources 

and lack of necessary resources and was Stated by 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 licensing of existing ATCOs by March 2019. 

 

7.4.3 $'#!ȭÓ views on evolution of COSCAP-SA to a RSOO 

7.4.3.1 General view on history/recent history of COSCAP- SA 

The Director General stated: 

 

COSCAP-3! ÉÓ ÎÏÔ Á ȰÓÁÆÅÔÙ ÏÖÅÒÓÉÇÈÔȱ ÏÒÇÁÎÉÚÁÔÉon ɀ its role has been primarily for training, capacity 

building and technical assistance 

 

At no stage would India accept that its safety oversight would be performed by an RSOO 

 

India, is prepared to assist its smaller neighbours with such Level 2 tasks 

 

The Director General stated clearly that the DGCA is not just about safety but also works towards the 

growth of civil aviation in the country based on the policies set out by the Government. Therefore, a 

separation from the Ministry to become an independent organization is not planned at present. 

 

7.4.3.2 Present Level 1 activities to be continued 

DGCA made it clear that it had greatest interest in continuation of Level 1 tasks by COSCAP-SA, such 

as training, capacity building and technical assistance.  

 

7.4.3.3 Future Level 2 activities to assist DGCA including 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 RSOO-SA; it would rather hire expertise if needed to 

provide international experience but have total access to that resource. 

 

India is not opposed to the other States pursuing other options 
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They also stated that if Level 2 activities 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 DG stated that he saw where some other States may wish to have these Level 2 activities and at 

the SCM of COSCAP-SA, India would support this increase in role of COSCAP-SA. 

 

DGCA would reserve its decision if there was an additional cost for this increased activity but would 

ÂÅ ×ÉÌÌÉÎÇ ÔÏ ÓÕÐÐÏÒÔ ÉÔ ȬÉÎ ËÉÎÄȭ ÂÙ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÏÖÉÓÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÓÔÁÆÆ ÔÏ ÁÓÓÉÓÔȢ 

 

7.4.4 Funding  

India has adequate financial resources to meet its needs. 

 

A strong point was made that there is a limit to what India would be prepared to contribute in terms 

of human resources ɀ whose costs would need to be compensated. 

 

The concept of levying a user charge on passengers or flights is not currently under consideration, 

although there is a general trend in the Government for agencies to fund their own activities. 

 

7.4.5 MOT views on evolution of COSCAP-SA to a RSOO 

The Ministry of Civil Aviation in India was not available for discussions and a response to the 

Questionnaire was not received. 

 

 

7.5 Maldives  

7.5.1 Major aviation safety oversight issues identified 

-ÁÊÏÒ ÉÓÓÕÅÓ ÒÅÌÁÔÅ ÔÏ ȬÓÏÆÔ ÉÎÆÒÁÓÔÒÕÃÔÕÒÅȭ ÓÕÃÈ ÁÓ (2 ÎÕÍÂÅÒÓ ÁÎÄ ÔÒÁÉÎÉÎÇ ÌÅÖÅÌÓȢ 

 

Many USOAP findings were unresolved, mainly due to lack of qualified personnel. This is particularly 

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

 

The MCAA has no qualified persons to approve or oversee a manufacturing organisation required for 

the manufacture of parts for legacy Twin Otter -300 series. 

 

The MCAA did not specify the assistance required for AIG. However, in the meeting with industry it 

was indicated that the completion of Accident Reports took a long time, and so Operators were 

unable to respond to these effectively. Although accident investigation is not the direct responsibility 

of the CAA, it still counts against the StateȭÓ %) ÒÅÓÕÌÔȢ 

 

7.5.2 Prioritisation of effort to address low EI 

The MCAA did acknowledge the high priority and need for greater progress on SSP and has allocated 

considerable resources to achieve it. 

 

It is recognised that EI is very low for ANS and AIG. 
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7.5.3 MCAA views on evolution of COSCAP-a RSOO 

7.5.3.1 General view on history/recent history of COSCAP- SA 

The MCAA stated ÔÈÁÔ ȬÓÏÍÅÔÈÉÎÇ ÎÅÅÄÓ ÔÏ ÃÈÁÎÇÅ ÉÎ #/3#!0-SA. Maybe States have outgrown 

COSCAP? 

 

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

 

MCAA is very apprehensive about COSCAP after it worked very well for some years but was very 

unreliable at other times when ICAO failed to provide a CTA or important specific subject matter 

Experts for very long periods.  

 

For future support, a mechanism is required in order to provide sustainability and reliability to 

incorporate COSCAP  in State plans. 

 

7.5.3.2 Present Level 1 activities to be continued 

Everything involving training is needed. 

 

7.5.3.3 Future Level 2 activities to assist CAA including prioritisation 

The MCAA 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 by Level 2 RSOO with STEs undertaking State oversight tasks). Alternatively, 

commencement directly at Option 2 level would also be acceptable.  

 

Agree to advisory and consultative assistance, Regulatory assistance and limited oversight 

assistance.  Agree also to ANS and AIG assistance 

 

The MCAA has difficulties filling Airworthiness, Operations, ANS and CNS positions and these may 

also require Level 2 assistance. 

 

7.5.4 Funding 

The Civil Aviation Authority Act (2/2012) does contain provision for part of the Airport Service Charge 

(US$2) to be allocated to the Civil Aviation Authority. The CAA advised that it is allocated US$2 out 

of the US$25 fee and these funds go to the Civil Aviation Trust Fund.  Any unused funds are resumed 

by Government at the end of each Financial Year. 

 

Not all of the funds have gone to the CAA ɀ a situation that the CAA believes the Attorney General 

will attend to. 

 

7.5.5 MOT views on evolution of COSCAP-SA to a RSOO 

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 oversight. It 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 effectiveness of the CAAN is the lack of financial 

resources. 

 

The CAAN does not follow Doc 8335 for validation of Foreign AOCs. There is no document validation, 

but rather direct inspection of home base required for operating permit. Ramp inspections are 

conducted. 

 

A Division in the Ministry is responsible for AIG and safety oversight of MET is performed by another 

ministry. 

 

There are major outstanding PQs related to 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 EI 

(Taking into account both available resources and lack of necessary resources) 

 

The CAAN believes that they have already addressed most of their outstanding PQs, but ICAO wants 

to review actual implementation on-site and will not remove the PQs based on an off-site evaluation. 

 

7.6.3 CAAN views on evolution of COSCAP-SA to a RSOO 

7.6.3.1 Present Level 1 activities to be continued 

The CAAN felt that it was critical that training activities continue and would prefer that these 

increased. 

 

7.6.3.2 Future Level 2 activities to assist CAA including prioritisation 

The CAAN strongly supported the formation of an organisation (COSCAP-SA/RSOO) to provide 

additional Level 2 activities.  

 

The CAAN expressed a preference for an organisation led by an international CTA, supported by a 

small number of full-time employed Regional Experts in various disciplines. They would welcome 

support on Level 2 tasks 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 MCTC views on evolution of COSCAP-SA to a RSOO 

The Secretary for Aviation, Ministry of Culture, Tourism and Civil Aviation acknowledged the 

importance of aviation and tourism and indicated that the Government of Nepal was enabling the 

CAAN to regulate with minimum interference. 

 

Responses to the questionnaire from MCTC are awaited. CAA believes however that the Ministry will 

agree with the CAA.ȭÓ views. 

 

 

7.7 Pakistan 

7.7.1 Major aviation safety oversight issues identified 

- Attracting and retaining experienced, trained and skilful flight operations inspectors. 

- 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. 

-  Inspector training in all areas needed ɀ preferably in-house. 

- Enforcement process needs to be reviewed. 

 

7.7.2 Prioritisation of effort to address low EI 

- Necessary legislation processes underway to separate AIG from the PCAA. Right now, 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 not yet commenced 

- Continued development of the SSP. 

- Training in relation to regulatory role of safety inspectors. 

- &ÏÒ ÎÅ× ÒÅÑÕÉÒÅÍÅÎÔÓȟ ÔÒÁÉÎÉÎÇ ÏÆ ÉÎÄÉÖÉÄÕÁÌÓ ÔÏ ÂÒÉÎÇ ÓËÉÌÌÓȾËÎÏ×ÌÅÄÇÅ ÂÁÃË ÁÓ Á ȬÔÒÁÉÎ-the- 

ÔÒÁÉÎÅÒȭ ÒÏÌÅ. 

 

7.7.3 PCAA views on evolution of COSCAP-SA to a RSOO 

7.7.3.1 General view on history/recent history of COSCAP- SA 

PCAA stated that COSCAP was good initially but lost strength and has only started to regain that in 

the last two years. Pakistan has mainly taken a training benefit from it. 

 

7.7.3.2 Present Level 1 activities to be continued 

All Level 1 activities to be undertaken and PCAA wants to obtain these services ɀ particularly training 

of Inspectors, development of guidance material, rulemaking and harmonization. 

 

7.7.3.3 Future Level 2 activities to assist CAA including prioritisation 

The PCAA sees the need for COSCAP-SA to continue and that movement to Level 2 should be 

minimal for Pakistan. 

 

The PCAA specifically stated that while they did not need Level 2 activities they understood that 

other States in the Region did need it and that they will support it by sharing technical resources on 

availability basis. 
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The PCAA agreed that they could accept limited Level 2 assistance in the areas of AIG and Legal for 

development of regulations and improvement of Effective Implementation (EI) besides skill 

development. 

 

7.7.4 Funding 

Emphasis placed on not increasing the financial contribution of the State as they are contributing for 

COSCAP-SA. 

 

7.7.5 Additional Issues 

The PCAA thinks that Regional Experts 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 more Regional Experts available and was willing to participate to provide 

experts. 

 

7.7.6 MOT views on evolution of COSCAP-SA to a RSOO 

A meeting with the Minister responsible for aviation policy from the Government had been 

requested. However, PCAA informed that the Government 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 Sri Lanka 

7.8.1 Major aviation safety oversight issues identified 

Based on the recent ICAO USOAP-CMA audit 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, ATM-OPS and PAN-OPS. 

The CAASL presently have a lack of experts in 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 of Flight Procedures. 

 

The CAASL considers their only function without rectification strategy is AIG. Future Level 2 activities 

should include creation of a Ramp Check Regional Database equivalent to EU SAFA. The CAASL has 

developed applicable software and is willing 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 support in obtaining 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 EI 

The CAASL has conducted some structural reforms in 2016 and inducted additional technical staff. In 

addition, wherÅ ÉÔ ×ÁÓ ÄÉÆÆÉÃÕÌÔ ÔÏ ÒÅÃÒÕÉÔȟ ÔÈÅÙ ÈÁÖÅ ÂÅÅÎ ÕÓÉÎÇ ȬÒÅÔÉÒÅÄ ÉÎÓÐÅÃÔÏÒÓȭ ÕÎÄÅÒ ÃÏÎÔÒÁÃÔ ÔÏ 

supplement the staff strength.  The CAASL has now an excellent electronic, spreadsheet based 

system in place to monitor the training of their experts and the necessary training they have to 

undergo. 

 

7.8.3 CAASL views on evolution of COSCAP-SA to a RSOO 

7.8.3.1 General view on history/recent history of COSCAP- SA 

The CAASL identified that they had been able to derive benefits (cost savings) from its participation 

in COSCAP-SA, by participating in both in-country and overseas training opportunities, short term 

expert assistance, and the development of guidance materials. 

 

7.8.3.2 Present Level 1 activities to be continued 

The CAASL supports the continuation of the full complement of Level 1 activities, especially in 

development of Guidance Material and Regulations updating. 

 

7.8.3.3 Future Level 2 activities to assist CAA including prioritisation 

The CAASL strongly supports COSCAP-3!ȭÓ ÅÌÅÖÁÔÉÏÎ ÔÏ Á 23// Level 2, including deputizing Level 

2 activities, resulting in a report to the CAAs, with executive powers remaining with the CAAs. A Level 

2 RSOO would allow the CAA to respond more effectively to increased cost pressures and financial 

risks in the future. 

 

The CAASL understood that an expanded RSOO 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 

Although the CAASL does not engage in activity-based 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 cover its costs. The Board of the CAA approves 

an annual budget within the context of a rolling three-year 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 COSCAP-SA is assured through these arrangements. 

 

7.8.5 MOT views on evolution of COSCAP-SA to a RSOO 

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 support its views.  
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8. STAKEHOLDER ANALYSIS AND RESULTS 

8.1 Basic Assumptions Valid for All Following Scenarios  

The following tables provide an overview of the result of the meetings the Feasibility Study team had 

with the SA States on the basis of the questionnaires distributed to them in advance of the relevant 

meetings. In all discussions, the existing capabilities of COSCAP- SA Phase IV were taken to be the 

Ȭ"ÁÓÅ #ÁÓÅȭ ÏÒ ÓÔÁÒÔ ÐÏÓÉÔÉÏÎ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅ Feasibility Study.   

 

In some cases, statements are made, or data is provided, relating to previous Phases of COSCAP-SA.  

The Table below shows the General Tasks requested by the individual States.  

 

Table 8-1 : General Tasks 

 Advisory and 

Consultative 

Regulatory Oversight, 

Inspection 

Audit 

Enforcement 

(2) 

other 

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 limited assistance. 

              2. Enforcement tasks relating only to investigation and recommendations for action (Level 2) 

 

)Ô ÓÈÏÕÌÄ ÂÅ ÎÏÔÅÄ ÔÈÁÔ ×ÈÉÌÅ Á ÍÁÊÏÒÉÔÙ ÏÆ #!!ȭÓ ÆÅÌÔ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈe types of Level 2 support were 

appropriate, some States felt that some of these functions, in particular enforcement, rested entirely 

with the State.   

 

Functional areas of a State Safety Oversight system that many CAAs identified as high priority for 

Level 2 assistance included: 

- Flight Safety (aircraft airworthiness and personnel licensing) 

- Aerodromes, including certification thereof 

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

- Air Accident Investigation 

 

Many subsets are included with the overview information provided in the Tables above and reference 

to detailed State level reports; both USOAP and the Feasibility Study data captures are required to 

fully understand the needs of States. 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 centralised regional data base of these inspections.  

 

A majority of the Member States would welcome more support in the field of ANS in any future 

development of COSCAP-SA. Lately, in COSCAP-SA Phase IV, there has not been much activity on 

ANS-related issues. The most common requirements were in the areas of training and capacity 

building. 
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The Table below shows the functional areas requested by States.  

 

Table 8-2 : Functional Areas 

 Flight 

Safety 

Aerodromes Air Nav 

Services 

Air Accident 

Investigation 

Other 

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)  

Note1: Indicates limited assistance 

 

The specific tasks of a State Safety Oversight system that many CAAs identified as high priority for 

Level 2 assistance included: 

- Drafting and harmonizing regulations. 

- Developing guidance material, procedures and inspector handbooks. 

- Supporting the development and implementation of SSP, and 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 requested by States: 

 

Table 8-3 : Specific Tasks 

 Afghan 

istan 

Bangla 

desh 

Bhutan India Maldives Nepal Pakistan Sri 

Lanka 

Drafting and 

harmonizing 

regulations 

 X X  X (2) X X X 

Developing 

guidance material, 

procedures and 

inspector 

handbooks 

 X X  X (2) X X X 

Conducting 

surveillance 

activities, 

inspections and 

audits 

  X  X (1)    

Supporting 

development and 

implementation of 

SSP 

 X X  X (2) X X X 

Carrying out tasks 

in support of 

surveillance and 

enforcement 

 X X  X (2) X  X (1) 

Carrying out tasks 

to support issuance 

of approvals and 

certification. 

 X X  X (1) X   

Training including 

OJT. 

 X X X X  X X X (1) 

Assisting CAA to 

prepare for USOAP 

by doing CAA tasks 

or oversighting 

audits or by 

oversighting CMA 

 X X      

Carrying out Post-

audit activities in 

support of the 

State Corrective 

Action Plan 

 X       

Notes: 1.   Indicates limited assistance 

2.    The State is committed to an EASA Regulations approach so applicable only if RSOO is 

EASA capable. 
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8.2 South Asia Capacity Building Matrix (SACBM)  

A further option for provision of the Level 2 support required by CAAs is by use of the SACBM (the 

Matrix), which would access regional inspectors, coordinated by the RSOO. Regional inspectors 

under the SACBM are presently assessed for suitability under specific criteria. To allow such 

inspectors to undertake Level 2 tasks would require a further assessment of suitability for this role. 

Such assessment may (or may not) further restrict the available pool of inspectors. However, it is 

critical that this assessment be undertaken due to the nature of Level 2 tasks versus Level 1 tasks. 

  

The development and implementation of the SACBM is an effective mechanism with the potential 

for very real advantages to all Member States of COSCAP-SA. It is assessed that the Matrix system is 

well founded and provides a very good avenue both for assisting States which are lesser developed 

in a specific discipline and providing international experience to experts within the region. The Matrix 

is in an early development stage, but it should be continued and increased under Scenario A. 

Regrettably, in some cases when ICAO USOAP has reviewed this mechanism, the 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 purposes. See further detail under Legal.  

 

8.3 Harmonisation or Standardisation of Regulations 

It is noted however that the High Priority Objectives and Activities for COSCAP-SA Phase V do not 

include any reference to harmonisation of Member State regulations which was a requirement of 

COSCAP Phase IV. Harmonisation of regulations and procedures has been undertaken by the South 

Asia Regional Initiative (SARI) for the last ten years with substantial achievements in Airworthiness 

and recent commencement in OPS/FCL. As a planning assumption, the possible timeframe for the 

commencement of a SA-RSOO could be deemed to be 12 ɀ 24 months).  Within this timeframe it is 

possible that present institutional support for SARI may change or decrease. It is therefore important 

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

 

Standardisation and harmonisation of regulations, practices and procedures are extremely valuable 

in a Regional Organisation context when it is likely that Inspectors or other staff will work in a 

multinational environment. For this reason, there needs to be a continuation of efforts for 

harmonisation generally but, in particular, in the fields of ANS/AGA/AIG and for some specific States 

in OPS and AIR.  

 

8.4 Human Resources in the SA Region 

Gaining precise data on the human resources situation within the various regulatory authorities is 

sometimes problematic.  This is due to the fluidity of the situation and the fact that the relationship 

ÂÅÔ×ÅÅÎ ȬÁÐÐÒÏÖÅÄ ÅÓÔÁÂÌÉÓÈÍÅÎÔȭ ÁÎÄ ÆÉÌÌÅÄ ÐÏÓÉÔÉÏÎÓ ÉÓ ÏÆÔÅÎ ÃÏÎÓÔÁÎÔÌÙ ÃÈÁÎÇÉÎÇȢ 

 

The Human Resource difficulties facing SA State safety regulators can generally be classified as 

both quantitative and qualitative.  All States indicated that they faced present and ongoing 

difficulties with gaining sufficient and sufficiently experienced personnel.  This is reflected in the 

various USOAP-CMA EI results of States ÕÎÄÅÒ #ÒÉÔÉÃÁÌ %ÌÅÍÅÎÔ Ϊ Ȭ1ÕÁÌÉÆÉÅÄ ÔÅÃÈÎÉÃÁÌ ÐÅÒÓÏÎÎÅÌȭȢ   

 

This situation is true of most States generally, although in a minority of cases (Sri Lanka, Pakistan) 

the situation is prevalent only 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 circumstance is very true in 

particular of ANS.   

 

All States spoke 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 particular in the Middle East. 

 

The unanimous support by CAAs of the need for a future RSOO to continue or increase Level 1 

training activities is a recognition of the ongoing human resource difficulties  

 

The strong growth of the aviation industry in the Region, as covered elsewhere in the report is a 

serious exacerbating factor in all of these issues. 
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9. EVOLUTION OF COSCAP-SA TO A RSOO: SCENARIO A 

The evolutionary Scenarios will be introduced in the following three Chapters 9 to 11, starting with 

Scenari0 A in Chapter 9, followed by Scenarios B1-B3 in Chapter 10 and concluding with Scenario C 

in Chapter 11.  

 

Note please that each Scenario tends to build on the earlier Scenarios addressing lower degrees of 

change and the later Scenarios providing for more change and possibly more outputs. In this respect, 

attention is drawn to the time lines suggested for each Scenario as these take into account the time 

likely involved in adoption of the Scenarios, the on-going EU SA APP project funding etc. 

 

The grouping of the three types of Scenarios (A, B and C) is also significant. A and C are single 

Scenarios which address very specific identified needs. #ÏÎÖÅÒÓÅÌÙ ÔÈÅ ÔÈÒÅÅ Ȭ"ȭ Scenarios provide 

similar outcomes, but address variations in management or structural style to achieve these 

outcomes. 

 

The intention of the various Scenarios is to give the DGs of the SA States options to consider for both 

the level of output required and the structure for achieving these outputs in a sustainable manner. 

 

It is also possible that the DGs may consider Á ȬÐÒÏÇÒÅÓÓÉÏÎȭ ÏÆ Scenarios starting with one of the less 

difficult or complex but with the intention of then building upon that to the more desired outcome. 

 

9.1 Scenario A 

Figure 9-1 : Evolution of COSCAP-SA to a RSOO - Scenario A 

 

 
 

In Scenario A, COSCAP-SA continues Level 1 activities and provides limited RSOO-Level 2 activities 

to States. Additionally, COSCAP-SA increases harmonisation activities.   
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9.1.1 Objective 

The objective of Scenario A is to give the Directors General of Civil Aviation of the SA States an option 

which provides some limited Level 2 activities, in addition to the Level 1 activities presently 

undertaken by COSCAP-SA; and to do this ensuring that possible national contributions may not 

exceed current contribution to COSCAP-SA (and SARI).  Additionally, other sustainable funding 

which may be viable can be suggested.  Scenario A can be considered as the minimalist option 

involving the least change and the least gain from the RSOO. A critical result however of Scenario A 

is the mechanism for recognition by ICAO of the Level 2 activities undertaken by specific staff 

members of the RSOO on behalf of States. Some form of this recognition is required for all Scenarios 

and provides benefit to Member States equivalent to the amount of Level 2 activity undertaken. 

Increased effort for harmonisation coordinated by COSCAP is also a substantial benefit. 

 

9.1.2 Existing functions to be maintained 

The deliberations on existing functions are based on actual COSCAP-SA Phase IV achievements, as 

ÔÈÅÓÅ ÁÒÅ ÃÏÎÃÒÅÔÅȟ ÒÅÁÌÉÓÅÄ ÁÎÄ ÆÏÒÍ ÔÈÅ ȬÓÔÁÔÕÓ ÑÕÏȭ ÏÒ ÂÁÓÅ ÃÁÓÅ ÆÏÒ ÁÌÌ Scenario discussions. Some 

of the intended outcomes of Phase IV have not been achieved consistently due to a variety of factors 

including: 

- A considerable period in which the Phase IV agreed International Expert Chief 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 the International Expert Chief Technical Advisor role was either not 

filled or not filled effectively. 

- The failure to recruit the Airworthiness Expert that was approved for Phase IV. 

- The failure to utilise interns to be provided by States. 

- 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 previous Phases, however 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 quo, although these were not always fully coordinated with COSCAP-SA 

outcomes. 

 

The Study team was provided with a copy of the COSCAP-SA draft Phase V Objectives and Activities 

only.  These seem to be well considered and challenging, although at this time extension of the 

Programme is awaiting Steering Committee approval. A judgement has not been made by the 

Feasibility Study team on 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 Objectives and Activities of COSCAP-SA Phase V can therefore be considered only as 

aspirational. 

 

All Member States of COSCAP-SA that were visited informed the Study team that it was either 

important or critical that present Level 1 activities were continued in order to address lack of effective 

implementation in CE 4. These comments mainly related to training, although in many States this 

ÃÏÍÍÅÎÔ ÁÌÓÏ ÉÎÃÌÕÄÅÄ ÔÈÅ ÄÅÖÅÌÏÐÍÅÎÔȟ ÆÏÒ ÅØÁÍÐÌÅȟ ÏÆ ÇÕÉÄÁÎÃÅ ÍÁÔÅÒÉÁÌȟ ÉÎÓÐÅÃÔÏÒÓȭ ÈÁÎÄÂÏÏËÓȟ 

and related matters that are intended 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 all Member States of COSCAP-SA. It is assessed that the Matrix system is 

well founded and provides a very good avenue both for assisting States which are lesser developed 

in a specific discipline and providing international experience to experts within the region. The Matrix 

is in an early development stage, however it should be continued and increased under Scenario A. 

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 the Member States would welcome more support in the field of ANS in any future 

development of COSCAP-SA into a RSOO. Lately, in COSCAP-SA Phase IV, there has not been much 

activity on ANS related issues. The most common requirements were in the areas of training and 

capacity building, particularly in SAR, AIS and ATM (PANS-OPS). As the outputs of Scenario A will be 

limited, it is likely that not all of these issues will be addressed for either Level 1 or Level 2 activities. 

 

9.1.3 Functions no longer to be undertaken 

The Feasibility Study team was not able to identify any activities that had been undertaken under 

COSCAP-SA Phase IV which should be discontinued. There are however a considerable number of 

activities forecast by the Phase IV Programme Document which have not been completed. 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 under Scenario A, noting also that the 

COSCAP-SA Phase V outcomes may vary these previous priorities.  

  

9.1.4 Expanded functions including sequential implementation by CE/AREA 

The Feasibility Study team identified a large number of Level 2 activities which could be undertaken 

by an RSOO. Consideration by visited CAAs of their specific need for assistance varied from virtually 

all critical elements and audit areas (disciplines) to none of these. Between these two extremes there 

was a great variability of need identified, although the majority of States were interested in 

substantial Level 2 assistance. 

 

General tasks of a State safety oversight system that many CAA s identified as high priority for Level 

2 assistance included: 

- Advisory and consultative (although nominally Level 1, this particularly relates to support for 

Level 2 activities 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 of a State 

Surveillance Programme). 

- Enforcement (in specific areas in particular investigation of identified safety issues and 

recommendation for action). 

 

In some cases, CAAs specified that Level 2 assistance in these general tasks may be limited to a 

specific area e.g. ANS. 

 

At this time, no specific sequence of CE/Area for Level 2 assistance 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 8. This is a decision initially for the SC of the new organisation, should this Scenario 
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be 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 specific disciplines. 

 

Under Scenario A it is unlikely that all, or even the majority, of support activities requested by several 

of the  States could be provided. It is therefore appropriate to consider which tasks can be considered 

ÁÓ ȬÃÏÒÅ ÔÁÓËÓȭ ÆÏÒ ÁÎ 23// under this specific Scenario. 

 

9.1.5 Core activities vs. activities on demand 

The core task areas of Level 2 assistance under this Scenario are those which meet the criteria of: 

- Being able to be supplied by a small RSOO. 

- Being required by a number of States to provide economies of scale. 

- Having a potentially significant positive effect on EI and safety. 

 

The diversity and depth of Level 2 tasks requested by various CAAs under a future RSOO structure 

make it difficult to consider which are high priority tasks.  Clearly however, a significant number of 

CAAs have Stated their willingness to seek support in relation to: 

- Provision of ANS support including development of PBN, AIS to AIM, SAR, PANS-OPS and 

oversight of ANSP. 

- Provision of Flight Operations 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 develop and 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 the Level 2 tasks within these fields and do not 

consider the many ongoing Level 1 tasks which an RSOO will continue to provide in parallel, under 

this Scenario. 

 

!Ó ×ÅÌÌ ÁÓ ÔÈÅ ȬÃÏÒÅ ÔÁÓËÓȭ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ 23//ȟ ÃÏÎÓÉÄÅÒÁÔÉÏÎ ÍÕÓÔ ÂÅ ÇÉÖÅÎ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÎÅÅÄ ÔÏ ÃÏÖÅÒ ÁÃÔÉÖÉÔÉÅÓ 

requested by States, which are of either a short term or very specialised nature. These activities can 

ÂÅ ÃÏÎÓÉÄÅÒÅÄ ÁÓ ȬÏÎ ÄÅÍÁÎÄȭ ÁÃÔÉÖÉÔÉÅÓ ÒÁÔÈÅÒ ÔÈÁÎ ÃÏÒÅ ÁÃÔÉÖÉÔÉÅÓȢ  

 

An example of a specialised, on demand activity within the flight operations or airworthiness area 

could be the need for a flight operations Inspector with helicopter qualifications and experience. This 

need was mentioned by some CAAs as a growing area within their industry and one in which they 

presently lack the necessary expertise. Indeed, it is likely that the need for such an inspector/s may 

be short-term and that it is not cost-effective for a CAA to maintain a full-time, continuous capability. 

A RSOO, however, could provide a short-term expert able to support two to three CAAs in some 

specific areas.  

 

As this would be considered outside the core tasks of the RSOO, such an activity could be provided in 

a coordinated manner and on a cost-recovery basis to CAAs. Additionally, such an SME could provide 

training (including OJT) within the area of certification/approval and inspections as an adjunct to the 
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Level 2 activities, thereby increasing capabilities within the CAAs. !Ó ÁÎ ȬÏÎ ÄÅÍÁÎÄȭ ÁÃÔÉÖÉÔÙ ÂÁÓÅÄ 

on reimbursement of costs to the RSOO by States, there is a need for an effective and dependable 

financial system between all parties to facilitate the activity. 

 

A further option for provision of this Level 2 support is by use of the SACBM which would access 

regional inspectors, coordinated by the RSOO. Regional inspectors under the Matrix are presently 

assessed for suitability under specific criteria. To allow such inspectors to undertake Level 2 tasks 

would require a further assessment of suitability for this role and, possibly, advanced training. Such 

assessment may (or may not) further restrict the available pool of inspectors. It is critical however 

that this capability assessment be undertaken, and only highly competent and experienced experts 

are used in this role, due to the safety critical nature of Level 2 tasks versus Level 1 tasks.  Separate 

to the suitability of the specific inspector is the general requirement for there to be a sound and 

acceptable delegation for the inspector to undertake the task on behalf of the State CAA. 

 

4ÁÓËÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÍÁÙ ÂÅ ÃÏÎÓÉÄÅÒÅÄ ÁÓ ȬÏÎ ÄÅÍÁÎÄȭ ÆÏÒ ÓÐÅÃÉÆÉÃ #!!Ó ÉÎÃÌÕÄÅȡ 

- Identified short-term requirements driven 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 benefit. Examples of this 

could include the initial approval of a Part 145 MRO with capabilities beyond those presently 

undertaken in the State or the setup of a Part 60 or 66 Examination and Licensing system. 

These examples are also good candidates for multiple State 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 and aligned 

with OJT to provide a transfer of skills to the CAA as an additional benefit. Examples of this 

could include oversight in the areas of dangerous goods and cabin safety, etc.  

 

9.1.6 Legal basis  

A major factor in the transition from a COSCAP providing Level 1 services to an RSOO providing Level 

1 and Level 2 services is the legal basis upon which the RSOO staff operate. This legal basis must 

effectively be an extension to the individual Inspector/employee of the RSOO of the privileges and 

powers granted the CAA under State legislation.  

 

Historically, the IFAPM of COSCAP-SA indicates that this can be undertaken using a Delegation from 

the CAA to COSCAP-SA/the Inspector. In most of the SA States the basis for such a Delegation has 

been enacted. Regrettably, when some ICAO USOAP auditors reviewed this mechanism, the legal 

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

activities have not been assessed for audit purposes.  This position by ICAO auditors is largely based 

ÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÆÁÃÔ ÔÈÁÔ Á #/3#!0 ÄÏÅÓ ÎÏÔ ÈÁÖÅ ÁÎ ÉÎÔÅÒÎÁÔÉÏÎÁÌÌÙ ÒÅÃÏÇÎÉÓÁÂÌÅ ÌÅÇÁÌ ȬÉÄÅÎÔÉÔÙȭ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅÒÅÆÏÒÅ 

cannot accept such a delegation from a State CAA. 

 

A legally based and effective delegation must provide the CAA with an acceptable avenue to meet its 

State obligations for safety oversight. It 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 privileges and powers of the CAA. 
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Under Scenario A, the mechanisms of COSCAP-SA including the MoU within the IFAPM, the 

Programme Document and other related procedures would continue to apply.  They would be 

available to provide guidance for issuance of a Delegation from the CAA, through its Director General, 

to a specific COSCAP-SA/RSOO Inspector (or inspectors). It should be realized that the COSCAP 

ÍÅÃÈÁÎÉÓÍÓ ÐÒÏÖÉÄÅ ÏÎÌÙ ȰÓÏÆÔ ÌÁ×ȱȟ ÁÓ ÏÐÐÏÓÅÄ ÔÏ ȰÈÁÒÄ ÌÁ×ȱ ÓÕÃÈ ÁÓ 4ÒÅÁÔÙ ÌÁ× ÏÒ ÎÁÔÉÏÎÁÌ 

legislation. To ensure therefore that this legal basis 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 adjustment.  Indeed, another way of considering this is that the Level 2 

activities provided under Scenario A would only be acceptable to ICAO if instruments of delegation 

and supporting documents are specifically written to address this issues. 

 

To facilitate this outcome, the type of employment of RSOO staff must also be considered.  In this 

regard, the Operational Assistance (OPAS) model may be appropriate to facilitate Delegation and 

the recognition by ICAO of such Delegation. Under the OPAS model, ICAO recruited and employed 

ÅØÐÅÒÔÓ ÁÒÅ ȰÓÅÃÏÎÄÅÄȱ ÔÏ Á ÎÁÔÉÏÎÁÌ #!! ÁÎÄ ÁÒÅ ÆÕÎÃÔÉÏÎÁÌÌÙ ÉÎÔÅÇÒÁÔÅÄ ÉÎÔÏ ÉÔÓ ÁÄÍÉÎÉÓÔÒÁÔÉÏÎȢ 

OPAS staff may therefore be vested with national powers of varying degree under the national CAA 

legislation. Such powers could also include inspectorate functions. In this case, the Delegation from 

the CAA will be to the specific inspector and not the COSCAP. The inspector will deliver a Level 2 

service, while the COSCAP plays a Level 1 role in coordinating the availability of the inspector and 

providing administrative support. 

 

While the OPAS mechanism may overcome the Delegation difficulties, the fact that OPAS experts 

are ICAO recruited and employed means that the conflict-of-interest issue would remain to be 

resolved if the OPAS model is chosen.   

 

Any related written instructions, processes and procedures for the execution of the Delegation will 

also require review. Finally, example documentation must be placed before ICAO for confirmation of 

adequacy; leading to a direction to USOAP auditors in relation to the recognition of these activities 

on behalf of the CAA. 

 

9.1.7 Governance and organisational implications 

Under Scenario A, there are no changes to the existing governance and organisational arrangements 

from COSCAP-SA Phase 4. The organisation therefore will have policy and directions confirmed by a 

document equivalent to a Programme Document, Annual Work Plan and finances will 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 requirements including STEs  

The provision of Level 2 activities under Scenario A can be undertaken by the CTA and additional 

experts as required. As Scenario A 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 undertaken.  The employment 

by ICAO, on behalf of a State CAA, of OPAS inspectors is normally restricted to a specific State CAA.  

There would dneed to be consideration of the mechanism details that would allow the employment 

of OPAS staff with the ability to work in multiple States.  See also Paragraph 9.1.9 in relation to this. 
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Funding under Scenario A will allow the full-time employment of the CTA and one additional full time 

Regional Expert; as well as the occasional use of Short Term Experts (STEs) to fulfil specific roles. The 

continuing and expanded use of the SACBM will be included under Scenario A 

 

Another staffing option within this Scenario may be one International CTA and two Regional Experts 

but this would leave no funds available for Short Term Experts. Both of these options require financial 

consideration.  

 

To assess the greatest need of CAAs for the Regional Expert (s), it is assumed that the CTA position 

will continue as a Flight Standards position, in the short term (possibly 2+ years). 

 

Given the variable demands of MS of COSCAP-SA, a Regional Expert should be ANS qualified with as 

broad an experience base as possible. Under COSCAP, full time contracts are normally let through 

TCB with a maximum of one year duration, which may or may not be renewed. 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 development or AIG. 

Depending on the views of the Steering Committee and their assessed priorities, the order of 

employment of experts by discipline could be adjusted as required. 

 

If a second Regional Expert were also to be employed rather than regular STEs, then it is most likely 

that an SSP or AIR expert would be of the most value. 

 

Under Scenario !ȟ ÔÈÅ ÅÍÐÌÏÙÍÅÎÔ ÏÆ 34%Ó ×ÏÕÌÄ ÂÅ ÏÎ ÁÎ ȬÁÓ ÒÅÑÕÉÒÅÄȭ ÂÁÓÉÓ ÔÏ ÆÕÌÆÉÌ ÒÏÌÅÓ ×ÈÉÃÈ 

cannot be undertaken effectively either by the full-time staff of the RSOO or the use of experts 

through the SACBM. 

 

9.1.9 Status of COSCAP-SA staff  

Under Scenario A, the legal status of COSCAP-SA 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 national civil aviation administration of one of the COSCAP-SA 

Member States, but may provide services for all COSCAP-SA States. Their precise organisational 

status will depend on the type of tasks they are undertaking. When undertaking Level 2 activities for 

any State, the staff (Full time or STE), or an expert operating under the SACDM and coordinated by 

the RSOO, must have a formal status as identified by a legally binding Delegation. This Delegation 

must cover powers and responsibilities of the staff member while undertaking 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 primary 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 authority.  

 

COSCAP-SA staff  who are not, at the time, undertaking Level 2 tasks will have the status provided 

by their normal employment, be they Regionally enlisted or International. In other words, COSCAP-

SA staff will only have a specific status relating to Level 2 duties in a specific State when they are 

actually undertaking those duties. 
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9.1.10 Economic evaluation of Scenario A 

The funding available to Scenario A in the ȬBase Caseȭ ɉÎÏ ÁÄÄÉÔÉÏÎÁÌ ÃÏÓÔ ÔÏ ÔÈÁÔ ÐÒÅÓÅÎÔÌÙ ÐÁÉÄɊ would 

be sufficient to employ a full-time CTA, one Regional Expertȟ ÁÎÄ Á ÌÏÃÁÌÌÙ ÒÅÃÒÕÉÔÅÄ Ȱ)ÍÐÌÅÍÅÎÔÁÔÉÏÎ 

!ÓÓÉÓÔÁÎÔȱȢ 4ÈÅ ÃÏÓÔ ÏÆ ÁÎ ÁÄÍÉÎÉÓÔÒÁÔÉÖÅ ÁÓÓÉÓÔÁÎÔ ÉÓ ÅØÐÅÃÔÅÄ ÔÏ ÂÅ ÂÏÒÎÅ ÂÙ ÔÈÅ ÈÏÓÔ State. It was 

assumed that this level of contribution from the hosting Statewould be continued.  

 

The Study team draws 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, PANS-OPS and 

oversight of ANSPs. 

- Provision of Flight Ops support including oversight of foreign 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 on how to implement the SMS, and CAA on how to audit SMS implementation). 

 

It is possible that these tasks could be performed by short-term experts (STEs) who are made 

available to Member States on a cost-recovery basis. Employing these experts under the RSOO-SA 

could be more efficient because they can meet the needs of sub-sets of Member States more 

efficiently than the Member States employing them individually. Thus, allowance has been made 

under Scenario A ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅ ÅÍÐÌÏÙÍÅÎÔ ÏÆ 34%Ó ×ÈÏ ×ÏÕÌÄ ÂÅ ÏÎ ÁÎ ȬÁÓ ÒÅÑÕÉÒÅÄȭ ÂÁÓÉÓ ÔÏ ÆÕÌÆÉÌ ÒÏÌÅÓ 

which cannot be undertaken effectively either by the full-time staff of the RSOO or the use of experts 

through the SACBM. In that case, even more stringent criteria would need to 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 services. Associated 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 COSCAP-SA Phase IV and it can be recovered through charges levied on the first instance, on the 

requesting Member States, but in turn from industry sources where regulatory services are being 

provided. 

 

The activities of SARI would be brought under the RSOO-SA to continue cooperative programmes 

for harmonisation of regulations and procedures, the costs of which would need to be borne by the 

Member States. At a minimum, implementation of the work carried out by SARI to date should be 

pursued. 

 

Critically, Scenario A should permit COSCAP-SA to perform RSOO functions, including the 

coordination ofLevel 2 functions by specific inspectors. It is assumed that this can be achieved on the 

basis of inputs by the Member States such as Delegations. Recent initiatives of ICAO in relation to 

the status and increased capabilities of RSOOs under the GASOS programme, will also need to be 

considered. Indeed, they may be beneficial for some Scenarios. 
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The estimated increase in costs of Scenario A 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 by the States 

themselves instead of engaging needed assistance individually. Also, this cost does not include 

requirements to continue an effective programme of regulatory harmonisation. At minimum, SARI 

activities should be continued by the MS with coordination being provided by the RSOO-SA. 

However, the harmonisation of regulations is a vital success factor for an RSOO and every effort 

should be made to encourage donor support to carry out a more extensive programme. 

 

The RSOO-SA model should allow the States to enjoy the benefits of Level 2 operational services and 

to have recognition of the work performed by ICAO in its audits. An alternative open to a Member 

State is to employ an International Expert from a recognised entity to perform necessary certification 

and licensing functions, or to prepare regulations and procedures. 

 

The following measurable net benefits were attributed to Scenario A: 

- The increased value of the Technical Assistance provided by the CTA and the Regional Expert 

because they are able to carry out Level 2 activities. 

- The value of the additional International Experts carrying out operational tasks on Technical 

Assistance missions. 

- The value of the additional International Experts 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 transformation from an entity performing Level 1 

(advisory) activities to one that also carries out Level 2 (operational) functions. 

- An increased Level of Effective Implementation results for the State during USOAP audit. 

 

In particular, Item (3) above reflects the 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 the Study team is 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 five years would amount to $4.06 million. Sixty-two 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 more efficient 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 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 basis, 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 
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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 implications  

Scenario A has limited financial implications for CAAs since it is based on the existing contributions 

to COSCAP-SA and SARI, with one exception. 

 

Some MS have, in the recent past, arranged for the provision of specialist Technical Assistance 

through COSCAP-SA. Scenario A has been designed to accommodate the interest in enhancing this 

capability to perform Level 2 functions on the basis that the additional costs would be recovered from 

those MS which request TA services. These MS would have the option 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 COSCAP-SA. 

 

The additional cost of this element over five years is estimated to be approximately $830 thousand, 

including an allowance for travel to perform in-country work. On the assumption that these resources 

would be fully utilised, those MS requesting services would pay an average of $700 per International 

Expert day. 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, or sub-

groups of MS, and make necessary adjustments to the scope of this service. 

 

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

- Any surplus funds remaining in the Trust Fund for COSCAP-SA be retained/transferred into 

the Trust Fund for RSOO. 

- The SC to approve a five-year programme for RSOO and on a budget to sustain the level of 

activities including those 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 individual States; (ii) those that provide 

benefits to a sub-set 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 with the 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 sub-set of States. 

- For those activities of a general nature for both type (ii) and type (iii), the costs should be 

ÁÐÐÏÒÔÉÏÎÅÄ ÂÁÓÅÄ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ 3#ȭÓ ÁÇÒÅÅÍÅÎÔ ÔÏ ÒÁÔÉÏÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÒÅÆÌÅÃÔ ÔÈÅ ÎÅÔ ÂÅÎÅÆÉÔÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÅÁÃÈ 

State can expect to derive, also taking account of the level of aviation activity and the ability 

of the State to contribute. 

- As a matter of priority, alignment between the plans for RSOO-SA and those of the Member 

States should be pursued with a specific aim to achieve economies in the overall cost of safety 

oversight. 

- Donor funds could be sought to establish appropriate management and reporting systems 

for the RSOO and for other costs in establishing the RSOO-SA. 
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- RSOO and the Member States continue to carry out joint work to design and gain approval 

for a sustainable model of funding from user charges to ensure independence of the safety 

regulators at both the national and regional levels. 

 

9.1.12 Risk analysis  

An account of risks associated with RSOOs is provided above. A summary of key risks is provided 

below: 

- The major risk to this Scenario is that some CAAs will see it as providing insufficient support 

to meet their Stated requirements. 

- Some CAAs may see this Scenario as still being tied too closely to ICAO, including the alleged 

conflict-of-interest between USOAP and assistance activities. 

- Any lack of clarity about the authority to accept delegation of functions from States that are 

necessary to authorise the RSOO to carry out Level 2 functions on behalf of States, and any 

corresponding authority required in the 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 success of the Programme. 

- A failure to align the activities of the Member States with 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 harmonization programme 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 experienced 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 deliver Level 2 operational assistance to States. This 

is a challenge 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 with the institutionalization of 

RSOOs. 

- Delays in payment of annual contributions by Member States have affected the performance 

of RSOOs globally and with COSCAP-SA. 

- 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 this Scenario 

- As the minimum change option, Scenario A 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 that individual RSOO experts have the necessary legally delegated 

authority to perform operational tasks. 

- )Ô ÉÓ ÅÆÆÅÃÔÉÖÅÌÙ ȬËÎÏ×Îȭ and is therefore seen as low-risk. 



62 
 

- 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 are known and understood. 

 

9.1.14 Disadvantages of this Scenario 

- As the minimum change option Scenario A is the least likely to address the major issues 

identified by the Feasibility Study team. 

- It does not, due to its legal and organisational constraints, provide major 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 and implementation of a legal basis for effective delegation for Level 

2 tasks which is acceptable to States and ICAO. 

- It continues the ICAO-based management and oversight system which some believe does 

not give adequate separation between the RSOO and USOAP. 

- It continues the ICAO-based recruiting system which has been a contributor to delays and 

failures at various stages of COSCAP-SA.It uses an OPAS staffing system which has not 

previously been used across multiple States.  
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10. EVOLUTION OF COSCAP-SA TO A RSOO: SCENARIOS B 

10.1 Scenario B1 

Under this Scenario COSCAP-SA transforms into South Asian ɀ Aviation Safety Oversight 

Organization (SA-ASOO), continues Level 1 activities and provides considerable Level 2 activities to 

States, using the SAARC Treaty as an ȬÕÍÂÒÅÌÌÁȭ ÌÅÇÁÌ ÍÅÃÈÁÎÉÓÍȢ  

 

Figure 10-1 : Evolution of COSCAP-SA to a RSOO - Scenario B1 

 

 
 

10.1.1 Objective 

Scenario B1 is an evolution of Scenario A, i.e. all the basic assumptions made for Scenario A will be 

valid for this Scenario.  The advantage of Scenario B1 is to give the DGs of the SA States an option 

which provides considerable Level 2 activities, in addition to the Level 1 activities presently 

undertaken; while maintaining the known ICAO based management systems of COSCAP-SA. 

 

Scenario B1 will legally function under the existing SAARC Treaty and will include an MoU or similar 

arrangement (less than Treaty level) between SAARC and ICAO.  Further detail on SAAAC is included 

at 10.1.6.  There is benefit seen to SA-ASOO having a permanent location in one of the Member 

States under this Scenario. There will therefore additionally be a requirement for a Host Agreement 

between SAARC  and the Host State of the SA-ASOO Office. Note that a permanent location for the 

organisation under this Scenario is not critical but is seen to be desirable to build ongoing knowledge 

and support through non-technical assistants at relatively low cost. It also has the potential to 

increase stability and prevent the disruption of ongoing location changes. 

 

The Chair of the SC or Executive Board under various Scenarios is however intended to continue as a 

revolving appointment amongst the MS. It should be noted that in order to function under the legal 

umbrella of SAARC, the continued operation of the SC or Executive Board would in all 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 Treaty as a legal umbrella, but can hardly be avoided.  

 

As this Scenario B1 requires additional funding over Scenario A, other sustainable funding which may 

be viable is suggested. Options for this additional funding could include co-funding by cash and in-

kind contributions from donor organisations, CAAs, aircraft manufacturing industries, airlines etc. 

 

10.1.2 COSCAP-SA functions to be maintained 

The functions presently undertaken by COSCAP-SA Phase IV will be maintained and additionally the 

considerable backlog of activities from Phase IV will be addressed under this Scenario. Those 

additional activities defined in COSCAP-SA Phase V will also be included, 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 between Scenario A and Scenario B1, apart from an amended legal 

basis for the organisation, are increased outputs due to the recruitment of additional long-term 

experts based in the SA-ASOO, to provide Level 2 support to States.  

 

The Feasibility Study team identified a large number of Level 2 activities 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) to nil. Between these two extremes there 

was a great variability of need identified, although many of the States were interested in substantial 

Level 2 assistance.   The actual sequencing of work is a decision initially for the SC of the new 

organisation, should this Scenario be 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 specific 

disciplines. 

 

General tasks of a State Safety Oversight system that many CAA s identified as high priority for Level 

2 assistance included: 

- Advisory and consultative (although nominally Level 1, this particular area relates to support 

for Level 2 activities 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 of a State 

Surveillance Programme). 

- Enforcement (in specific areas, in particular investigation of identified safety issues and 

recommendations for action). 

 

In some cases CAAs specified that Level 2 assistance in these general tasks may be limited to a 

specific area e.g. ANS.  

 

10.1.4 Core activities vs. activities on demand 

As already Stated in Scenario A, it is of vital importance to continue with the harmonisation of 

regulations and procedures to facilitate regionally based assistance to States. This task has been 

performed through SARI over the last ten years. During the initial research State visits, there were 
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variable views on how effectively this task had been undertaken, although all States agreed with the 

importance of the task.  At this time the situation for ongoing funding of SARI is not clear. In relation 

to Scenario B 1, this Feasibility Study assumes that further SARI funding will be available and that 

some such funding can be directed to harmonisation of regulations and additional Level 2 tasks. 

 

As can be seen from the various tables in the introduction, the diversity and depth of Level 2 tasks 

requested by various CAAs, under a future SA-ASOO structure, made it difficult to consider which are 

the higher priority tasks.  Clearly however, a significant number of CAAs have Stated their willingness 

to seek support in relation to some specific ȬÃÏÒÅȭ ÁÒÅÁÓȢ As previously covered in Scenario A, but 

included here for clarity, these are: 

- Provision of ANS support including development of PBN, AIS to AIM, SAR, PANS-OPS etc 

and oversight of the ANSP. 

- Provision of Flight Ops support including, but not restricted to, oversight of foreign 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 on how to implement the SMS, and to the CAA on how to audit SMS 

implementation). 

 

Note that these identified core tasks address only the Level 2 tasks within these fields and do not 

consider the many ongoing Level 1 tasks which the SA-ASOO will continue to provide in parallel. 

 

As with Scenario !ȟ ÁÄÄÉÔÉÏÎÁÌ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ȬÃÏÒÅ ÔÁÓËÓȭ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ 3!-ASOO, consideration must be given to the 

need to cover activities of either a short-term or very specialised nature which are requested by 

States. These activities can be ÃÏÎÓÉÄÅÒÅÄ ÁÓ ȬÏÎ ÄÅÍÁÎÄȭȟ ÒÁÔÈÅÒ ÔÈÁÎ ÃÏÒÅȢ  

 

An example of a specialised activity within the flight operations or airworthiness area could be the 

need for a flight Inspector with helicopter qualifications and experience. This need was mentioned by 

some CAAs as a growing area within their respective industry and one which they presently had no 

expertise to cover. It 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 an individual. A SA-ASOO however could 

provide a short term expert able to support 2-3 CAAs or more in a coordinated manner.  

 

Such a Level 2 activity would be outside the core tasks of the SA-ASOO due to the relatively small 

overall requirement. Additionally, such an SME could provide training (including OJT) within the area 

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

capabilities within the CAAs. It is a consideration under Scenario "Χ ÔÈÁÔ ÓÕÃÈ ÁÎ ȬÏÎ ÄÅÍÁÎÄȭ ÁÃÔÉÖÉÔÙ 

may be provided by the SA-ASOO on cost-recovery basis funded by the CAAs with the specific need. 

 

4ÁÓËÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÍÁÙ ÂÅ ÃÏÎÓÉÄÅÒÅÄ ÁÓ ȬÏÎ ÄÅÍÁÎÄȭ ÆÏÒ ÓÐÅÃÉÆÉÃ #!!Ó ÉÎÃÌÕÄÅȡ 

- Identified short-term requirements driven 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 system (e.g. Electronic Flight Bags). 

- 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 benefit. Examples of this 
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could include the initial approval of a Part 145 MRO with capabilities beyond those presently 

undertaken in the State or the setup of a Part 60 or 66 Examination and Licensing system. 

These examples are also good candidates for multiple State 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 and aligned 

with OJT to provide a transfer of skills to the CAA as an additional benefit. Examples of this 

could include Dangerous Goods and Cabin Safety, etc. 

 

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

advantage of harmonization as the approach and resultant implementation will be exactly the same 

for this specific issue in each State. 

 

!ÌÔÈÏÕÇÈ ÔÈÅ ÌÉÓÔÉÎÇ ÏÆ ÐÏÔÅÎÔÉÁÌ ȬÏÎ ÄÅÍÁÎÄȭ ÁÃÔÉÖÉÔÉÅÓ ÓÈÏ×Î ÁÂÏÖÅ ÉÓ ÔÈÅ ÓÁÍÅ ÁÓ ÉÓ ÓÈÏ×Î ÁÇÁÉÎÓÔ 

Scenario !ȟ ÔÈÅ ÄÉÆÆÅÒÅÎÃÅ ÉÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÓÏÍÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅÓÅ ȬÏÎ ÄÅÍÁÎÄȭ ÁÃÔÉÖÉÔÉÅÓ ÍÁÙ ÂÅ ÁÂÌÅ ÔÏ ÂÅ ÍÏÒÅ 

ÒÏÕÔÉÎÅÌÙ ÈÁÎÄÌÅÄ ÁÎÄ ÂÅÃÏÍÅ ȬÃÏÒÅ ÁÃÔÉÖÉÔÉÅÓȭ ÕÎÄÅÒ ÔÈÅ " Scenarios. This is because of the greater 

numbers and breadth of technical staff available under this Scenario. 

 

The issues regarding the recognition by ICAO of a SA-ASOO providing Level 2 services to a State are  

not  the same under Scenario B1 as has previously been described for Scenario A. Details are provided 

under 10.1.6. below. 

 

10.1.5 Governance and organisational implications  

4ÈÅ Ȱ)ÎÓÔÉÔÕÔÉÏÎÁÌ &ÒÁÍÅ×ÏÒËȱ ÐÒÅÓÅÎÔÌÙ ÕÓÅÄ ÆÏÒ #/3#!0Ȥ3! ×ÁÓ ÄÒÁÆÔÅÄ ÁÎÄ ÓÕÂÓÅÑÕÅÎÔÌÙ 
adopted by the SC at its 14th meeting in June 2005 (revised later). This document provided for 
#/3#!0Ȥ3! ÈÁÖÉÎÇ ÉÔÓ Ï×Î ×ÏÒË ÐÒÏÇÒÁÍÍÅȟ ÉÔÓ Ï×Î ÂÕÄÇÅÔ ÁÎÄ ÉÔÓ Ï×Î ÓÔÁÆÆȟ ÂÕÔ ÎÏÔ ÂÅÉÎÇ 
ÉÎÃÏÒÐÏÒÁÔÅÄ ÁÓ Á ÌÅÇÁÌ ÅÎÔÉÔÙ ÕÎÄÅÒ ÉÎÔÅÒÎÁÔÉÏÎÁÌ ÏÒ ÎÁÔÉÏÎÁÌ ÌÁ×Ȣ )Ô  ×ÁÓ ÔÈÅÒÅÆÏÒÅ ÄÅÓÉÇÎÅÄ ÁÓ Á ÃÏȤ
operative, unincorporated institution without legal personality. Funding is provided partly through 
contributions from Member Statesȟ ÁÎÄ ÐÁÒÔÌÙ ÔÈÒÏÕÇÈ ÇÒÁÎÔÓ ÆÒÏÍ ÔÈÉÒÄȤÐÁÒÔÙ ÍÕÌÔÉÌÁÔÅÒÁÌ ÁÎÄ ÂÉȤ
lateral donors.  
 
The organizational structure of SA-ASOO remains largely unchanged in Scenario B1 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 between Scenarios A and B1.  

 

For Scenario B1, 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 SAARC (on behalf of SA-ASOO) and ICAO to provide the management of 

the organization (via the CTA). 

- Preferably, a Host Agreement between SAARC and the State where the SA-ASOO will 

permanently be located. 

 

The Treaty establishing the South Asia Association for Regional Cooperation (SAARC), was signed in 

Dhaka, Bangladesh in 1985 by the Heads of State of the eight States members of COSCAP-SA. 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 staff in its own name and operates bank accounts.  

 

The use of the existing SAARC Treaty as a legal umbrella for the SA-ASOO will however require, 

firstly, that the Council of Ministers of SAARC make a formal decision under Article IV (c) of the Treaty 

to bring regional safety oversight cooperation for civil aviation under the activities of SAARC. 

Secondly, the organisational set-up of SA-ASOO, including the Steering Committee or Executive 

Board and other bodies as well as the staff, would need to be legally linked to 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 Ministers of SAARC will not pose conditions which are difficult to reconcile 

with the objectives of SA-ASOO. 

 

Note that decision making at all levels under SAARC, including the level of the Council of Ministers, 

requires unanimity.  Put simply, decisions are required to be unanimous. This 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 

Feasibility Study team is still in the process of trying to confirm this. 

 

As regards the conclusion of an MoU with ICAO, this is seen as not problematic; however, it will need 

to be concluded by SAARC on behalf of the SA-ASOO, since in Scenarios B1, B2 and B3 only SAARC 

is a legal entity, not SA-ASOO.  

 

As regards the Host Agreement with the State where the SA-ASOO will be located, it will also for the 

same reasons need to be concluded by SAARC as the legal umbrella entity. This Agreement will, from 

an international law viewpoint, be a Host Agreement for a Branch 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 also limited by those which SAARC 

enjoys/does not enjoy at its Headquarters in Nepal. 

 

As regards the organisational set-up of SA-ASOO, there is seen to be an advantage in an additional 

Advisory Board to provide support to the SC and the CTA on a more regular basis than available 

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 operational decision making, as necessary or required. An 

Advisory Board composition can be flexible and, as well the participants above, it could include the 

Chair of the SC and one or two other Member 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 

ÒÅÇÕÌÁÒ ÂÁÓÉÓȢ 4ÈÅ ÒÅÃÏÍÍÅÎÄÁÔÉÏÎ ÆÏÒ ÁÎ !ÄÖÉÓÏÒÙ "ÏÁÒÄ ÒÅÌÁÔÅÓ ÔÏ ÁÌÌ ÔÈÒÅÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ Ȭ"ȭ Scenarios. 

  

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 fact that under Scenario B1, 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 COSCAP-SA staff 

The provision of Level 2 activities under Scenario B1 can be undertaken by the CTA and additional 

experts as required. Scenario B1 envisages a mix of long term and short term international and 

Regional Experts as required. 

 

The major funding related difference to Scenario A is that Scenario B1 proposes, in addition to the 

CTA: 

- An International Expert for Aircraft Accident and Incident Investigation. 

- An International Expert for State Safety Policy/ Safety Management System (SSP/SMS). 

 

In addition, it is proposed to have available a number of Regional Experts composed of: 

- A Personnel Licensing expert. 

- A Harmonisation/Implementation expert (undertaking a role similar to SARI). 

- An ANS expert. 

- An AGA expert. 

- An Airworthiness expert. 

 

Note that the provision to States of these experts to undertake Level 2 tasks may be facilitated by 

personnel from the SACBM, by identifying suitable individuals to fill these positions. The continuing 

and expanded use of the SACBM is recommended to be included under Scenario B1. 

 

To meet the identified requirements of some States the recruitment of short-term International 

Experts having the following backgrounds would be required: 

- Safety Assessment of Foreign Aircraft (SAFA). 

- European Co-ordination Centre for Accident and Incident Reporting Systems (ECCAIRS). 

- Medical Issues in Aviation (AVMED). 

- Legal. 

 

To accede to the need expressed by CAAs for the CTA being an International Expert, it is assumed 

that in Scenario B1 the CTA position will continue as a Flight Standards position, in the short-term  

(up to 2Years). 

 

Given the variable demands of Member States of COSCAP-SA, the regional ANS expert should have 

as broad an experience base as possible to allow involvement in PBN, AIS to AIM, SAR, PANS-OPS 

etc.  

 

Under Scenario B1, all employment of experts will be undertaken (other than possibly under the 

SACBM) through ICAO TCB with a maximum contract duration of one year. Depending 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 into a longer 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 development or AIG. Depending 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 to Scenario A and under a MoU with ICAO, experts undertaking Level 2 activities will need to 

be given OPAS status to allow effective delegation from the CAAs. The employment by ICAO, on 

behalf of a State CAA, of OPAS inspectors is normally restricted to a specific State CAA.  Under OPAS, 

they would be functionally integrated into the national civil aviation administration of one of the 

COSCAP-SA Member States, but may provide services for all COSCAP-SA States.  This situation will 

ÐÅÒÔÁÉÎ ÆÏÒ ÁÌÌ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ Ȭ"ȭ Scenarios.  There would dneed to be consideration of the mechanism details 

that would allow the employment of OPAS staff with the ability to work in multiple States. 

 

Under Scenario "Χȟ ÔÈÅ ÅÍÐÌÏÙÍÅÎÔ ÏÆ 34%Ó ×ÏÕÌÄ ÂÅ ÏÎ ÁÎ ȬÁÓ ÒÅÑÕÉÒÅÄȭ ÂÁÓÉÓ ÔÏ ÆÕÌÆÉÌ ÒÏÌÅÓ ×ÈÉÃÈ 

cannot be undertaken effectively either by the full-time staff of the RSOO or the use of experts 

through the SACBM. 

 

The status of employees under Scenario B1 of the SA-ASOO will be exactly the same as described in 

Scenario A. That is, their actual status will be dependent at any time on the type of task they are 

undertaken; be it Level 1 or Level 2. 

  

10.1.8 Economic evaluation of Scenario B1 

With Scenario A, the costs incurred by the MS were not increased, but this constraint is not applied 

within Scenario B1.  

 

Any cost involved in establishing a legal personality for the RSOO will be met by in-kind contributions 

from MS and donors. 

 

Key design parameters for Scenario B1 are: 

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

- ICAO Recognised delegation of authority including AIG. 

- Governance by the Steering Committee + ICAO assisted by an Advisory Board. 

- Trust Fund management by ICAO, including recruitment. 

- CTA continues, including management responsibility. 

- Other long-term International Experts in AIG and SSP/SMS. 

- Four long-term Regional Experts (Licensing expert also undertaking harmonisation + 

implementation, (SARI), ANS, AGA, AIR). 

- Equivalent of one annual full-time International Experts to be filled with shorter-term 

assignments (specialists in SAFA, ECCAIRS, AVMED, LEG). 

 

The total estimated cost of Scenario B1, 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 costs for project administration by 

ICAO. 

 

The (measurable) services (benefits) provided as State-specific activities include: 

Benefit 1: Training - in-country, incl. OJT  

Benefit 2: Technical Assistance ɀ advisory including Level 2  

Benefit 3: Technical Assistance ɀ Level 2 operational  
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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 Base Case delivered 1,800 person-days. This was increased to 2,500 in-country days 

and 680 regional course person days per annum in Scenario B1. Account also was made for the 

production and maintenance of manuals and guidance materials and of the capability to expand the 

number of harmonised regulations and to further assist in implementation.  

 

Assumptions used in the evaluation of Scenario A about the value of Technical Assistance, including 

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 of Scenario B1 over and above the Base Case amount to $5.8 

million annually. The largest single benefit is attributed to harmonised regulations (44%), which is 

consistent with the findings in the RSVOP and ICAO guidance. Provision of operational Technical 

Assistance amounts to 16% of the net benefits, and Training adds another 11% to the total. The 

productivity improvement added 20% to the total estimated benefits. 

 

The estimated increase in costs of Scenario B1 over and above the Base Case is $5.6 million taken 

over the five years of the Programme. Against this cost, the net benefits over five years would amount 

to $28.8 million. On this basis, the Benefit to Cost (B/C) Ratio is 5.1.  

 

However, Scenario B1 also needs to be compared with the alternative of Scenario A. 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 benefits of Scenario B1 relative to Scenario A. 

The additional cost is $4.8 million and the additional net benefits are $25.6 million. The resulting B/C 

ratio is 5.33. That is, for every additional dollar spent by the MS on moving from Scenario A to 

Scenario B1 would generate a benefit (cost saving) of $5.33. 

 

10.1.9 Financial implications  

Scenario B1 requires a budget of $8.2 million over a five-year period, but this delivers measurable 

benefits of $27.2 million. 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 under Scenario A apply again. However, 

there is scope to attract donor support for specific elements of Scenario B1. 

 

It has been assumed that current funding of SARI would be available to the RSOO, but the expansion 

of the scope of activities under Scenario B1 also allows additional work on harmonisation of 

regulations. Possibly the funding of this additional element of Scenario B1 (approximately $60,000 

per annum) could be raised with donors. 
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Development partners, such as multilateral development banks, generally only provide financing for 

setting up a system that ultimately will become self-sustainable. Thus, other elements that possibly 

could attract donor interest include: 

- The establishment of a permanent location for the RSOO, include computers, software, 

office equipment and IT systems to improve management and databases (estimate 

$100,000). 

- Training of the RSOO experts possibly could be provided as in-kind assistance by donor 

States/international organisations and industry (an amount of $400,000 is included in the 

budget to pay 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 organisations 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 funding Scenario B1 amount to adding a few cents to the existing charges. 

 

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 Committee to consider 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 the Steering Committee approve a cost allocation 

methodology recognising three types of activity; namely, (i) those that provide direct benefits to 

individual States; (ii) those that provide benefits to a sub-set of States; and (iii) those that are of a 

general nature and benefit all States. Accordingly, it is further recommended that the Steering 

Committee: 

- Apportion the costs of the Programme for Scenario B1 that are attributable to each of the 

three types of activity. 

- Approve a level of charges to be applied for the provision of type (i) activities based on costs 

of service provision 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 individual 

Members of the sub-set of States. 

- 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 each State 

can expect to derive, also taking account of the level of aviation activity and the ability of the 

State to contribute. 

 

10.1.10 Risk analysis  

Scenario B1, although operating with an expanded budget and broader scope of activities, shares the 

generic risks of an RSOO discussed above with Scenario 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, if 

confirmed, is seen to provide considerable risk that a favourable decision may not be reached.   
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10.1.11 Advantages of this Scenario 

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

structure of the SA-ASOO. 

- Additional long term International Experts may be based at the SA-ASOO 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 necessary legally delegated authority to 

perform operational tasks. 

- It addresses most of the major issues identified by the Feasibility Study team. 

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

- It uses existing ICAO based recruiting systems which are known and understood. 

 

10.1.12 Disadvantages of this Scenario 

- It requires the unanimous agreement and full cooperation of the relevant SAARC bodies, in 

particular the SAARC Council of Ministers, for the institutional structure and operation of the 

SA-ASOO. 

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

- It requires the definition and implementation  of a legal basis for effective delegation for Level 

2 tasks, which is acceptable to States, ICAO and SAARC. 

- It continues the ICAO based management system which some believe does not give 

adequate separation between the SA-ASOO and USOAP. 

- It continues the ICAO based recruiting system which has been a contributor to delays and 

failures at various stages of COSCAP-SA.  
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10.2 Scenario B2 

In Scenario B 2, COSCAP-SA transforms into the South Asian ɀ Aviation Safety Oversight Office (SA-

ASOO) the same as B1. Level 1 activities continue, and considerable Level 2 activities are provided to 

Statesȟ ÕÓÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ 3!!2# ÔÒÅÁÔÙ ÁÓ ÁÎ ȬÕÍÂÒÅÌÌÁȭ ÌÅÇÁÌ ÄÏÃÕÍÅÎÔȢ  The main difference is in the 

management relationships which include two MOUs, i.e. between SA-ASOO and EASA as well as SA-

ASOO with ICAO. Therefore, ICAO maintains assistance and EASA also assists, in particular in 

relation to harmonisation of regulations and process. 

 

Figure 10-2 : Evolution of COSCAP-SA to a RSOO - Scenario B2 

 
 

10.2.1 Objective 

Scenario B2 is effectively a variation on Scenario B1 which formalises the ongoing relationship 

between the SA-ASOO and both ICAO and EASA. 4ÈÅÓÅ ÒÅÌÁÔÉÏÎÓÈÉÐÓ ÒÅÌÁÔÅ ÔÏ )#!/ȭÓ ÐÒÅÖÉÏÕÓ 

involvement with the management of COSCAP-SA (with overall directions provided by the DGs of 

SA StatesɊ ÁÎÄ %!3!ȭÓ ÃÏÎÔÉÎÕÉÎÇ ÓÕÐÐÏÒÔ ÆÏÒ ÒÅÇÕÌÁÔÏÒÙ ÈÁÒÍÏÎÉÓÁÔÉÏÎ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÇÉÏÎ ÔÈÒÏÕÇÈ 3!2)Ȣ 

The method of formalisation is by the development and signing of two MoUs. Separately, letters of 

delegation in some form will be completed bi-laterally between SA-ASOO and respective delegating 

MS.  

 

The advantage of Scenario B2 is to give the DGs of the SA States an option which provides the same 

outcomes as Scenario B1 (considerable Level 2 activities) while formalising the historical relationships 

with both ICAO and EASA. Effectively there will be no involvement of either ICAO or EASA in the 

overall direction of the SA-ASOO, 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 SA-ASOO under Scenario B2 will function in the same way as under B1. Other 

ÔÈÁÎ ÔÈÅÓÅ ȬÇÏÖÅÒÎÁÎÃÅȾÏÒÇÁÎÉÓÁÔÉÏÎÁÌȭ changes, Scenario B2 is very similar in its intended outcomes 

to Scenario B1. 
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10.2.2 COSCAP-SA functions to be maintained 

The Level 1 functions of COSCAP-SA will be maintained as well as specific Level 2 activities, as per 

Scenario B1. 

 

10.2.3 Expanded functions: sequential implementation by CE/AREA 

The functions of Scenario B2 remain the same as described in Scenario B1. 

 

10.2.4 Core activities vs. activities on demand 

The core activities vs functions on demand remain the same as described in Scenario B1. 

 

10.2.5 Legal basis  

In Scenario B2, there is a continuing connection with ICAO however the legal basis for the operation 

of the SA-ASOO will be, as in Scenarios B1, the existing SAARC Treaty as well as a Host Agreement 

with the host State. In addition, there will be MOUs each between SAARC (on behalf of the SA-

ASOO) and ICAO and EASA. These 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 SA-ASOO staff from time to time remain the same as under 

Scenarios B1. 

 

10.2.6 Governance and organisational implications  

Scenario B2 proposes a similar governance system to Scenario B1 with only the addition of EASA as 

per the respective MoU, including a possible advisory role in the SC and/or the Advisory Board. 

 

Scenario "Ψ ×ÏÕÌÄ ÔÈÅÒÅÆÏÒÅ ÈÁÖÅ ÔÈÅ ÆÏÌÌÏ×ÉÎÇ ȬÌÅÇÁÌȭ ÁÎÄ ÁÄÍÉÎÉÓÔÒÁÔÉÖÅ ÓÔÒÕÃÔÕÒÅȡ 

 

- 5ÓÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ 3!!2# 4ÒÅÁÔÙ ÁÓ ÁÎ ȬÕÍÂÒÅÌÌÁȭȢ The considerations relating to the use of the 

SAARC Treaty as an umbrella, listed under Scenario B1, apply here as well. 

- A Host Agreement with the State where the SA-RSOO will permanently be located. 

- An MoU with ICAO. 

- An MoU with EASA. 

 

There will be a SC plus an Advisory Board where consideration may be given for ICAO and EASA to 

be represented.  

 

10.2.7 Staffing requirements including STEs and status of COSCAP-SA staff 

Recruitment of staff will be the same as B1.  

 

10.2.8 Economic evaluation of Scenario B2 

Differences in the design parameters of Scenario B2 compared to Scenario B1 are only the inclusion 

of EASA via an MOU. There 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 continuing, in fact even greater, involvement of EASA with the SA-

ASOO may lead to increased donor support, either generally or in relation to specific activities.  Refer 

to economic evaluation of Scenario B1 since the analyses are identical. 

 

10.2.9 Financial implications  

The differences between Scenario B1 and Scenario B2 are of an institutional nature and there would 

not be any change in costing as a result. 

 

Hence, the discussion under Scenario B1 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 to Scenario B2. 

 

10.2.10 Risk analysis  

As was the case for Scenarios A and B1, Scenario B2 shares the generic risks of an RSOO discussed 

above. 

 

10.2.11 Advantages of this Scenario 

This Scenario has all of the advantages identified under Scenario B1 and additionally formalizes via 

an MOU the relationship between the SA-ASOO and EASA.  

 

10.2.12 Disadvantages of this Scenario 

This Scenario has the same disadvantages as Scenario B1. 
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10.3 Scenario B3  

In Scenario B3, COSCAP-SA transforms into the South Asian ɀ Aviation Safety Oversight Office (SA-

ASOO) continues Level 1 activities and provides considerable Level 2 activities to States on demand, 

under SAARC, the same as B1 and B2. Level 1 activities continue, and considerable Level 2 activities 

are provided to Statesȟ ÕÓÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ 3!!2# ÔÒÅÁÔÙ ÁÓ ÁÎ ȬÕÍÂÒÅÌÌÁȭ ÌÅÇÁÌ ÄÏÃÕÍÅÎÔȢ  The main difference 

is in the management relationships which effectively remove ICAO involvement and oversight of the 

organisation. 

 

Figure 10-3 : Evolution of COSCAP-SA to a RSOO - Scenario B3 

 
 

 

10.3.1 Objective 

Scenario B3 is a considerable change to the previous B1 and B2 Scenarios, in particular in relation to 

the governance structure and financial management system. The advantage of Scenario B3 is to give 

the DGs of the SA States an option which provides the same outcomes as Scenario B1 or B2 

(considerable Level 2 activities) while fundamentally changing the system of management and funds 

control. Under Scenario B3, the role previously played by ICAO (Programme Document inter alia 

defines organisation; funds management and 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. 

 

Scenario B3 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 fund. This MOU 

could involve a body such as Asian Development Bank, World Bank (SA States are members of both 

and both organisations have been/are actively supporting a similar RSOO, i.e. the Pacific Aviation 

Safety Office (PASO)). Conversely, the trust fund management could be undertaken by an equivalent 

body with similar reputable credentials.  

 



77 
 

As in Scenarios B1 and B2 there will be a Host Agreement with the host State. Noting once again that 

the permanent location of the organisation under this Scenario is not critical but is seen to be 

desirable to build ongoing knowledge and support through non-technical assistants at relatively low 

cost. 

 

Other than these significant management changes, Scenario B3 is very similar in its operation and 

outcomes to Scenarios B1 and B2. 

 

10.3.2 COSCAP-SA functions to be maintained 

The functions of COSCAP-SA will not be maintained however equivalent Level 1 functions would be 

provided by the newly established SA-ASOO organization, as well as specific Level 2 activities. 

 

10.3.3 Expanded functions: sequential implementation by CE/AREA 

The functions of Scenario B3 remain the same as described in Scenarios B1 and B2. 

 

10.3.4  Core activities vs. activities on demand 

The core activities vs functions on demand remain the same as described in Scenarios B1 and B2. 

 

10.3.5 Legal basis  

In Scenario B3, there is no management connection 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 SA-ASOO will be, as in Scenarios B1 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 Host Agreement with the host 

State. Scenario "Ω ÍÁÙ ÁÌÓÏ ÃÏÎÔÉÎÕÅ ÔÈÅ ȬÁÓÓÉÓÔÁÎÃÅȭ ÒÅÌÁÔÉÏÎship between the SA-ASOO and both 

ICAO and EASA via respective MOUs. 

 

10.3.6 Governance and organisational implications  

Scenario B3 proposes a further step, which mainly considers the removal of ICAO involvement in the 

funds management of the organization and the recruitment of staff.  The Feasibility Study team 

proposes with Scenario B3 to have the following amended legal structure: 

- The use of the existing SAARC Treaty as an umbrella to provide a legal basis for the SA-

ASOO. The considerations relating to the use of the SAARC Treaty as umbrella, listed under 

Scenario B1, apply here as well. 

- A Memorandum of Understanding or a contract with the organization undertaking Trust 

Fund Management. 

- A Host Agreement with the State where the SA-ASOO will permanently be located. 

 

In addition, there may be MOUs between the SA-ASOO and each of ICAO and EASA. These 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. 

 

There will be a SC and an Advisory Board. Recruitment of staff will be the direct responsibility of the 

SA-ASOO and this may include participation by the SC or Advisory Board. This 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 SA-ASOO staff from time to time remain the same as under 

Scenarios B1 and B2 (OPAS model if ICAO is retained for assistance ɀ not management - under a MoU 

may continue) but alternatively the organisation may undertake recruitment directly.  This would 

remove both of the identified conflicts of interest which involve ICAO. 

 

As already Stated, the recruitment is handled by the organization itself and there is no longer any 

involvement of ICAO. The SA-ASOO under Scenario B3 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 priority. Expertise 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 own high level management.  

 

It is possible, indeed likely under Scenario B3, that the General Manager will not be Flight Operations 

qualified. 4ÈÉÓ ÍÁÙ ÃÈÁÎÇÅ ÔÈÅ ȬÍÉØȭ ÏÆ )ÎÔÅÒÎÁÔÉÏÎÁÌ ÌÏÎÇ ÔÅÒÍ ÅØÐÅÒÔÓ ÂÕÔȟ ÏÔÈÅÒ ÔÈÁÎ ÔÈÉÓ 

consideration there is no change to the staffing described under Scenarios B1 and B2.  

 

The exact composition of long term international and Regional Experts depends on the skill set of the 

General Manager however it is likely that additional to the General Manager will be: 

- An International Expert for Aircraft Accident and Incident Investigation. 

- A FLT OPS expert. 

- An expert for State Safety Policy/ Safety Management System (SSP/SMS). 

 

The provision of additional short term international or Regional Experts under Scenario B3 will be 

exactly the same as under Scenario B1 and there is therefore no need to reiterate this.  

 

10.3.8 Economic evaluation of Scenario B3 

Key differences in the design parameters of Scenario B3 compared to Scenarios B1 and B2 are: 

- Legal basis: No change, except that it has an MOU/contract with a Trust Fund management 

organization to replace the arrangement previously with ICAO. 

- 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 is replaced by International General Manager and a long-

term international OPS expert. 

 

The stream of benefits remains the same as Scenario B1, the essential difference being the cost of 

employing an international manager. However, this position can be expected to improve the 

managerial performance of the SA-ASOO and provide a basis for negotiating a reduction in the 

administrative charge from its current 10% to, say, 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 Options B1/2 and B3 therefore should be made on considerations other than the 

benefits and costs that have been measured. 

 



79 
 

The costings for Scenarios B1, B2 and B3 all include the installation of accounting and management 

reporting systems and B2 and B3 allow for an International Manager. This is important, if for no other 

reason, because of the need for transparency and accountability when there is increased 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 activity-based costing reports.  

 

10.3.9 Financial implications  

The key differences are that the CTA is replaced by an International Expert in FLT OPS, with a 

consequent reduction in salary costs. At the same time, management responsibilities are now 

performed by an internationally-recruited Manager. It was assumed in the CBA that the enhanced 

management capability of the SA-ASOO and its institutional set-up would provide an opportunity to 

negotiate a lower overhead charge from its current rate of 10%. In that case, the differences in CBA 

results between Scenario B3 and Scenarios B1 and B2 would be insignificant. 

 

Scenario B3 has major implications for CAAs, as it is an independent organization without a 

connection to ICAO and therefore uses other funding management mechanisms. Hence greater 

attention needs to be paid to the financing arrangements. Ensuring that the organisation can be self-

sustaining ×ÉÌÌ ÂÅ ÅÓÓÅÎÔÉÁÌ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅ ÏÒÇÁÎÉÓÁÔÉÏÎȭÓ ÃÕÒÒÅÎÔ ÒÅÆÏÒÍ ÅÆÆÏÒÔÓ ÁÎÄ ÉÔÓ ÁÂÉÌÉÔÙ ÔÏ ÄÅÌÉÖÅÒ ÏÎ ÉÔÓ 

mandate.  

 

The finance/sustainability advice offered for Scenarios B1 and B2 also apply here. There are a number 

of funding options available for the SA-ASOO. 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 

cover any 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 secure an 

ÉÎÃÏÍÅ ÓÔÒÅÁÍ ÆÒÏÍ ÁÉÒ ÔÒÁÆÆÉÃ ÃÏÎÔÒÏÌ ÆÅÅÓȟ ×ÈÉÃÈ ȰÐÒÅ-ÐÁÙÓȱ ÓÅÒÖÉÃÅÓ ÔÈÅ 23// ÃÏÕÌÄ ÐÒÏÖÉÄÅȢ 

National CAA could then, for example, call on airworthiness inspectors knowing that the costs have 

been covered from assigned overflight income in their region. This source of funding could initially 

be organized within MS to provide ongoing funding for SA-ASOO. 

 

Considering an income stream from air traffic control fees, another potential mechanism for funding 

is to have a unified upper airspace through SA Region 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 changes to 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.  

 

10.3.10 Risk analysis  

As was the case for previous Scenarios, Scenario B3 shares the generic risks of an RSOO discussed 

above in various Scenarios. The issue again is more that the degree of intensity of the risks is 

somewhat greater, especially in relation to funding.  
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Additionally, Scenario B3 attracts further risks as follows: 

- The major risk to completion of this Scenario is 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 the SA-ASOO from ICAO. 

- There will be risk involved if a totally new funding mechanism is instituted. 

 

10.3.11 Advantages of this Scenario 

Because Scenario B3 is quite a significant departure from previous Scenarios it is worthwhile here 

reiterating the advantages and disadvantages of the Scenario. 

- Scenario B3 as described above provides greater flexibility in recruitment and employment 

ÃÏÍÐÁÒÅÄ ×ÉÔÈ ÐÁÓÔ ÅØÐÅÒÉÅÎÃÅ ×ÉÔÈ )#!/ȭÓ ÌÅÎÇÔÈÙ ÁÄÍÉÎÉÓÔÒÁÔÉÖÅ ÐÒÏÃÅÓÓÅÓ. 

- It places greater control in the hands of the SC and therefore the DGs, who are ultimately 

responsible for the outcomes provided and the benefits gained for their CAAs. 

- Additional long term International Experts may be based at the SA-ASOO to cover a wider 

area of responsibilities. 

- It addresses many of the major issues identified by the Feasibility Study 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 budget in order to cover also for timely support requests. 

 

10.3.12 Disadvantages of this Scenario 

- 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 of the SA-ASOO. 

- 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 effective delegation for Level 2 tasks which 

is acceptable to the States, ICAO and the SAARC. 
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 Figure 10.4:  Comparison of three B Scenarios 

 

 
  



82 
 

11. EVOLUTION OF COSCAP-SA TO A RSOO: Scenario C 

11.1 Scenario C 

In Scenario C, COSCAP-SA transforms into the South Asian ɀ Aviation Safety Oversight Organisation  

(SA-ASOO), considers decreases in Level 1 activities and fully enables provision of Level 2 activities 

to States on demand. The fundamental difference with all previous Scenarios is that Scenario C 

operates under a new, self-standing South Asian ɀ 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 a 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 the SA-ASOO 

from external bodies, and avoids the problems relating to delegation and to conflict of interest as 

illustrated in Scenarios A and B (B1, B2 and B3) above. It also allows specific critical issues to be 

established at Treaty level.  

 

Figure 11-1 : Evolution of COSCAP-SA to a RSOO - Scenario C 

 
 

11.1.1 Objective 

Scenario # ÉÓ ÁÎ ÅÖÏÌÕÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ Ȭ"ȭ Scenarios which provides similar outcomes but focuses on an self-

standing legal and organisational structure. The objective of this Scenario is to give the DGs of the 

SA States an opportunity for an organisation that fully enables provision of all RSOO functions (Level 

1, Level 2 (and possibly Level 3 activities) while preserving freedom of action of Member States to 

decide individually or collectively on making use of these activities. Under Scenario C, the South Asian 

ɀ Aviation Safety Oversight Treaty provides an appropriate legal and organisational basis to achieve 

this objective, and use of the SAARC Treaty as an umbrella is therefore not required. If considered 

useful, the existing management, programme and audit links to  ICAO can be maintained under this 

Scenario, or discarded.  

 

Under Scenario C, the SA-ASOO will be fully self-standing and will therefore manage recruitment, 

employment tasking and funding internally. All activities 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. 

Scenario C will function under a  Treaty between the (participating) SA States, explained in more 

detail in 11.1.5 below, and there will be a Host Agreement with the hosting State of the headquarters 

of SA-ASOO. 

 

11.1.2 COSCAP-SA functions 

The functions of COSCAP-SA will  be taken over by the newly established SA-!3//Ȣ !Ó ×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÅ Ȭ"ȭ 

Scenarios, these functions will largely reflect COSCAP-SA Phase IV. 

 

11.1.3 Expanded functions: implementation by CE/AREA 

There is ÉÎÉÔÉÁÌÌÙ ÎÏ ÍÁÊÏÒ ÏÕÔÃÏÍÅ ÄÉÆÆÅÒÅÎÃÅ ÂÅÔ×ÅÅÎ ÔÈÅ Ȭ"ȭ Scenarios and Scenario C. The differing 

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 2 work undertaken by the SA-ASOO.  

 

#ÏÍÍÅÎÔÓ ÍÁÄÅ ÐÒÅÖÉÏÕÓÌÙ ÉÎ ÒÅÌÁÔÉÏÎ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ Ȭ"ȭ Scenarios are also applicable to Scenario C. The 

Feasibility Study team identified a large number of Level 2 activities which could be undertaken by 

the SA-ASOO. Consideration by CAAs visited of their specific need for assistance varied from virtually 

all critical elements and audit areas (disciplines) to nil. Between these two extremes there was a great 

variability of need identified, although many of the States were interested in substantial Level 2 

assistance. In some cases, CAAs specified that Level 2 assistance in these general tasks may be 

limited to a specific area e.g. ANS.  

 

Included in the areas that many CAAs identified with a high priority for Level 2 assistance were: 

- Advisory and Consultative (although nominally Level 1, this particular relates to support for 

Level 2 activities such as surveillance). 

- Regulatory (including the review, assessment recommendation for approval of industry 

submissions for AOC, MRO, ATO, etc.). 

- Harmonisation of Regulations and Procedures undertaking the role previously managed by 

SARI. Note 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 surveillance program). 

- Provision of ANS support including development of PBN, AIS to AIM, SAR, PANS-OPS, 

development of master plans and oversight of ANSP. 

- Provision of support for implementation of SMS/SSP requirements, including support to the 

ANSP on how to implement the SMS and to the CAA to audit SMS implementation. 

- Certification and surveillance support for AGA including 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 the Level 2 tasks within these fields and do not 

consider the many ongoing related Level 1 tasks which the SA-ASOO will continue to provide in 

parallel. 
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Under Scenario C, in addition to the high priority activities mentioned by individual States, certain 

central functions could also be coordinated through a combination of SA-ASOO staff (International 

and Regional), short-term specialists (STE) and the use of an enhanced SACBM. As these activities 

develop they could be considered as ongoing core business of the SA-ASOO. These activities could 

include: 

- Provision of Flight Ops support ɀ especially for first of type 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 participating States, similar to the existing SAFA system). 

- Providing coordination 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 support). 

- The independence under this Scenario provides great flexibility for the organisation to react 

in a timely manner to requests from States, while still under the control of the Executive 

Board. 

 

11.1.4 Core activities vs. activities on demand 

As already Stated in previous Scenarios, it is of vital importance to proceed with the harmonisation 

of regulations and procedures across many disciplines to facilitate regionally based assistance to 

States. This task has been performed through SARI over the last 10 years, mainly relating to 

airworthiness. During the initial research State visits, there were variable views on how effectively 

this task had been undertaken, although all States agreed with the importance of the task.  

 

At this time the situation for ongoing funding of SARI is not clear. )Î ÒÅÌÁÔÉÏÎ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ Ȭ"ȭ Scenarios and 

Scenario C, this Feasibility Study assumes that further SARI funding will be available and that some 

such funding can be directed to harmonisation of regulations and additional Level 2 tasks. 

 

As can be seen from the various tables in the introduction, the diversity and depth of Level 2 tasks 

requested by various CAAs, under a future SA-ASOO structure, made it difficult to consider which are 

the higher priorities.  Clearly however a significant number of CAAs have Stated their willingness to 

ÓÅÅË ÓÕÐÐÏÒÔ ÉÎ ÒÅÌÁÔÉÏÎ ÔÏ ÓÏÍÅ ÓÐÅÃÉÆÉÃ ȬÃÏÒÅȭ ÁÒÅÁÓȟ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÁÒÅ ÃÏÖÅÒÅÄ ÁÂÏÖÅȢ  

 

As with previous Scenarios ÁÎÄ ÁÄÄÉÔÉÏÎÁÌ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ȬÃÏÒÅ ÔÁÓËÓȭ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ 3!-ASOO, consideration must be 

given to the need to cover activities of either a short term or very specialised nature which are 

requested by States. 4ÈÅÓÅ ÁÃÔÉÖÉÔÉÅÓ ÃÁÎ ÂÅ ÃÏÎÓÉÄÅÒÅÄ ÁÓ ȬÏÎ ÄÅÍÁÎÄȭȟ ÒÁÔÈÅÒ ÔÈÁÎ ÃÏÒÅȢ  

 

An example of a specialised activity within the flight operations or airworthiness area could be the 

need for a Flight Operations Inspector with helicopter qualifications and experience. This need was 

mentioned by some CAAs as a growing area within their respective industry and one which they 

presently had no expertise to cover. It 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 an individual. An SA-ASOO 

however could provide a short term expert able to support 2-3 CAAs or more in a coordinated manner.  

 

Such a Level 2 activity would be outside the core tasks of the SA-ASOO due to the relatively small 

overall requirement. Additionally, such an SME could provide training (including OJT) within the area 

of certification/approval and inspections as an adjunct to the Level 2 activities, thereby increasing 
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capabilities within the CAAs. )Ô ÉÓ Á ÃÏÎÓÉÄÅÒÁÔÉÏÎ ÕÎÄÅÒ ÔÈÅ Ȭ"ȭ Scenarios and Scenario C such ÁÎ ȬÏÎ 

ÄÅÍÁÎÄȭ ÁÃÔÉÖÉÔÙ ÍÁÙ ÂÅ ÐÒÏÖÉÄÅÄ ÂÙ ÔÈÅ 3!-ASOO on cost-recovery basis funded by the CAAs with 

the specific need. 

 

4ÁÓËÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÍÁÙ ÂÅ ÃÏÎÓÉÄÅÒÅÄ ÁÓ ȬÏÎ ÄÅÍÁÎÄȭ ÆÏÒ ÓÐÅÃÉÆÉÃ #!!Ó ÉÎÃÌÕÄÅȡ 

- Identified short-term requirements driven 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 system (e.g. Electronic Flight Bags). 

- 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 benefit. Examples of this 

could include the initial approval of a Part 145 MRO with capabilities beyond those presently 

undertaken in the State or the setup of a Part 60 or 66 Examination and Licensing system. 

These examples are also good candidates for multiple State 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 and aligned 

with OJT to provide a transfer of skills to the CAA as an additional benefit. Examples 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 contract with their 

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 SA-ASOO under this Scenario provides great flexibility to the organisation, 

while still under the control of the Executive Board. For 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 training. Such Training Academy could be 

organised as self-sustainable non-profit organisation living of tuition fees. (Role model could be the 

JAA Training Organisation ɀ even a close cooperation would be possible) 

 

!ÌÔÈÏÕÇÈ ÔÈÅ ÌÉÓÔÉÎÇ ÏÆ ÐÏÔÅÎÔÉÁÌ ȬÏÎ ÄÅÍÁÎÄȭ ÁÃÔÉÖÉÔÉÅÓ ÓÈÏ×Î ÁÂÏÖÅ ÉÓ ÖÅÒÙ ÓÉÍÉÌÁÒ ÔÏ ÔÈÁÔ ÓÈÏ×Î ÉÎ 

previous Scenarios, the difference is that some of tÈÅÓÅ ȬÏÎ ÄÅÍÁÎÄȭ ÁÃÔÉÖÉÔÉÅÓ ÍÁÙ ÂÅ ÁÂÌÅ ÔÏ ÂÅ ÍÏÒÅ 

ÒÏÕÔÉÎÅÌÙ ÈÁÎÄÌÅÄ ÁÎÄ ÂÅÃÏÍÅ ȬÃÏÒÅ ÁÃÔÉÖÉÔÉÅÓȭ ÕÎÄÅÒ ÔÈÅ " Scenarios and Scenario C. This is because 

of the greater numbers and breadth of technical staff available under these Scenarios. 

Additionally, the inherent flexibility under Scenario C allows more rapid response to requests by MS. 

 

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

advantage of standardisation as the approach and resultant standards will be exactly the same for 

this specific issue in each State. 
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11.1.5 Legal basis  

The legal basis under Scenario C would be a focused self-standing Treaty, with specific RSOO 
objectives, activities and a mandate that would establish a dedicated regional safety oversight 
organization with clear international legal personality. 
 
The creation of SA-ASOO under a self-standing Treaty would permit it to become a recognized safety 
oversight organisation under the envisaged global aviation safety oversight system (GASOS) which 
is under Study in ICAO. GASOS would provide States with an effective and recognized system for the 
delegation of safety oversight functions to ICAO-recognized RSOOs, including an SA-ASOO under 
Scenario C. 
 
An international treaty for SA-ASOO does not need to be newly drafted. It can emulate the Banjul 
Accord, which was set up to carry the respective RSOO in its region (BAGASOO). Its objectives, 
provisions and structure are fully suitable for the purposes of setting up a new regional organization 
named SA-ASOO. 
 
It should be underlined that the objectives, provisions and structure of the Banjul Accord were 
examined and approved by ICAO, through its Legal Bureau, before being approved and signed by its 
Member States. Therefore, the text of the Banjul Accord can be regarded as a known entity. It 
requires only minimal adjustments to be able to carry across to SA-ASOO.  
 
COSCAP-SA in its present form is not in a position to carry out safety oversight functions beyond 
Level 1 on behalf of its Member States, in particular inspections, due to the difficulties which have 
been encountered with recognition by ICAO Auditors of delegation of authority by those States to 
COSCAP-SA. Essentially, such difficulties result from two factors: 

- the lack of international legal personality of COSCAP-SA, like any other COSCAP, which 
could allow it to accept delegation of authority by means of a valid international agreement 
with the delegating State. 

- the use of experts provided by ICAO, and considered as ICAO employees, to carry out safety 
oversight functions, including inspections, on behalf of COSCAP-SA Member States, a 
situation which is perceived as a conflict of interest. 

 
Both of these difficulties would be solved with a self-standing legal and organisational structure as 
outlined for Scenario C. Furthermore, the cooperation among the concerned States through the 
establishment of a dedicated institutionalized regional organization like SA-ASOO enables the 
harmonization and standardization of safety oversight requirements among its Member States and 
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 self-standing agreement, comprising the current COSCAP-SA 
Member States, to be designated as SA-ASOO would have major advantages and benefits.  
 
Use of a self-standing Treaty relevant to the required legal basis and desired outcomes of the 
organisation allows the inclusion during drafting of specific clauses addressing previously identified 
issues. These include but are not restricted to: 

- Provision of an international legal identity of the SA-ASOO. 
- Clarification of the legal basis for SA-ASOO activities undertaken on behalf of MS. 
- Clarification of the legal basis of SA-ASOO staff while undertaking Level 2 activities on behalf 

of MS. 
- The ability of SA-ASOO to enter into high level arrangements and contracts in its own right. 
- The ability to negotiate and enter, via a Host Agreement, a tax and/or duty free status for the 

organisation. 
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The Treaty amongst participating States will define the role, tasks, identity, privileges and 
responsibilities of the organisation. Additionally, there will be: 

- A Host agreement with the State where the SA-ASOO 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 plus other 

organisations as agreed; which may also assist with recruitment, etc.  
- MOUs as agreed with external organisations, if desired, such as ICAO and EASA. 

 

11.1.6 Acceptance/signature of Treaty by States 

The Banjul Accord did not require ratification for entry into force. Signature by its Member States and 

Confirmation by the Council of Ministers of Member States was 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 individual States 

has not ratified it.   For background information, the Banjul Accord, which set up the BAGASOO 

organisation was completed in a matter of months.  A copy of the BANJUL Accord is included as 

Annex B to this report. 

 

Similarly, a new South Asian Aviation Safety Treaty would also not require lengthy ratification by 

Parliaments.  It 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.  This process would largely be within the ambit of Transport Ministeries or equivalent which 

would allow rapid progress.  It is pertinent here to consider the window of opportunity within in SA 

which is presently provided by the recent Beijing Declaration deliberations and signing. 

 

11.1.7 Organisational implications  

Scenario C provides for a self-standing organisation which has no governance or management 

interface with ICAO or other organisations unless 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 document system with internal quality and 

safety management processes and a financial management system with stringent rules allowing for 

ÂÏÔÈ !ÎÎÕÁÌ ÃÏÓÔÓ ÁÎÄ ȬÏÎ ÄÅÍÁÎÄȭ ÓÅÒÖÉÃÅÓ ÃÏÓÔÓ ÔÏ ÂÅ ÒÅÃÅÉÖÅÄȢ 

 

A regular and independent financial audit system is also required. 

 

11.1.8 Staffing requirements and status of SA-ASOO staff 

The Feasibility Study team was informed by all States visited that an International Expert is 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 priority. Expertise 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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It is possible, indeed likely under Scenario C that the General Manager will not be Flight Ops qualified. 

4ÈÉÓ ÍÁÙ ÃÈÁÎÇÅ ÔÈÅ ȬÍÉØȭ ÏÆ )ÎÔÅÒÎÁÔÉÏÎÁÌ ÌÏÎÇ ÔÅÒÍ ÅØÐÅÒÔÓȢ International long-term experts as 

required will undertake the provision of Level 2 activities under Scenario C. The Feasibility Study team 

proposes to have a General Manager and, in addition: 

- An International Expert for Aircraft Accident and Incident Investigation. 

- A FLT OPS expert. 

- An expert for State Safety Program/ Safety Management System (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 pool of Regional Experts composed of: 

- A Licensing expert. 

- A Harmonisation/Implementation expert (SARI?). 

- An Airworthiness expert, noting that each of these may be provided on short term contract 

or from the SA Capacity Building Matrix. 

 

Short-term International Experts would need to have the following background: 

- European Co-ordination Centre for Accident and Incident Reporting Systems (ECCAIRS). 

- Medical Issues in Aviation (AVMED). 

- Legal. 

 

The continuing and expanded use of the SACBM will be included under Scenario C. 

 

Under COSCAP recruitment and contracting was done by TCB for contracts of maximum one-year 

duration. As International Experts need to be based at the location of the SA-ASOO a three-year 

contract basis is recommended in order to provide job guarantee. All positions for permanent staff 

are considered to be necessary 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. 

 

Under Scenario #ȟ ÔÈÅ ÅÍÐÌÏÙÍÅÎÔ ÏÆ 34%Ó ×ÏÕÌÄ ÂÅ ÏÎ ÁÎ ȬÁÓ ÒÅÑÕÉÒÅÄȭ ÂÁÓÉÓ ÔÏ ÆÕÌÆÉÌ ÒÏÌÅÓ ×ÈÉÃÈ 

cannot be undertaken effectively either by the full-time staff of the SA-ASOO or the use of experts 

through the SACBM. 

 

The achievement of a self-standing  Treaty allows 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 Scenarios. Under Scenario C, the status of employees of the SA-ASOO will depend on the type 

of responsibilities s they are given . When tasked with  Level 2 activities for any State, the SA-ASOO 

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 the Treaty. These will serve to execute functions 

which are delegated by Member States to the SA-ASOO.   The Treaty will provide for  the powers and 

responsibilities of the staff member while undertaking this role. 
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Long-term staff (international, regional and local) would be based at the office and coordinate 

activities in their respective areas under utilisation of short term experts and the SACBM described in 

previous Scenarios. 

 

11.1.9 Economic evaluation of Scenario C 

Scenario # ÉÓ ÄÉÓÔÉÎÇÕÉÓÈÁÂÌÅ ÆÒÏÍ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÅÖÉÏÕÓ Ȱ"ȱ Scenarios in its institutional setting under its own 

treaty and a considerable expansion and reorientation of its capabilities. It would have 6 long-term 

International Experts (instead of 3), and the number of short-term International Experts 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 more on-the-job training. 

The administrative and travel costs were adjusted accordingly. Although it would not be necessary to 

pay a fee for Trust Fund management under Scenario C, it was assumed that overheads would remain 

at 5% of total costs. 

 

As a result, the total cost over the 5-year Programme increases by $11.5 million over the Base Case. 

However, the benefits increase by $59.1 million. and the Benefit/Cost ratio is 5.2. 

 

For the reasons mentioned above, the B/C ratios for the Scenarios should not be compared directly. 

The incremental cost of Scenario C over Scenario B1 is $5.8 million. It adds $36 million to net benefits. 

On that basis, the additional expenditure on Scenario C compared to Scenario B1 yields a 

Benefit/Cost ratio of 6.16. That is, for every extra dollar invested in an expanded RSOO with its own 

Treaty would generate $6.16 in benefits to the MS. 

 

11.1.10 Financial implications  

The total cost of Scenario C over the 5-year Programme amounts to $14.07 million. It has been 

estimated that each dollar vested by the MS in the RSOO would deliver $5.16 in benefits by reducing 

costs incurred by the MS in order to provide the same services themselves. 

 

Considering that the cost of Scenario C is 5.4 times that of the Base Case, and 70% more than the cost 

of Scenario B1, a choice to adopt Scenario C would involve a significantly greater commitment of 

funds. Nevertheless, the approach to financing can be similar to that discussed with Scenario B3. 

Member States can contribute the funds directly, after exploiting the opportunities 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. 

 

11.1.11 Risk analysis  

Scenario C requires the Ministries of Transport and Ministries of Foreign Affairs in Member States to 
agree on, adopt and sign a self-standing treaty to establish the SA-ASOO. Ratification is not required 
if the model of the Banjul Accord is followed.  Care will need to be taken to ensure that valuable 
opportunities to pursue regional cooperation are not postponed or lost during the development 
phase. 
 
Scenario C also invests more in shared IT platforms, notably for SAFA. The risk here is that MS might 
not be able to align their own IT systems to a common platform, thereby not benefitting from 
potential benefits. 
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11.1.12 Advantages of this Scenario 

- Strong organisational and legal status providing a basis for full-fledged RSOO functions and 

a large degree of autonomy and flexibility for the Board of Directors. 

It allows a delegation from Member States to SA-ASOO, which will then fulfil the delegated 

functions by making use of its own structurews and processes. 

- This is the only Scenario which allows for the clear legal definition of the status of SA-ASOO 

employees undertaking Level 2 tasks for a State. 

- The Option provides a solution for the ever-simmering AIG problem. 

- It has the potential to address all issues identified by the Feasibility Study team. 

- Has the most potential to raise the EI of all States to acceptable levels. 

- Combination of resources gives access to existing expertise in the region. 

- A separate Training Organisation may deliver standardized training for regulators and 

industry managers alike and provide a solution for the region. 

- This Scenario could be seen as an aspirational goal which could grow over time after the 

adoption of one of the other Scenariosa as a transitional phase. 

- There is the capability for further development into RSOO level 3 if required by specific 

States. 

 

11.1.13 Disadvantages of this Scenario 

- It requires initially coordination with the Ministries of Foreign Affairs of COSCAP-SA States, 

in order to have the text of the Treaty approved, adopted and signed. The  DGs of MS may 

have some difficulty in convincing their Ministries of Foreign Affairs  of the value of entering 

a stand-alone Treaty. 

- This Scenario will likely require a greater degree of documentation (internal regulations, 

procedures, financial matters) to be developed than the other Scenarios. 

- The DGs may not wish to be involved with the degree of independence and additional 

responsibility that Scenario C provides. 

- The States may not like standardisation of technical issues and reduced national influence.  
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12. COST-BENEFIT ANALYSIS ɀ DETAILED ANALYSES 

12.1 Methodology and Approach 

Cost-benefit analysis (CBA) has a well-established methodology grounded in economics, engineering 

and public policy. Mostly, it has been used to evaluate infrastructure projects, but it has been shown 

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 the analyses. 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 infrastructure.13 

 

However, CBA has yet reached the same level of maturity in evaluating the benefits of improved 

regional safety oversight.14 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 

LEIs and the value they deliver to society in terms of improved safety outcomes. 

 

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 gave anÓ×ÅÒÓ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÑÕÅÓÔÉÏÎ ȰÈÁÖÅ ÔÈÅ Member States been 

made better off as a result of their participation in COSCAP-3!ȩȱ 4ÈÉÓ ×ÁÓ ÄÏÎÅ ÆÉÒÓÔ ÂÙ #/3#!0-SA 

in 2004 and its conclusions are summarised below15. Notably, the same approach was adopted in 

2009 by the Regional Safety Oversight Cooperation System (SRVSOP) on behalf of its 12 Member 

States from South and Central America. The SRVSOP Study was updated in 2015.16 

 

The purpose of carrying out a CBA is to assist decision-makers, and the studies cited above certainly 

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 individual Member States require assistance.17 But the methodology fails 

to measure the effectiveness of the regional approach and thus under-estimates the full benefit of an 

23// ÁÒÒÁÎÇÅÍÅÎÔȢ 7Å ÃÏÍÍÅÎÔ ÏÎ ÔÈÅÓÅ ȰÉÎÔÁÎÇÉÂÌÅȱ ÂÅÎÅÆÉÔÓ ÂÅÌÏ×Ȣ 

 

However, it is worth pointing out that there have been studies about the impact of aviation disasters 

on national economies. For States that rely heavily on international tourism, the value of having a 

good reputation for safety cannot be denied. There are several States in Asia and Pacific that have 

experienced downgrades in their Category Ratings by the FAA and inclusion of their airlines on the 

                                                           
13 4ÈÅ ÍÅÔÈÏÄÏÌÏÇÙȟ ÔÏ ÐÕÔ ÉÔ ÉÎ ÓÉÍÐÌÅ ÔÅÒÍÓȟ ÁÐÐÌÉÅÓ ÐÁÒÁÍÅÔÅÒÓ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅ ÖÁÌÕÅ ÏÆ Á ȰÓÔÁÔÉÓÔÉÃÁÌ ÌÉÆÅȱ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÃÁÓÅ 
of fatalities, and similar parameters for injury to persons and damage to property. These, together with 
assessments of risk and degree of severity allow analysists to incorporate safety impacts into CBA. 
14 Note the attempts of a decade ago to develop methodologies and applications as reported in Noce, E. 2010. 
Aviation Safety Improvement Using Cost Benefit Analysis (ASICBA). Instrument: STP Specific Targeted Research 
Project. Thematic Priority: FP6-2003-AERO-1. Final Publishable Report. 
15 As reported in DP-Ω Ȱ#ÏÓÔ ÖÅÒÓÕÓ "ÅÎÅÆÉÔȱȟ ΧΩth Steering Committee Meeting, COSCAP-SA, New Delhi, India, 
29 November ɀ 1 December 2004. 
16 SRVSOP 2015. Report on the Update to the Cost-Benefit Analysis of the Regional Safety Oversight System. 
17 See, for example, Jennison, M. 2006. Regional safety oversight bodies deliver economies of scale and greater 
uniformity. ICAO Journal, 61(1), 9-13. 
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%5ȭÓ safety list. These consequences of a failure to achieve satisfactory LEIs can have significant 

short- and long-term effects on national airlines, on their tourism markets and on their economies.18 

 

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 absence of the RSOO, the Member 

States would 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 alternative for the State would have been to 

engage an ICAO-appointed specialist or to obtain one on the open market. Thus, the net benefits 

amount to the savings that the RSOO provides each Member State for 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, the Study team found that it was not able to access the data required to 

update the COSCAP-SA 2004 Study. 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 courses were held was available up until 2008. On that basis it was possible to extrapolate 

the training benefits of COSCAP-SA to cover Phases I and II, 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, the Study team ÑÕÁÎÔÉÆÉÅÄ ×ÈÁÔ ×ÁÓ ÐÏÓÓÉÂÌÅȟ ÉÔ ÐÒÅÓÅÎÔÓ ÁÎ ÁÎÁÌÙÓÉÓ ÆÏÒ Á ȰÔÙÐÉÃÁÌȱ ÙÅÁÒ 

during Phase IV, and it summarises information about COSCAP-3!ȭÓ ÁÃÈÉÅÖÅÍÅÎÔ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÇÏÁÌÓ ÔÈÁÔ 

were set for it. Collectively, 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 of COSCAP-SA 

12.2.1 Phases I and II 

The CBA presented in DP-3 at the 13th Steering Committee Meeting made the following assumptions: 

- 4ÈÅ ÖÁÌÕÅ ÏÆ ÏÎÅ ÐÅÒÓÏÎȭÓ ÔÒÁÉÎÉÎÇ ÆÏÒ ÏÎÅ ÄÁÙ ×ÁÓ 53ΓΩΦΦ ×ÈÅÎ ÃÏÎÄÕÃÔÅÄ ÁÂÒÏÁÄȟ ÂÕÔ ×ÁÓ 

worth $400 when carried out in-country, there being additional savings in travel and DSAs. 

- The cost of producing 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 each Member State to engage 

a consultant for four months of consultant time, consultants being costed out at $12,000 per 

month. 

- COSCAP-SA International Experts provided OJT / Technical Assistance at a specific cost of 

$600 per day, whereas the Regional Experts were charged at one-third of this rate. 

 

On this basis the following analysis was presented to the COSCAP-SA Steering Committee. The 

total contributions of the Member 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 

                                                           
18 See, for example, Manuela, W.S. Jr. and de Vera, M.J.  2015. The impact of Government failure on tourism in 
the Philippines. Transport Policy, 43, 11-22. 
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costs actually incurred, and each Member State could be shown to have gained from its 

participation in COSCAP-SA. 

 

Table 12-1 : Cost-Benefit Analysis COSCAP-SA to November 2008 (Thousands of US dollars) 

Member 

State Training Manuals Regulations TA + OJT Total 

MS 

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 high quality expertise familiar with the sub-region to respond quickly to safety 

oversight concerns. 

- Network with other State and Organisations and greater harmonization and coordination. 

- Production of quality documents, manuals, etc. 

 

This CBA appears to have been updated. DP-Ψ Ȱ0ÒÏÇÒÅÓÓ 2ÅÖÉÅ×ȱ ÐÒÅÓÅÎÔÅÄ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ Χέth Meeting of 

the Steering Committee held at Bangkok, 6-8 November 2007 Stated that: 

 

ȰFrom the statistics of benefit versus cost for each State, it was easily discernible that all States have 

gained from the Programme though in varying degree. The average benefit received by the States is 4.74 

times the contributionȢȱ 

 

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 should be borne in mind that there 

is a difference in the numbers of MS in COSCAP-SA and 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 certification activities, generated very high Benefit/Cost ratios despite 

the large commitment of funds ɀ average almost US$2 million per year over a 15-year period.  

 

Table 12-2 : Summary of Updated CBA SRVSOP - 2001 to 2015 (in millions of US dollars) 

Products Cost Without 

the SRVSOP 

Cost With the 

SRVSOP 

Benefits B/C 

Training $7.03 $2.60 $4.42 1.7 

Assistance to the States $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 

 



94 
 

For the purpose of this Feasibility Study, an attempt has been made to update the earlier CBA to the 

end of Phase II. Insufficient information was available to recalculate the benefits arising from the 

production of manuals and guidance materials, the preparation of regulations, and technical 

assistance. However, it was possible to update the benefits from the training programme as indicated 

in the following table. This is likely to be an under-estimate because we continued to use the same 

valuation of training days that was used in 2004. The total amount of contributions by the Member 

States was $2.6 million for Phases I and II, whereas the estimated benefits of the training provided 

amount to $8 million. This implied a Benefit-Cost 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 in-country was for the benefit of industry. 

 

Table 12-3 : Value of Training ɀ COSCAP-SA Phases I and II 

State 

Value of Training MS 

Contributions 

B/C 

Ratio Abroad In-Country All Training 

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 5.5 

Pakistan $21,300 $1,372,000 $1,393,300 $549,335 2.5 

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 III 

12.2.2.1 Costs incurred by States participating in COSCAP-SA during Phase III 

At the commencement of Phase III, it was envisaged that the Member States would collectively, over 

the five-year period, contribute $2.8 million. In the event, their contributions amounted to $1.8 

million and, for various reasons, COSCAP-SA 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 those States with 

lower levels of aviation activity. 

 

Table 12-4 : Budgeted and Actual Contributions by Member State ɀ Phase III 

State 

Budgeted 

Contributions 

Actual 

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: 17th Steering Committee Meeting, DP-ή Ȱ"ÕÄÇÅÔ ÁÎÄ &ÕÎÄÉÎÇȱȠ Ψάth Steering Committee Meeting, 

Appendix 1 DP-Ϋ Ȱ#ÏÎÔÒÉÂÕÔÉÏÎÓ-and-"ÕÄÇÅÔȱȢ 
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12.2.2.2 Benefits derived by States participating in COSCAP-SA during Phase III 

)Ô ×ÁÓ ÐÏÓÓÉÂÌÅ ÔÏ ÃÁÌÃÕÌÁÔÅ Á ȰÐÁÒÔÉÁÌȱ "ÅÎÅÆÉÔȾ#ÏÓÔ ÒÁÔÉÏ ÆÏÒ ÅÁÃÈ Member State for the first year of 

Phase III, using the same parameters as previously. A total of 205 days of training were provided 

abroad to the Member States and 1,411 days of training were provided in-country in 2008. The value 

placed on this is $625,900. In additÉÏÎȟ ÔÈÅ 0ÒÏÇÒÁÍÍÅȭÓ 4ÅÃÈÎÉÃÁÌ %ØÐÅÒÔÓ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÆÉÅÌÄÓ ÏÆ !ÉÒ 4ÒÁÆÆÉÃ 

Services, Flight Operations, Airworthiness and Aerodromes spent 181 days in-country on Technical 

Assistance Missions.19 This work included reviewing Regulations or Implementing Standards, 

Inspector Training including OJT, Review of States Guidance Material, Participation at Air Operator 

Certification, Conducting Surveillance activities etc. in addition to provision of expert advices on 

various technical and administrative matters. 

 

This was valued, as before, at US$600 per day, to give a total valuation of $108,600. However, the 

ÒÅÐÏÒÔÅÄ ÄÁÔÁ ÄÉÄ ÎÏÔ ÄÉÓÃÌÏÓÅ ÈÏ× ÍÕÃÈ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ %ØÐÅÒÔÓȭ ÔÉÍÅ ÁÔ ÔÈÅ 0ÒÏÇÒÁÍÍÅ (ÅÁÄÑÕÁÒÔÅÒÓ ÉÎ 3ÒÉ 

Lanka was devoted to Technical Assistance. An amount of $50,000 was added 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 under-valuing these benefits. Even so, a comparison of the benefits 

from these two COSCAP-SA activities alone against the contributions provided by the Member 

States in 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 

Programme-related activities. 

 

In addition, COSCAP-SA revised five of its previously issued guidance materials and the following 

new manuals20: 

- Generic State Safety Programme (SAAP-375). 

- Model Regulations on Foreign Air Operator Certificate Validation (SAAP-400). 

- Manual of Procedures for Foreign Air Operator Certificate Validation (SAAP-425). 

- Model Regulations on Dangerous Goods (SAAP-450). 

- Dangerous Goods Inspector Manual (SAAP-475). 

- Manual of Procedures for Approved Training Organizations (SAAP-500). 

 

The CBA carried out on COSCAP-SA in 2004 placed a value on each document of between $15,000 

and $30,000 for each Member 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 manuals to each 

Member State is $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 COSCAP-SA continued in Phase III 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. 

                                                           
19 18th Steering Committee Meeting, Bangkok, 17-19 February 2009, DP-Χȡ Ȱ2ÅÖÉÅ× ÏÆ 0ÒÏÇÒÅÓÓȱȢ 
20 18th Steering Committee Meeting, Bangkok, 17-19 February 2009, DP-Ϊ Ȱ!ÄÏÐÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ #/3#!0 2ÅÖÉÓÅÄ 
'ÕÉÄÁÎÃÅ -ÁÔÅÒÉÁÌÓȱȢ 
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Table 12-5 : Training and Technical Assistance Provided in 2008 with Benefit/Cost Ratios 

State 

Training Technical Assistance MS 

Contributions 

 

 

B/C 

Ratios 

 

 

Days 

Abroad 

Days In-

Country 

Value of 

Training 

TA 

Days 

 

Value of 

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 1.5  

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 

12.2.3.1 Costs incurred by States participating in COSCAP-SA during Phase IV 

The budget approved for Phase IV at the 22nd COSCAP-SA Steering Committee Meeting planned on 

the basis that the Member States would contribute $2.5 million over the coming five-year period. 

Actual contributions to the Trust Fund were slightly higher, at $2.8 million. 

 

This does not include the costs incurred by the Member States to participate in COSCAP-SA 

including: 

- Expenses incurred by the State hosting the COSCAP-SA headquarters. 

- Attendance at meetings, training events, workshops and seminars. 

- Specialists provided to support the Technical Assistance programme under the auspices of 

the South Asia Capacity Building Matrix (SACBM). 

 

Table 12-6 : Budget for Phase IV as Approved at the 22nd COSCAP-SA Steering Committee 

Meeting 

State 

Financial Years ending in 

Total 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 

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 the Member States. 

COSCAP-SA has been able to draw on additional resources provided by donors and industry partners 

(e.g. air travel for COSCAP-SA experts provided free of charge by the airlines). However, their 

relevance lies in the financing of COSCAP-SA rather than an analysis of the benefits received versus 

the expenses incurred by the Member States. 
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12.2.3.2 Benefits to States arising from their participation in COSCAP-SA 

The benefits to Member States of participation in COSCAP-SA 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 

 

12.2.3.3 Activities 

The activities performed by the COSCAP-SA Programme in Phase IV can be classified under 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 of these activities. The Steering Committee, at its 

successive meetings, was presented with information about the outcomes of COSCAP-3!ȭÓ ×ÏÒË 

programme. In many cases this was not provided in a statistical format that would facilitate a CBA 

for Phase IV. The approach taken therefore has been to carry out an analysis focused as much as 

possible on one year ɀ 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 a CBA of the options for an 

RSOO-SA Level 2. 

 

The method followed remains consistent with the earlier CBA analyses, but the valuations have been 

updated to reflect current market conditions. 

 

12.2.3.4 Meetings, conferences and documentation 

The COSCAP-SA Steering Committee meets annually. The 26th Steering Committee Meeting (SCM) 

was held on 9-11 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 five years. 

The necessary documentation is under preparation. 

 

COSCAP-SA 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 

COSCAP-SA. However, it is not possible to place a monetary value on them. 

 

Guidance materials issued by COSCAP-SA, in addition to the six documents prepared during Phase 

III and discussed above, include the following: 

- Manual of Certification, Inspection and Administration (SAAP-100). 

- Audit Procedures Manual (SAAP-125).  

- Designated Check Pilot Manual (SAAP-150). 

- MMEL/MEL Policy and Procedures Manual (SAAP-175).  

- Flight Operations Inspector Manual (SAAP-200). 

- Airworthiness Inspector Manual (SAAP-225). 
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- Enforcement Manual (SAAP-250). 

- Aerodrome Certification Procedures Manual (SAAP-275). 

- Aerodrome Manual (SAAP-300).  

- Aerodrome Model Air Law, Regulations and Standards (SAAP-325).  

- CRM Instructor Training Manual (for Pilots and Company Personnel) (SAAP-350).  

 

This generic guidance is available to be customised by the Member States to suit their local conditions 

and requirements. These documents and other information resources for use by Inspectors is 

available on the COSCAP-SA official website at: 

 

http://coscapsa.org/Manuals/guidancematerial.php. 

 

12.2.3.5 Regional safety meetings 

All seven Member States participated in a teleconference of the 20th South-Asia Regional Aviation 

Safety Team (SARAST) to discuss implementation of the Asia Pacific Regional Aviation Safety Team 

(APRAST) safety tools, major safety issues identified through their National Aviation Safety Teams 

(NASTs) and discussions on upcoming safety tools that needed to be implemented by the States. A 

second meeting of SARAST is planned for October 2018, immediately following the 11th Meeting 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 COSCAP-SA Steering Committee. 

 

Benefits arising from regional safety initiatives share the characteristics of benefits arising from 

participation in meetings and conferences. Most important, they enable COSCAP-SA to participate 

in ICAO global safety initiatives. 

 

12.2.3.6 Courses, seminars and workshops 

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) and Ramp course (EASA). 

- Flight Operations Inspector (FOI) Course. 

- Initial Dangerous Goods Oversight Training course. 

- Flight Operations Inspector (FOI) course. 

- Executive SMS Part I course. 

- SMS and SSP Implementation course (EASA). 

 

The table below documents the 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 in-country training has a value of US$550 per participant day. 

 

http://coscapsa.org/Manuals/guidancematerial.php
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Table 12-7 : Number of participants and training days of the safety audit and other courses held to 

date in 2018 

State where 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 COSCAP-SA Work 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 that it would exceed one million dollars. This 

exceeds the contribution provided by the Member States. 

 

Table 12-8 : Deferred COSCAP-SA Work Programme for 2018 

Planned Training Event State Duration 

Executive SMS Part II/III. 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) workshop Pakistan 5 

Accident Investigation Initial course. May spill into 2019 Sri Lanka 5 

Aerodrome Inspector and Certification Course (EASA) Sri Lanka 10 

SMS ɀ Train the Trainer course (EASA) Sri Lanka 5 

 

12.2.3.7 Audit training, preparations and technical assistance 

ICAO USOAP/CMA audits planned in South Asia in 2018 include Sr Lanka (June) and Bhutan (August). 

The COSCAP-SA Work Programme for 2018 envisaged the following inputs in support of States in 

relation to USOAP CMA/PQ activities: 
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Table 12-9 : COSCAP-SA Work Programme for 2018 inputs in support of States in 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 assistance is estimated to be valued at $90,000, including 

DSAs. 

 

In the event, COSCAP-SA 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 the Maldives, the ANS expert also reviewed that StateȭÓ #ÏÎÔÉÎÇÅÎÃÙ 0ÌÁÎ ÁÓ ×ÅÌÌ ÁÓ ÔÈÅ 01Ó 

in the ANS area. Also, at COSCAP-3!ȭÓ ÒÅÑÕÅÓÔȟ %!3! ÆÕÎÄÅÄ ÁÓÓÉÓÔÁÎÃÅ ÔÏ "ÈÕÔÁÎ #!! ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÁÒÅÁ 

of AGA, including review of the PQs, in preparation for their upcoming ICVM. 

 

The CTA also provided support in: 

- TA and PQ reviews in OPS and PEL areas for the CAA Sri Lanka. 

- the areas of LEG, ORG, AIG and ANS to Bhutan CAA in preparation for the ICVM. 

 

As noted, Technical Assistance missions were undertaken in Bhutan, Sri Lanka and the Maldives. The 

following table documents the commitment of in-country time by the COSCAP-SA experts. 

 

Table 12-10 : In-country time spent by the COSCAP-SA experts 

Assistance Area Recipient Dates Duration (days) 

ANS Technical Assistance Bhutan Apr 15-Jun15 552 

AGA Technical Assistance (EASA)* Bhutan May 9- July 15 68 

ANS Technical Assistance Maldives June 18- July 1 25 

ANS Technical Assistance Sri Lanka Mar 26-Apr12 62 

 

Taking account of rates of engaging experts on the open market, including UN rates for DSAs, the 

cost that the Member States would 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 SA ɀ EASA ɀ SARI Joint Activity Plan (JAP) 2018-2019. As a result, technical assistance was 

provided for a total of 15 days and 2 more missions of 5 days each have been planned for 2018.  

 

However, the major initiative that was launched by COSCAP-3! ÉÎ ΨΦΧή ÉÓ ÔÈÅ Ȱ3ÏÕÔÈ !ÓÉÁ #ÁÐÁÃÉÔÙ 

"ÕÉÌÄÉÎÇ -ÁÔÒÉØȱ ɉ3!#"-ɊȢ 4ÈÅ 3!#"- ÈÁÓ ÂÅÅÎ ÕÎÄÅÒ ÄÅÖÅÌÏÐÍÅÎÔ ÆÏÒ ÓÅÖÅÒÁÌ ÙÅÁÒÓ ÁÎÄ ÉÔ ÁÉÍÓ ÔÏ 
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be able to deliver efficiency and 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 embarking on specialised 

training for the inspectors who have been nominated by their States to participate in it. The SACBM 

was presented to the 26th Steering Committee in January 2018 and became active during the year 

with three missions already completed and a fourth 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 basis, the services being 

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 four missions in 2018. Bhutan requested assistance through the 

SACBM for a Search and Rescue Mission over 7 days. 

 

The value to a recipient State of experts provided through the SACBM can be valued at what they 

would have to pay on the open market for a Regional Expert. Within the SACBM Qualification Criteria 

it is intended that three levels of expertise be provided, namely: 

- Junior experts ɀ those with 5 years of experience with their CAA. 

- Intermediate experts ɀ those who have 8 years of experience and who also have conducted 

ten SACBM missions and have USOAP audit qualifications and Train the Trainer 

qualifications. 

- Senior experts ɀ 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 providing State. The State 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 a case for 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 prior to their 

missions to familiarise themselves with regulations and procedures applicable in the receiving State. 

At this early stage in the experience with the SACBM it is necessary to rely on the Study teamȭÓ ÅØÐÅÒÔ 

judgements about the costs and benefits of providing technical expertise in this manner. However, 

as experience grows it is recommended that COSCAP-SA in coordination with the Member States 

undertake a thorough analysis of the costs and benefits involved as a guide to future decisions about 

the scope of the SACBM. 

 

Taking account of these considerations, the Study team estimates that the net benefit of providing a 

regional inspector/officer under the SACBM.s, including DSAs and travel, is as follows: 

- Junior experts ɀ $200 per day in-country. 

- Intermediate experts ɀ $400 per day in-country. 

- Senior experts ɀ $600 per day in-country. 

 

The SACBM already is proving to be a success, but it would be reasonable to predict that the activity 

level planned for 2018 (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. 

 

(Ï×ÅÖÅÒȟ ÉÔ ÓÈÏÕÌÄ ÂÅ ÂÏÒÎÅ ÉÎ ÍÉÎÄ ÔÈÅ ÆÉÎÄÉÎÇ ÉÎ )#!/ȭÓ Study of RSOOs that seven of them had 

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 are willing to release their experts.21 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: 

Ȱȣ cooperation 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 regulationsȱȢ 

 

12.2.3.8 Harmonisation of regulations 

As was seen with the SRVSOP, the benefits 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 the 17th Meeting of the 

COSCAP-SA 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 working 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 provide SARI with 

a formal and binding mechanism which will benefit the COSCAP-SA Member States in developing, 

implementing and updating harmonized, rules, regulations and procedures. It is timely with the 

evaluation of options for further institutional development of COSCAP-SA as an RSOO Level 2 that 

ÆÕÔÕÒÅ ÁÒÒÁÎÇÅÍÅÎÔÓ ÆÏÒ 3!2)ȭÓ ×ÏÒË ÃÁÎ ÂÅ ÃÏÎÓÉÄÅÒÅÄȢ 

 

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 2008 and 2015 amounted to: 

- Part 145 (Approval of Maintenance Organisation) - $645,000, including inputs from Airbus at 

the commencement of the Project as well as EASA backstop support. 

- Part M (continued airworthiness) - $530,000 for work carried out between 2012 and 2015. 

- Part 66 & 147 - $645,000 for work carried out between 2010 and 2015. 

- Part 21 - $645,000 for work carried out between 2012 and 2015. 

 

In sum, the costs associated with SARI 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 costs borne by the 

Member States in SARI activities. 

 

                                                           
21 Report on the ICAO Evaluation of Regional Safety Oversight Organizations, by Richard Lambo, Consultant, Air 
Navigation Bureau, ICAO, November 2017. 
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The SRVSOP analysis estimated that each Member State would need to spend $60,000 on average 

for developing its own harmonised regulations if they undertook the task cooperatively. This is 

consistent with the valuation carried out for COSCAP-SA 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. Considering that both 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 State and does not include the necessary supporting 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 attributes its 

success to having a highly harmonised environment.22 In particular, harmonisation promotes the 

following: 

- Achievement of economies of scale in the development of regulations. 

- Improved efficiency of experts by reducing the amount of time required for them to become 

familiar with each StateȭÓ ÒÅÇÕÌÁÔÉÏÎÓ ÁÎÄ ÐÒÏÃÅÄÕÒÅÓ. 

- Improved effectiveness of experts. 

- Improved efficiency and effectiveness of training programmes. 

- Reduced cost of compliance for industry. 

 

The ICAO Study on RSOOs concluded that harmonisation was a critical success factor for an RSOO 

performing Level 2 activities. 

 

12.2.3.9 Summary of benefits to States of COSCAP-SA Phase IV  

The total contributions made by Member States to COSCAP-SA 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 for the Member 

States is 2.0. That is, the Member States were able to save twice the amount of the contributions to 

COSCAP-SA 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 valuations ɀ ÔÈÅ ȰÑÕÁÌÉÔÁÔÉÖÅ ÂÅÎÅÆÉÔÓȱ 

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 Organisations (RSOOs)For Global Aviation Safety, 22 ɀ24 March 2017, 
Ezulwini, Swaziland. 
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 Table 12-11 : Summary of Benefits to States of COSCAP-SA  

Activity Savings Made 

Possible by 

COSCAP-SA 

Qualitative Valuation 

Meetings, 

Conferences and 

Documentation 

Not 

measurable 

a) The Steering Committee Meetings and other events 

organised under the auspices of COSCAP-SA enable 

the leaders in aviation safety to share common 

concerns, pursue common solutions, share 

resources. 

b) COSCAP-SA developed and maintains manuals and 

guidance material for the benefit of the MS, and this 

is an asset that would be very costly to replicate. 

 

Regional Safety 

Meetings 

Not 

measurable 

COSCAP-SA actively implements ICAO plans for 

aviation safety and has an active role in coordinating the 

NAST and SARAST and its engagement with APRAST. 

 

Courses, Seminars 

and Workshops 

$1 million COSCAP-SA has been heavily engaged in training 

activities from the outset. The MS advised the Study 

team that this was a highly-valued activity that should 

be continued. 

 

Audit Training and 

Preparations 

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

LEIs above the global average, there are some 

States that have yet to achieve this benchmark; 

b) It must be remembered that the target of reaching 

the global average should be kept in proportion ɀ the 

goal should be to attain 100% LEI. 

 

Technical Assistance $350,000 At this early stage of the development of the SACBM it 

is difficult to assess its full benefits, some 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 

Regulations and 

Procedures 

Funded 

separately 

from 

COSCAP-SA 

These provide the foundation for an RSOO operating 

successfully at Level 2. There are tangible benefits in 

terms of achieving economies of scale in developing 

regulations, procedures and related documentation as 

well as in improving the effectiveness of training. 
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13. EVALUATING THE SCENARIOS FOR RSOO 

13.1 Scenario A 

13.1.1 Approach and assumptions 

Scenario A has been developed in accordance with the requirement in the Terms of Reference to 

ȰÅÎÓÕÒÅ ÔÈÁÔ ÐÏÓÓÉÂÌÅ ÎÁÔÉÏÎÁÌ ÃÏÎÔÒÉÂÕÔÉÏÎÓ ÍÁÙ ÎÏÔ ÅØÃÅÅÄ ÃÕÒÒÅÎÔ ÃÏÎÔÒÉÂÕÔÉÏÎÓ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ #/3#!0Ȥ3! 

and SARI but suggesting other sustainable funding mechanisms that may be viable, perhaps with an 

even reduced financial burden on those States with the lowest aviation activityȱȢ 

 

Accordingly, Scenario A assumes a level of funding equivalent to that available in Phase IV. Regarding 

the activities expected to be carried out within that budget, the Study team observed the following: 

- COSCAP-SA level of participation in meetings, including those of the Steering Committee 

and events under its umbrella, should remain a high priority to facilitate dialogue and 

exchange of information and experience on aviation safety matters among COSCAP-SA 

Member States and promote solutions to common problems. 

- 4ÒÁÉÎÉÎÇ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ ÄÅÖÅÌÏÐÍÅÎÔ ÏÆ ÇÕÉÄÁÎÃÅ ÍÁÔÅÒÉÁÌȟ ÉÎÓÐÅÃÔÏÒÓȭ ÈÁÎÄÂÏÏËÓȟ ÁÎÄ related 

matters provided by COSCAP-SA is highly valued by all Member States. 

- Technical expertise made available by COSCAP-SA is a cost-effective solution for many of 

the States, especially when dealing with the pressures of rapid growth of industry and taking 

into account the difficulties in maintaining expertise 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 cost-effective basis and to provide more 

rewarding career opportunities for inspectors and other professionals. 

- Increased technical support in the field of ANS is desired by many of the Member States, 

particularly in the areas of training and capacity building, particular in SAR, AIS and ATM 

(PANS-OPS). 

- COSCAP-SA continues to play an important role in assisting States with USOAP/Continuous 

Monitoring matters through training, guidance materials and participation by the COSCAP-

SA experts. 

- The value of harmonising regulations, practices and procedures is widely appreciated, and a 

sustainable solution needs to be found to continue the work of SARI, particularly in the fields 

of ANS/AGA/AIG and, for some specific States, in OPS and AIR. 

 

In carrying out a CBA it is necessary to compare each ScenarioȾÏÐÔÉÏÎ ×ÉÔÈ Á Ȱ"ÁÓÅ #ÁÓÅȱ ɀ what 

would have happened by default. The Study team has taken Phase IV as the Base Case for the RSOO, 

and Scenario 1 envisages a change in the activities in two respects. The first is a shift in emphasis on 

areas of expertise provided. 

 

The second is a critical change in the character of the assistance. For the RSOO to perform Level 2 

functions it is critical that the Inspectors and other professionals made available have the necessary 

legal delegation of authorities so that their contributions can be recognised for ICAO audit processes. 

Indeed, the Study team identified a large number of Level 2 activities which could be undertaken by 

an RSOO. However, the need for assistance varied from those States needing assistance in all CEs 

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 that the StateȭÓ 

requesting the service recover the costs from industry and recompense the RSOO. This would 

certainly help States in coping with the robust growth occurring in their aviation sectors. 

 

13.1.2 Valuation of costs 

A summary of the assumed outlays for the Base Case is set out below. This is based on the costs 

expected to be incurred at the commencement of Phase IV of COSCAP-SA. Assuming that the level 

of activity remains similar in Scenario A, it is unlikely that non-staffing costs would vary from the Base 

Case. However, 68% of the costs of the Base Case would be incurred in employing staff and it is this 

element that requires closer examination.  

 

Table 13-1 : Assumed Base Case Costs ɀ Continuation of Phase IV Activities of COSCAP-SA 

Expense Category Total Annual Share 

International Professional 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: COSCAP-SA Phase IV Programme Document. 

Note: The Programme Document allowed 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 the Base Case would be sufficient to employ a full-time CTA, one Regional 

Expertȟ ÁÎÄ Á ÌÏÃÁÌÌÙ ÒÅÃÒÕÉÔÅÄ Ȱ)ÍÐÌÅÍÅÎÔÁÔÉÏÎ !ÓÓÉÓÔÁÎÔȱȢ 4ÈÅ ÃÏÓÔ ÏÆ ÁÎ ÁÄÍÉÎÉÓÔÒÁÔÉÖÅ ÁÓÓÉÓÔÁÎÔ ÉÓ 

expected to be borne by the host State.  

 

It is assumed that the CTA position will continue as a Flight Standards position, in the short term at 

least (2+ Years). Given the priorities and variable demands of Member States, the Steering 

Committee may wish to consider the initial appointment of the Regional Expert in 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 AIG. The continuing and expanded use of the SACBM will be included 

under Scenario A as a valuable way to supplement the resources for technical assistance under RSOO. 

 

The Study team draws 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, PANS-OPS and 

oversight of ANSPs. 

- Provision of Flight Ops support including oversight of Foreign Carriers via ramp checking. 

- Provision of development support in AIG. 

- Certification support in relation to Aerodromes. 
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- Provision of support to expand SMS and to develop and 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 short-term experts (STEs) who are made 

available to Member States on a cost-recovery basis. Employing these experts under the RSOO could 

be more efficient because they can meet the needs of sub-sets of Member States more efficiently 

than the Member States employing them individually. Thus, allowance has been made under 

Scenario ! ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅ ÅÍÐÌÏÙÍÅÎÔ ÏÆ 34%Ó ×ÈÏ ×ÏÕÌÄ ÂÅ ÏÎ ÁÎ ȬÁÓ ÒÅÑÕÉÒÅÄȭ ÂÁÓÉÓ ÔÏ ÆÕÌÆÉÌ ÒÏÌÅÓ ×ÈÉÃÈ 

cannot be undertaken effectively either by the full-time staff of the RSOO or the use of experts 

through the SACBM. In that case, even more stringent criteria would need to be applied in the 

selection of experts from the SACBM. 

 

An annual allowance of $120,000 would be sufficient for this purpose, but the Steering Committee 

would be able to increase or decrease this commitment based on actual use of these on-demand 

services. Associated 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 first instance, on the requesting Member 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 procedures,  costs of which would need to be borne by the Member 

States. At minimum, implementation of the work carried out by SARI to date should be pursued. 

 

Critically, Scenario A creates an RSOO with the requisite legal personality to perform Level 2 

functions. It is assumed that this can be achieved on the basis of inputs by the Member States. 

 

Table 13-2 : Estimated Scenario A 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 $312,370 $62,474 9% 

Total Estimated Expenses $3,436,070 $687,214 100% 

 

13.1.3 Valuation of benefits 

As noted, the differences between the Base Case and Scenario A arise in the emphasis on areas of 

assistance provided and on the character of that assistance. 

 

The orientation of the work programme recommended by the Study team under Scenario A could be 

achieved as well under a continuation of COSCAP-SA Phase V. Though these recommendations 

would address priorities revealed to the Study 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 allows the States to enjoy the benefits of 

Level 2 operational services and to have recognition of the work performed by ICAO in its audits. The 

alternative open to a Member State is to employ an International Expert from a recognised entity to 

perform necessary certification and licensing functions, or to prepare regulations and procedures. 

 

The following table summarises the annual net benefits of Scenario A compared to the base case. 

 

Table 13-3 : Summary of Net Benefits Generated by Scenario A compared to the Base Case 

Benefits Annual Benefit 

1. Capability of CTA and Regional Expert to perform Level 2 functions $47,925 

2. Capability added for operational tasks with additional short-term 

International Experts 

$210,000 

3. Increased capability for Programme activities $47,736 

4. Productivity improvements  
a) Increased value of TA - RSOO experts $118,688 

b) Increased value of TA - SACBM 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 Expert because they are able to carry out Level 2 activities in such a way that these inputs 

are recognised in ICAO USOAP audits. The values attributed to the Technical Assistance under the 

Base Case were thus adjusted upwards by 25%. 

 

Item 2 accounts for the value of the additional International Experts carrying out operational tasks on 

Technical Assistance missions, amounting to the equivalent of one expert 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 additional International Experts carrying out Programme 

Work and is based on 30% of the cost of engaging them23, but 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 work would include the production of manuals and guidance 

materials, regional training, and possibly involvement in harmonisation of regulations. 

 

Item 4 measures the productivity improvement arising from transformation from an entity 

performing Level 1 (advisory) activities to one that also carries out Level 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 operational assistance not measured in other 

ways. 

 

                                                           
23 In the past, approximately 30% of the time of experts has been devoted to Programme activities. 
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The judgement of the Study team is 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. In relation to Training, the assumptions were that 1,800 person-days of training would be 

provided under both the Base Case and Scenario A, and the value of a training day averaged $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 of Scenario A 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 by the States 

themselves instead of engaging needed assistance individually. Also, this cost does not include 

requirements to continue an effective programme of regulatory harmonisation. 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 carry out a more extensive programme. 

 

Against this cost, the net benefits over five years would amount to $4.06 million. Sixty-two 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 more efficient 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 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 basis, 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 maintaining an effective regulatory 

harmonisation programme. 

  



110 
 

13.2 Scenario B1 

13.2.1 Approach and assumptions 

As discussed above, the Base Case was developed using Phase IV costings. Hence the levels of 

activities in Scenario B are in addition to those carried out in Phase IV. With Scenario A, the costs 

incurred by the MS were not increased, but this constraint is not applied with Scenario B1. Any cost 

involved in establishing a legal personality for the RSOO is met by in-kind contributions from MS and 

donors. 

 

Key design parameters are: 

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

- ICAO Recognised delegation of authority including AIG. 

- Governance by the Steering Committee + ICAO + an Advisory Board. 

- Trust Fund management by ICAO, including recruitment. 

- CTA continues, including management responsibility. 

- Other long-term International Experts in AIG and SSP/SMS. 

- Five long-term Regional Experts (Licensing expert, harmonisation + implementation expert 

(SARI), ANS, AGA, AIR) . 

- Equivalent of one annual full-time International Experts to be filled with shorter-term 

assignments (specialists in SAFA, ECCAIRS, AVMED, LEG). 

- RSOO-SA is located permanently 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 experts. The short-term experts are 

available for 240 working days, which would be allocated between State-specific and Programme 

activities in the ratio of 2:1. The long-term experts would undertake 11 missions to MS each year, not 

including work carried out in the host State, with an average duration of 10 working days. The short-

term International Experts would undertake 9 missions each year, again not including work carried 

out in the host State, with an average duration of 15 working days. 

 

The (measurable) services (benefits) provided as State-specific activities include: 

Benefit 1: Training - in-country, incl. OJT  

Benefit 2: Technical Assistance - advisory  

Benefit 3: Technical Assistance - operational  

 

The (measurable) services (benefits) provided as Programme activities include: 

Benefit 4: Training - regional  

Benefit 5: Manuals and guidance  

Benefit 6: Harmonisation of regulations, etc  

 

Of the time available for State-specific activities, half was assumed to be devoted to training, 

including On-the-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 to the development and maintenance of 

manuals and guidance materials and to harmonisation of regulations. 

 



111 
 

As was the case for the evaluation of Scenario A, it was assumed that the SACBM would generate 

200 man-days of input, half of which would be provided by Junior 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 increased to 2,500 in-country days 

and 680 regional course person days per annum in Scenario B1. 

 

The assumption made with the CBA in DP-# SCM13 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 assumed 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 in Scenario B1 because the increase in resourcing makes it possible to 

expand the number of harmonised regulations and to further assist in implementation. It was 

assumed that each regulation requires 120 expert man-days, making it possible to work on 2 each 

year. The value of a harmonised regulation to each MS, based on the cost of engaging International 

Experts, was estimated to be $159,000. 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 costs 

The cost of employing the CTA was assumed to be the same as in the Base Case. The cost of 

employing the other long-term International Experts was estimated to be 70% of the cost of 

employing the CTA for each of the two persons. The cost of employing the long-term Regional 

Experts was estimated to be 25% of the cost of employing a long-term 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. The administrative 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 necessary to provide stronger management systems and the ability to generate activity-

based costing as a basis for charging for services provided. 

Table 13-4 : 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 Annual Subscription $10,000 Annual 

Total Office Expenses $143,000  
The total estimated cost of Scenario B1, taken over 5 years, is $8.23 million, of which 66% is for the 

employment of experts, and another 16% would be incurred in travel costs in missions to the MS. 
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Overhead costs would increase because they are based on the levy of 10% on costs for project 

administration by ICAO. 

 

Table 13-5 : Estimated Scenario B1 Costs 

Expense Category Total Annual Share 

International Professional Posts $3,240,000 $648,000 39% 

Regional and Local Staff 1,181,250 $236,250 12% 

Short-term International $990,000 $198,000 12% 

Total Staffing $5,411,250 $1,035,000 66% 

Travel $1,295,667 $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 completeness - they were a specific line-element in the Base Case 

costing. Now these are included in the Administration + Miscellaneous category. 

 

13.2.3 Valuation of benefits 

The value of Technical Assistance was based on the cost of employing the experts on a daily basis, 

increased by a percentage 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 the evaluation of Scenario A 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 of Scenario B1 over and above the Base Case amount to $5.8 

million annually. The largest single benefit is attributed to harmonised regulations (44%), which is 

consistent with the findings in the RSVOP and ICAO guidance. Provision of Technical Assistance 

amounts to 16% of the net benefits, and Training adds another 11% to the total. The productivity 

improvement added 20% to the total estimated benefits. 

 

Table 13-6 : Summary of Net Benefits Generated by Scenario B1 compared to the Base Case 

Benefits Annual 

State-Specific Activities  
Capability of CTA and Regional Expert to perform Level 2 

functions 

$672,708 

Capability added for operational tasks with additional short-

term International Experts 

$232,232 

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 TA - RSOO experts $372,702 

Increased value of TA - SACBM 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 of Scenario B1 over and above the Base Case is $5.6 million taken 

over the five years of the Programme. 

 

Against this cost, the net benefits over five years would amount to $28.8 million. 

 

On this basis, the Benefit to Cost (B/C) Ratio is 5.12.  

 

However, Scenario B1 also needs to be compared with the alternative of Scenario A. 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 benefits of Scenario B1 relative to Scenario A. 

 

The additional cost is $4.8 million and the additional net benefits are $25.6 million. The resulting B/C 

ratio is 5.33. That is, for every additional dollar spent by the MS on moving from Scenario A to 

Scenario B1 would generate a benefit (cost saving) of $5.33. 

 

13.3 Scenarios B2 and B3 

Key differences in the design parameters for Scenario B2/B3 compared to Scenario B1 are: 

- Legal basis: same as B1 except that it has an MOU/contract with Trust Fund management 

instead of an MOU with ICAO. 

- Governance: minus ICAO. 

- Trust Fund management by 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 long-term International Experts. 

- Various MOU options including with ICAOP and/or EASA. 

 

These have few consequences for costs, although there are positive implications for the efficiency 

and effectiveness of the RSOO. The cost of employing a CTA is eliminated, but there is an additional 

international long-term expert in the 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 administrative charge 

from its current 10% to 5%. 

 

The net impact of these variations from Scenario B1 are insignificant and the choice among the 

options should be made on the basis of the non-quantifiable benefits.  
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13.4 Scenario C 

Scenario # ÉÓ ÄÉÓÔÉÎÇÕÉÓÈÁÂÌÅ ÆÒÏÍ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÅÖÉÏÕÓ Ȱ"ȱ Scenarios in its institutional setting under its own 

treaty and a considerable expansion and reorientation of its capabilities. It would have 6 long-term 

International Experts (instead of 3), and the number of short-term International Experts 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 more on-the-job training. 

The administrative and travel costs were adjusted accordingly. Although it would not be necessary to 

pay a fee for Trust Fund management under Scenario C, it was assumed that overheads would remain 

at 5% of total costs. As a result, the total cost over the 5-year Programme increases to $14.07 million. 

The Benefits increase to $59.1 million and the Benefit/Cost ratio is 5.16. 

 

For the reasons mentioned above, the B/C ratios for the Scenarios should not be compared directly. 

The incremental cost of Scenario C relative to Scenario B1 is $5.8 million. It adds $36 million to net 

benefits. On that basis, the additional expenditure on Scenario C compared to Scenario B1 yields a 

Cost/Benefit ratio of 6.16. That is, every extra dollar invested in an expanded RSOO with its own 

Treaty would generate $6.16 in benefits to the MS.  

 

Table 13-7 : Estimated Scenario C 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 $10,038,750 $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 Estimated Expenses $14,067,638 $2,813,528  100% 

Note: Equipment Costs are listed here or completeness - they were a specific line-element in the Base Case 

costing. Now these are included in the Administration + Miscellaneous category. 
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Table 13-8 : Summary of Net Benefits Generated by Scenario C compared to the Base Case 

Benefits Annual 

State-Specific Activities  
Capability of CTA and Regional Expert to perform Level 2 

functions 

$1,308,622 

Capability added for operational tasks with additional short-

term International Experts 

$1,766,912 

On-the-Job Training $2,746,250 

Increased capability for Programme activities 
 

Production and Maintenance of Manuals, etc $732,000 

Harmonised Regulations $4,457,007 

Productivity improvements  
Increased value of TA - RSOO experts $1,633,472 

Increased value of TA - SACBM 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 the Scenarios. 

 

Though there are measurement issues involved with this approach, which will be commented on 

below, it yields pragmatic information designed to assist decision-making. However, it underStates 

ÔÈÅ ÔÒÕÅ ÂÅÎÅÆÉÔÓ ÏÆ ÉÎÖÅÓÔÉÎÇ ÉÎ ÁÖÉÁÔÉÏÎ ÓÁÆÅÔÙ ÏÖÅÒÓÉÇÈÔȢ 4ÈÅ ȰÐÒÏÔÅÃÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÃÏÎÓÕmers from hazards 

ÔÏ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÈÅÁÌÔÈ ÁÎÄ ÓÁÆÅÔÙȱ ÈÅÁÄÓ ÔÈÅ ÌÉÓÔ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ 5ÎÉÔÅÄ .ÁÔÉÏÎÓȭ ÐÒÉÎÃÉÐÌÅÓ ÆÏÒ ÃÏÎÓÕÍÅÒ ÐÒÏÔÅÃÔÉÏÎ24, 

and the aviation sector has always recognised the primary importance of safety and security. The 

Scenarios under evaluation here have, as 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 team that the benefits to consumers and to national economies of the Scenarios under 

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 initiatives to 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 the Scenarios. In particular, the costs incurred by the MS to 

participate in the RSOO (COSCAP-SA) activities and the contributions in-kind by MS, ICAO, donors 

and industry partners. This information would have added realism to the analyses but would not 

                                                           
24 United Nations 2003. United Nations Guidelines for Consumer Protection (as expanded in 1999). 
http://www.un.org/esa/sustdev/publications/consumption_en.pdf.  

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 costs arise 

for both the Base Case and the Scenarios. 

 

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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Table 13-9 : SWOT Analysis of a RSOO 

Strengths Weaknesses Opportunities Threats 

Economies of scale 

and improved 

efficiency and 

effectiveness of 

training programmes. 

Depends on sustained 

and reliable funding. 

CBA analysis 

consistently show that 

States gain 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 growth 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 and the MS 

allows the CAAs to 

focus on areas where 

they have strengths 

while meeting their 

safety oversight 

obligations. 

Reduced commitment 

from Governments to 

CAAs based on a 

perception that reliance 

can be placed on the 

RSOO. 

Strong focus on 

improving the EIs of 

all of the MS and to 

achieve at least 

minimum goals. 

Success of an RSOO 

requires effective 

harmonisation of 

regulations and 

procedures. 

States can delegate 

operational functions 

and are able to respond 

more flexibly and 

promptly to industry 

needs in robust growth 

situations. 

Possible dilution of the 

competence of a CAA if it 

becomes dependent on 

external assistance. 

Improved 

attractiveness for 

donors. 

Efficient delivery of 

services is dependent 

upon capable 

management of the 

RSOO. 

Scope for the RSOO to 

develop IT platforms to 

improve sharing of 

information. 

Possible conflict between 

professionals employed 

in RSOOs and CAAs. 

Exclusive focus on 

safety oversight. 

Action to resolve 

safety deficiencies 

depends on the 

enforcement actions 

of MS. 

Career opportunities for 

technical experts to 

work regionally with a 

higher level of 

remuneration. 

Competition between the 

CAAs and the RSOO for a 

limited pool of technical 

expertise 

Potential to develop 

sustainable funding 

based on user 

charges. 

Effectiveness of the 

Steering Committee is 

reduced when there is 

a high turnover rate of 

DGs. 

Ensuring that the RSOO 

has the necessary legal 

personality provides a 

legal basis for effective 

safety oversight and 

facilitates innovative 

funding methods, 

including a passenger 

levy. 

RSOO may evolve in 

unintended ways (e.g. as 

a Regional Safety 

Authority). 
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13.5 Impacts of the Scenarios on Individual Member States 

The following table shows the funding requirements for each of the Scenarios on the basis of 

historical shares of Member State contributions to COSCAP-SA. The table shows the historical shares 

of contributions and then applies these percentages to differing funding levels that correspond to 

Scenarios A, B and C, respectively. For example, Scenario C would required annual 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 departing international passengers in 2017, and if they 

ÃÏÎÔÒÉÂÕÔÅÄ ÊÕÓÔ ΧΧ ÃÅÎÔÓ ÅÁÃÈ ÔÈÅ ÁÍÏÕÎÔ ÏÆ ÒÅÖÅÎÕÅ ÒÁÉÓÅÄ ×ÏÕÌÄ ÂÅ ÓÕÆÆÉÃÉÅÎÔ ÔÏ ÃÏÖÅÒ "ÁÎÇÌÁÄÅÓÈȭÓ 

contribution. The highest required levy would be 85 cents in the case of Bhutan. The simple average 

levy using this approach would be 21 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 
State 

Historical 
Share of 

Contributions 

Contribution Levels at Differing 
Levels of Funding 

Required 
Passenger 

Levy 

Amount 
Raised 

Passengers 

$520,000 $1,650,000 $2,800,000 

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 various Scenarios. Much of this detail has 

been covered in the report in relation to the CEs and AAs coverage under various Scenarios and with 

various financial inputs from MS.  Another way of considering this, in overview is as follows: 

- Adoption of Scenario A would provide some continuing training and very limited Level 2 

actitivies to MS.  As a result the EI of MS may increase only marginally.  Individual CAAs would 

additionally need to separately contract a number of individuals/organisations or increase 

their own staff numbers substantially, to address the issue of low EI. 

- Adoption of any of the Scenario Bs would provide some continuing training and a reasonable 

amount of Level 2 actitivies to MS.  As a result the EI of MS may increase considerably.  

Individual CAAs may additionally need to separately contract individuals/organisations or 

increase their own staff numbers to address the issue of meeting an acceptable EI. 

- Adoption of Scenario C would provide some continuing training and a large amount of Level 

2 actitivies to MS.  As a result the EI of MS may increase substantially.  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, under Scenario C there is a capability of providing a far higher level of training through 

the evolution of a co-located training centre.  

 

13.6 Considerations for Further Development of National Authorities based on Selected 

RSOO Scenario 

The adoption by MS of any of the Scenarios will have varying effects on the CAAs, mainly dependent 

on the amount of Level 2 support provided under each Scenario.  For example, a mature and effective 

RSOO providing considerable Level 2 activities to MS under the Scenarios B or C would allow the 

CAAs to consider what their long term human rtesopurce needs may be.  Because, effectively the 

RSOO could provide services under Scenario C as if it was a virtual part of each CAA there is a 

consideration that some AAs may be fully covered only by the RSOO and that the CAA need only 

maintain sufficient expertise to be able to appropriately interpret the recommendations made to it. 

 

 In Scenario A and each of the B Scenarios, the level of training to be provided is relatively constant 

and there is therefore little change in this role.  It could be argued that the greater number of experts 

available in the B Scenarios will have an increased additional development advantage of greater 

mentoring and assistance to CAA staff and while this is likely, it is difficult to quantify until a final 

Scenario is chosen. 

 

Adoption of Scenario C would allow MS to access a large number of International and Regional 

Experts and to manage the substantial benefits that these will bring to the CAAs.  As well as 

undertaking Level 2 tasks the significant mentoring and guidance opportunities under this Scenario 

would materially benefit the staff of the CAAs and enhance the effectiveness of the organisations in 

many ways. 

 

13.7 Impacts of the Scenarios on Stakeholders 

In this context the major stakeholders are State Governments, the aviation industry in eachState and 

the travelling public.  For each of these, the Scenarios have various inpacts. 

 

The adoption of Scenario A will have little impact on any stakeholders as there will be only very 

limited Level 2 activities undertaken for CAAs and therefore limited change to both EI and State 

safety levels.  For those States ×ÉÔÈ Á ÒÅÁÓÏÎÁÂÌÙ ÈÉÇÈ %) ÔÈÅÒÅ ×ÉÌÌ ÂÅ ÏÎÌÙ ȬÆÉÎÅ ÔÕÎÉÎÇȭ ÉÎ ÓÏÍÅ ÓÐÅÃÉÆÉÃ 

CEs and AAs.  Overall aviation safety results for the States with low EI will change only marginally and 

therefore the impact on the industry and travelling public may be the continuation of higher thatn 

acceptable potential accident rates. 

 

The adoption of any of the Scenario Bs will have some impact on stakeholders as there will be 

considerable Level 2 activities undertaken for CAAs and therefore a commensurate change to both 

EI and State safety levels.  For those States with a reasonably high EI there will be a chance to address 

many of the outstanding issues and AAs.  Overall aviation safety results for the States with low EI will 

change considerably and therefore the impact on the industry and travelling public may be the 

reduction of higher than acceptable potential accident rates. 
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The adoption of Scenario C will have a major impact on stakeholders as there will be a greater amount 

of Level 2 activities undertaken for CAAs and therefore a substantial change to both EI and State 

safety levels.  For those States with a reasonably high EI there will be a chance to address all of the 

outstanding issues and AAs.  Overall aviation safety results for the States with 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 RSOO Level 2   

The objective is clearly Stated in the Terms of Reference for the Feasibility Study, i.e. the 

establishment of an RSOO capable of carrying out Level 2 tasks and functions. Under the Global 

Aviation Safety Oversight System (GASOS), a Level 2 delegation from States enables the RSOO to 

provide operational assistance. Level 2 functions 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 investigations under Annex 13. It logically follows that an RSOO capable of carrying 

out Level 2 functions is also able, for the most part, to provide Level 1 services, by way of advisory 

and coordinating functions. Delegation at Level 1 include tasks and functions, such 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 inspectors and experts.  

 

COSCAPs, such as COSCAP-SA, normally carry out Level 1 functions on behalf of their Member 

States. However, in order to carry out Level 2 functions, an RSOO requires a legal framework that 

empowers it to accept Level 2 delegations from States. Ideally, such an RSOO should be established 

as an interGovernmental organization on the basis of a treaty or other such formal agreement that 

provides for international legal personality. 

 

Under Scenario A, SA States will continue to be members of an ICAO 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 out Level 1 functions. If, as proposed, the 

experts and inspectors employed by the COSCAP are designated as Operational Assistance (OPAS) 

personnel, it may then be possible that Level 2 services can be delivered to States. However, the 

#/3#!0ȭÓ ÒÏÌÅ ×ÉÌÌ ÓÔÉÌÌ ÂÅ ÌÉÍited to the Level 1 function of coordinating the availability of technical 

expertise to the States. Delegation with respect to Level 2 will made by States to the individual 

inspector or expert and not to the COSCAP itself. With respect to the SA-ASOO under the Scenarios 

B1, B2 and B3, both the RSOO and its staff will have the same status as in Scenario A. and the SA-

ASOO will still be classified as providing Level 1 functions. 

 

In Scenario C, the SA-ASOO is provided its own legal personality through the establishment of its 

own its own treaty. The SA-ASOO 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 2 functions and even, at a later stage, Level 3 functions on behalf of its States. 

Depending on the level of delegation, the SA-ASOO, as a fully autonomous interGovernmental 

organization, could apply for ICAO classification at either Level 2 or Level 3. While final decisions are 

yet to be made on the GASOS system it is highly likely that it will proceed in a manner similar to that 

envisaged.  To provide an Overview of the GASOS concept, an extract from the present GASOS 

Concept of Operations Paper is attached as Annex C. 
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The objectives and functions of the RSOO under the various Scenarios will largely not change and 

ÃÏÕÌÄ ÂÅ ÃÏÎÓÉÄÅÒÅÄ ÁÓ ȬÕÎÄÅÒÔÁËÉÎÇ Level 2 activities on behalf of specific States, resulting in 

ÒÅÃÏÍÍÅÎÄÁÔÉÏÎÓ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ #!! ÆÏÒ ÓÐÅÃÉÆÉÃ ÏÕÔÃÏÍÅÓȭȢ  4ÈÅ ÄÅÔÁÉÌÓ ÏÆ ÆÕnctions can be considered as 

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 on the Scenario/s selected but will cover 

the specific tasks as described in Table 8.3. 
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14. CONSTRAINTS AND ASSUMPTIONS 

14.1 Before the Study 

The Feasibility Study team of well-qualified and experienced experts on the subject of RSOO and 

COSCAP-SA, including prior exposure to the workings of ICAO, EASA and the SA States, was 

assembled at fairly short notice. Given the number and diversity of experts involved, the allocation of 

work days for carrying out the Feasibility Study was limited. 

 

The time frame of the Study was dependent on a count-back from the agreed COSCAP-SA SC 

Meeting date in late 2018 and this constrained the available time for the on-site Study section of the 

Research Phase. As a result, preparatory time available for the Study and the time spent in each SA 

State was severely constrained.  

 

In advance of the mission a comprehensive questionnaire was prepared by the team and distributed 

to the CAAs and MoTs of the SA States. The questionnaires were sent out a reasonable time in 

advance of the missions to allow the States time to develop a response. It is difficult to provide 

sufficient background and detail to recipients of a detailed, policy and technical questionnaire, 

however every attempt was made to do so. MÁÎÙ #!!ȭÓ Èowever had problems providing responses 

in advance of the team visit and elected to wait for without further explanations from the Team. This 

meant that the team effectively used the questionnaire as a guide for discussions rather than a 

preparatory research tool, thereby constraining, to a degree, effective research.  

 

14.2 During the On-site Study 

The limited time available to carry out the missions to the seven 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 completed Study in time for the COSCAP-SA SC Meeting later 

in 2018. With only 1.5 - 2 days available per State, discussions with the SA State representatives had 

to be strictly limited in time. Even though the team endeavoured to obtain as much information as 

possible during their short visits to the States, a constraining factor was that individual team 

members/specialists were unable to have a team discussion after 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 result, a number of assumptions had to be made. This problem was 

exacerbated as some national representatives were not fully aware in advance of the subject matter 

of the meetings.  

 

In all seven SA States visited, the team had requested a meeting with the Director General of Civil 

Aviation. However, due to DG posts not filled or only filled in acting capacity or due to DGs not being 

available for the meetings, in most of the seven SA States the team only met with Deputy DGs or 

Directors/Heads of Departments and their staff. Thus, the team had to assume that responses 

received from the ÍÅÍÂÅÒÓ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ #!!ȭÓ ÍÅÔ ÒÅÐÒÅÓÅÎÔÅÄ ÔÈÅ ÏÆÆÉÃÉÁÌ ÖÉÅ×Ó ÏÆ ÔÈÅ $#!Ⱦ#!!Ȣ In order 

to confirm these assumptions, the summaries prepared of the meetings held with the delegations 

were sent to the CAAs and their concurrence sought. All of the States provided the Team with the 

DGs concurrence to the summary report of the meetings or provided slight amendments which were 

accepted and incorporated into the summary reports reflected in this Study report. 

 

In all seven SA States visited the team had requested a meeting with appropriate representatives 

from the Ministry of Transport, but only in Bhutan and Nepal was this meeting possible, for different 














