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31 March 2004
Issue Paper #4
Issue:  Human Factors Councils (HFCs) Success at Identifying “At-Risk” Members
Background:  CSA survey item #7 states “Human Factors Councils have been successful in identifying members who pose a risk to safety.”  This item questions the respondent’s knowledge regarding HFC’s success in their command.  The CSA database was queried regarding this survey item across a broad spectrum of response groups.  The resulting data indicated an unusual trend with respect to the large number of “Don’t Know” responses associated with this survey item.  Table 1 summarizes the percentages of “Don’t Know” responses for two time frames:
(1) CYs 00-02 and (2) CY 03.  These two time frames represent discrete sets of data. 
The percentages of “Don’t Know” responses for the first set of data (CYs 00-02) ranged from a low of 16% (VF & VQ) to a high of 34% (CNATRA), with a wide variety of values between the two extremes.  Overall, Naval Aviation averaged 24%; basically, 1 out of every 4 respondents answered “Don’t Know” to this survey item.  Interestingly, a difference was noted between the operational Navy Aviation (CNAP, CNAL, & CNARF) averaging a 19% “Don’t Know” rate and the training command (CNATRA) averaging a 34% “Don’t Know” rate.

The percentages of “Don’t Know” responses for the second set of data (CY 03) ranged from a low of 13% (HM) to a high of 32% (CNATRA), again with a wide variety of values between the two extremes.  Overall, Naval Aviation averaged 20%; basically, 1 out of every 5 respondents answered “Don’t Know” to this survey item.   As with the first data set, a difference is noted between the operational Navy Aviation (CNAP, CNAL, & CNARF) averaging a 16% “Don’t Know” rate and the training command (CNATRA) averaging a 32% “Don’t Know” rate.

Across the spectrum of organizations queried, the percentages of “Don’t Know” responses decreased (. . . an improvement) with the CY 03 data.  The only exceptions were the VF and VMFA communities (VF’s rate increased, while VMFA’s rate remained constant). 
Discussion:  From a macro perspective, the average percentage of “Don’t Know” responses has slightly improved over time.  The improvement was roughly from a 25% “Don’t Know” rate to a 20% “Don’t Know” rate between the two timeframes observed.  However, the fact remains that 1 out of every 5 respondents answered “Don’t Know” to this survey item.  No other survey item has such a high “Don’t Know” response rate.

Could the wording of CSA survey item #7 (Human Factors Councils have been successful in identifying members who pose a risk to safety.) be ambiguous?  Could survey respondents have thought this survey item was dealing with the success of HFCs in general, rather than HFCs within their command?  It should be noted that the first six CSA survey items include the phrase “In my command . . . ”  This survey item, #7, does not begin with that phrase which might create
a sense that this item is taking a global view, rather than a local command perspective of HFC
success.  Although the intent of the survey is to respond to the survey items from an individual command perspective, that may not be clear in this survey item.  The wording can be clarified in the next survey revision.
Is command guidance regarding the HFC process clear enough that success of HFCs can be identified?  Three high-level directives provide guidance for conducting HFCs:
(1) OPNAVINST 3750.6R –– applies to all Naval Aviation
(2) MCO 3750.1A –– applies to Marine Aviation
(3) CNAP/CNAL/CNARF INSTRUCTION 5420._ –– applies to three of the five major
   Navy Aviation commands (excluding NAVAIR and CNATRA)
From discussions in the ASO/ASC classrooms come a variety of responses regarding HFC guidance . . . some individuals wanting more guidance as to how to run an HFC and, others preferring less guidance (not wanting their “hands tied” by stringent administrative procedures).  How much guidance is enough? . . . is dependent upon the individual.  By far the most definitive guidance is contained in the CNAP/CNAL/CNARF Instruction which provides multiple enclosures/worksheets to use during the HFC process . . . well worth reviewing.     
Knowledge and understanding of the HFC process is a key element to the success of the HFC program.  Discussions with ASO and ASC students indicate that this knowledge and understanding of HFCs are not widespread in the fleet.  Many misconceptions about their purpose exist.  HFCs are viewed by many as senior personnel meddling in junior aircrew affairs. 
The School of Aviation Safety recommends HFC members take time to review the purpose of these councils periodically and ensure that individuals affected by HFCs are made aware of the council’s purpose, spirit, and intent.  The ASO is a prescribed member of HFCs by all three HFC directives and, the Safety School provides ASOs instructions and a handout to assist in educating appropriate squadron personnel on the HFC process.
Successful programs, especially ones dealing with sensitive issues, need periodic review of their charters/processes.  Additionally, sensitive programs need periodic clarification and explanation by leadership to remove “urban legends” that may develop over time.  These legends are usually detrimental to program success.    
Of interest, CNATRA had the highest rate of “Don’t Know” responses for both sets of survey data.  This might be expected if the survey participants (many are Student Naval Aviators) did not have a clear understanding of the HFC process prior to their taking the survey.  The “Don’t Know” rates of training squadrons (VTs, HTs, and FRSs) will be the subject of a future issue paper.    
For Your Consideration:  
1.  Ensure HFC members/applicable squadron personnel understand the purpose, spirit, and intent of HFCs.   This is accomplished through education.

2.  Rotate junior aircrew on the HFC so they can get first-hand experience how the council works and the types of topics discussed.  

3.  Examine Table 1.
--  Why are there differences among aircraft communities?
--  Should there be differences among communities?
              Note:  For your information, Tables 2 and 3 provide the combined Class A and Class B FM mishap
                         rates for many of the Navy and Marine Corps aircraft, respectively.   No comparison between
                        Human Factors Council success and aircraft mishap rates has been provided in this paper.
Table 1.  Percent of “Don’t Know” Responses for CSA Item #7.
	
	        #7.  Human Factors Councils have been successful in
               identifying members who pose a risk to safety.

	
	CYs 00-02
	CY 03

	Respondents
	Total 
	# of

Don’t Know 
	%
	Total 
	# of

Don’t Know
	%

	All Naval Aviation
	 10,652
	       2,562
	  24
	   9,610     
	        1,931
	  20

	USN
	   6,501
	       1,500
	  23
	   7,930
	        1,561
	  20

	USMC
	   4,151
	       1,062
	  26
	   1,646
	           365
	  22

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	TACAIR
	   2,194
	          532  
	  24 
	   2,594
	           512
	  20

	HELO
	   4,246
	          947
	  22
	   3,045
	           494
	  16

	Multi-Eng Prop
	   1,952
	          429
	  22 
	   1,831
	           354
	  19

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	CNAP
	   1,515
	          291
	  19 
	   2,221
	           332
	  15

	CNAL
	   1,307
	          260
	  20
	   2,207
	           396
	  18

	CNARF
	      946
	          166
	  18
	      328
	             52
	  16 

	NAVAIR
	      997
	          244
	  24
	   1,285
	           276
	  21

	CNATRA
	   1,182
	          401
	  34
	   1,071
	           342
	  32

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1 MAW
	      582
	          142
	  24
	      245
	             49
	  20

	2 MAW
	   1,127
	          323
	  29
	      596
	           141
	  24

	3 MAW
	   1,872 
	          498
	  27
	      720
	           162
	  23 

	4 MAW
	      505
	            88
	  17
	        *
	             *
	   *

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	VFA
	      240
	            52
	  22
	      510
	             91
	  18

	VF
	      128
	            21
	  16
	      302
	             74
	  25 

	VAQ
	      227
	            41
	  18 
	      465
	             69
	  15

	VP
	   1,343
	          267
	  20 
	   1,244
	           226
	  18

	VQ
	      266
	            43
	  16
	      432
	             65
	  15

	HSL
	      672
	          130
	  19
	      448
	             70
	  16 

	HC
	      443
	            84
	  19 
	      590
	           108
	  18 

	HM
	      139
	            32
	  23
	      345
	             44 
	  13

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	VMFA
	      728
	          188
	  26
	      277 
	             73
	  26 

	VMGR
	      372 
	          116
	  31
	      214
	             57
	  27

	VMA
	      198
	            63
	  32
	        97
	             28
	  29

	HMM
	   1,043
	          276
	  26 
	      461   
	             85
	  18

	HMLA
	      764
	          191
	  25
	      239
	             53
	  22

	HMH
	      758
	          153
	  20
	      250
	             41
	  16 


   * Insufficient data          


                                                 (Data compiled 24 FEB 04) 

Data in Table 1 were extracted from the CSA database using a CO Access ID . . . available to any CO.
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Table 2.  Class A+B Mishap Rates for Navy Aircraft*
(Data Set:  10/01/98 – 3/4/04)

	AIRCRAFT
	ACFT HOURS
	# of

CLASS A FMs
	# of

CLASS B FMs
	CLASS A+B FM
MISHAP RATE

	     EA-6
	      176,756
	6
	1
	           3.96

	     E-2
	      146,652
	3
	0
	           2.05

	     E-6
	       86,584
	0
	1
	           1.15

	
	
	
	
	

	     F-5
	       29,342
	2
	1
	         10.22

	     F-14
	     272,110
	16
	16
	         11.76

	     F-18
	     980,992
	24
	17
	           4.18

	
	
	
	
	

	     H-1
	       26,340
	3
	2
	         18.98

	     H-3
	       82,195
	2
	0
	           2.43

	     H-46
	     149,370
	3
	2
	           3.35

	     H-53
	       61,690
	4
	2
	           9.73

	     H-57
	     317,917
	1
	1
	           0.63

	     H-60
	     635,611
	6
	6
	           1.89

	
	
	
	
	

	      P-3
	     718,322
	0
	0
	           0.00

	
	
	
	
	

	      S-3
	     238,736
	7
	5
	           5.03

	
	
	
	
	

	     T-2
	     160,738
	1
	1
	           1.24

	     T-34
	     867,680
	5
	0
	           0.58

	     T-38
	         6,866
	1
	1
	         29.13

	     T-39
	       70,768
	1
	1
	           2.83

	     T-45
	     333,115
	5
	5
	           3.00

	
	
	
	
	

	     C-2
	       59,149
	1
	2
	           5.07

	     C-9
	     158,503
	0
	1
	           0.63

	 Total Navy
	  6,160,821
	93
	66
	         2.58


Data  provided by the Naval Safety Center on 5 Mar 04

*  Some Navy aircraft are not listed (e.g., F-4, OH-58, . . . ) 

Table 3.  Class A+B Mishap Rates for Marine Aircraft**
(Data Set:  10/01/98 – 3/4/04)
	AIRCRAFT
	ACFT HOURS
	# of

CLASS A FMs
	# of

CLASS B FMs
	CLASS A+B FM
MISHAP RATE

	     EA-6
	       41,473
	1
	0
	           2.41

	
	
	
	
	

	     AV-8
	    187,204
	17
	8
	          13.35

	
	
	
	
	

	     C-12
	      56,941
	0
	1
	           1.76

	     C-130
	    190, 854
	2
	0
	           1.05

	
	
	
	
	

	     F-18
	    509,767
	15
	8
	           4.51

	
	
	
	
	

	     H-1
	    338,683 
	13
	4
	           5.02

	     H-46
	    315,378
	5
	1
	           1.90

	     H-53
	    225,845
	3
	0
	           1.33

	Total Marine
	  1,947,523
	59
	23
	         4.21


Data  provided by the Naval Safety Center on 5 Mar 04

**  Some Marine aircraft are not listed (e.g., T-34, MV-22, . . . )
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