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Issue Paper #8
Issue:  High “Don’t Know” response rates . . . . Do they indicate needed training?
Background:  Issue Paper #4 (Human Factors Councils Success) identified a high percentage of CSA respondents that answered “Don’t Know” to the survey item dealing with the success of Human Factors Councils.  Further review of the CSA database reveals seven CSA survey items that have high “Don’t Know” response rates (i.e., greater than 10 percent “Don’t Know” responses).  Figure 1 lists these survey items and their corresponding High Reliability Organization (HRO) model category:

                                                CSA Survey Item                                    HRO Model Category*
   2.  My command uses an internal audit and hazard reporting                   Process Auditing 

       system to catch any problems that may lead to a mishap.

  6.  My command has a defined process to effectively manage                     Process Auditing
       the high risk aviator.
 7.  Human Factors Councils have been successful in identifying                Process Auditing
                    aircrew members who pose a risk to safety.

  8.  Human Factors Boards have been successful reducing                          Process Auditing
                    chances of an aircraft mishap due to high-risk aviator.

  9.  My command makes effective use of the flight surgeon                           Process Auditing 
                    to help identify and manage high risk personnel.

56.  My command has good two-way communications with                       Command & Control 
                    external commands.
59. The Aviation Safety Officer (ASO) position is a sought                        Command & Control
                    after billet in my command.
*Note: The HRO model was used as the framework for the CSA/MCAS survey process.


Figure 1.  Select CSA Survey Items with a High Percentage of “Don’t Know” Responses.
Tables 1 and 2 provide the percentages of “Don’t Know” responses for each of the survey items listed above for both Navy Aviation and Marine Aviation, respectively.  Table 1 provides two percentages – the first includes “all Navy Aviation” responses; the second (listed in parentheses) is “all Navy Aviation” minus training command (VTs & HTs) responses.  Many VT and HT respondents are student Naval Aviators or student Naval Flight Officers who, as yet, may not be familiar with the concepts involved in these survey items.  
Table 1.  Percent of “Don’t Know” Responses for Select CSA Survey Items (USN).
	CSA Survey Item
	%

FY-01

 n = 2,325 

(n =1,908)
	%

FY-02

 n = 2,479

(n = 2,177)
	%

FY-03

n = 6,409

(n = 5,423)
	%

    FY-04

 n = 6,472
(n =4 ,493)

	  2.  My command uses an internal audit and hazard reporting system to catch any problems that may lead to a mishap.
	10.2

(9.0)
	10.6

(9.0)
	10.5

(8.6)
	11.0
(7.4)

	  6.  My command has a defined process to effectively manage the high risk aviator.
	12.2

(11.2)
	10.9

(10.4)
	9.9

(8.5)
	10.6
(8.4)

	  7.  Human Factors Councils have been successful in identifying aircrew members who pose a risk to safety. 
	23.6

(20.8)
	21.4

(20.2)
	20.3

(17.9)
	20.9
(15.4)

	  8.  Human Factors Boards have been successful reducing chances of an aircraft mishap due to high-risk aviator.
	27.2

(24.7)
	24.6

(23.8)
	23.7

(20.8)
	23.6
(17.8)

	  9.  My command makes effective use of the flight surgeon to help identify and manage high risk personnel.
	13.6

(12.9)
	14.0

(14.0)
	11.5

(10.7)
	12.2
(10.2)

	56.  My command has good two-way communications with external commands.
	18.6

(15.4)
	18.5

(16.2)
	19.5

(15.8)
	21.5
(14.1)

	59.  The Aviation Safety Officer (ASO) position is a sought after billet in my command. 
	26.6

(23.4)
	25.6

(23.6)
	27.6

(24.0)
	29.7
(20.1)


                                                                                                                                            (Data compiled: 13 OCT 04) 

Table 2.  Percent of “Don’t Know” Responses for Select CSA Survey Items (USMC).
	CSA Survey Item
	%

FY-01

n = 2,375 
	%

FY-02

 n = 1,372
	%

FY-03

n = 1,507
	%

    FY-04

 n = 2,226

	  2.  My command uses an internal audit and hazard reporting system to catch any problems that may lead to a mishap.
	10.4
	8.1
	9.2
	7.9

	  6.  My command has a defined process to effectively manage the high risk aviator.
	13.6
	13.8
	9.2
	10.6

	  7.  Human Factors Councils have been successful in identifying aircrew members who pose a risk to safety. 
	25.3
	25.6
	22.3
	22.8

	  8.  Human Factors Boards have been successful reducing chances of an aircraft mishap due to high-risk aviator.
	28.1


	29.0
	25.9
	25.9

	  9.  My command makes effective use of the flight surgeon to help identify and manage high risk personnel.
	15.8
	15.2
	14.2
	13.7

	56.  My command has good two-way communications with external commands.
	17.0
	17.3
	17.7
	15.2

	59.  The Aviation Safety Officer (ASO) position is a sought after billet in my command. 
	24.9
	24.4
	22.6
	22.0


                                                                                                                                            (Data compiled: 13 OCT 04)
Note: Data in Tables 1 & 2 were extracted from CSA database using a CO Access ID . . . available to any CO. 

Tables 1 and 2 percentages are separated into four timeframes: FY-01, FY-02, FY-03, and
FY-04.  Note:  modest changes in “Don’t Know” rates have occurred over time . . . some positive and some negative.  However, the “Don’t Know” rates for these seven survey items remain higher than the “Don’t Know” response rates of the other CSA survey items.  One possible reason – how long a respondent has been in the unit surveyed – is not a survey demographic item and may be one explanation for the higher “Don’t Know” response rates.  However, if that were the case, then many other survey items should also be marked “Don’t Know;” but, they were not.     
Discussion:
Two questions pertinent to these high “Don’t Know” response rates are:

- Should CSA respondents be familiar with information related to these survey items?

- Are high “Don’t Know” response rates to these seven survey items legitimate?
Is it reasonable to believe/desire that fleet aircrew should know . . .
- about processes dealing with:

-- audits/hazard reporting systems to catch problems that could lead to a mishap?
                   (survey item #2)
-- management of high risk aviators?  (survey item #6)
-- success of Human Factors Councils?  (survey item #7)
-- success of Human Factors Boards?  (survey item #8)
-- use of the Flight Surgeon in managing high-risk personnel?  (survey item #9)
- how effective unit communications are with external commands?  (survey item #56)
- if the ASO position is a sought after billet within their command?  (survey item #59)
Note:  all respondents to these CSA survey items are aircrew personnel.  Are these items pertinent to aircrew?  If the answer is “yes”, then it appears that the high level of “Don’t Know” responses identifies areas where aircrew lack knowledge.  Why don’t aircrew have the requisite knowledge in the topic areas?  Could unit-level training help?
Also of interest, five of the seven CSA survey items listed in Figure 1 are in the “Process Auditing” component of the HRO model.  Process Auditing is defined as, “. . . an established system of ongoing checks designed to spot expected, as well as unexpected safety problems” (Roberts, 2004).  Process auditing is a system of checks and balances that examines how well established processes are working.  Should officer/enlisted aircrew at least be familiar with processes used to monitor individuals, and intervene in cases where there is high-risk?  To put it in different terms, if we don’t know the processes used to deal with issues, how can we use them effectively?       
For Your Consideration:  
1.  What are the “Don’t Know” response rates for CSA survey items in your command?

2.  Does your command provide adequate training in processes dealing with risk? 

3.  Review Issue Paper #4 (Human Factors Councils Success) at www.nps.navy.mil/avsafety for a detailed discussion regarding the high “Don’t Know” CSA response rates regarding Human Factors Councils.  Is Issue Paper #4 applicable to your unit?
Reference
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