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WRITTEN STATEMENT FROM NEW ZEALAND 

 

New Zealand supports and endorses the concept of Safety Management Systems and its 
adoption by States and aviation operators. 

To provide the context for our comments, papers and input to this conference over the next 
few days, New Zealand has run a precursor-SMS (or “proto-SMS”) system for about 20 years.  
We have done this in an environment that has one of the highest rates aviation utilisation in 
the world.  Despite the country’s small population the New Zealand aviation system carries 
3.5 million international passengers and 9 million domestic passengers per year and is ranked 
in the top 30 ICAO states by revenue passenger kilometres.  We have over 4400 aircraft of all 
types on our register and approximately 9800 licensed aviation personnel.  New Zealand 
operates aircraft ranging in complexity from the most recent model wide-body jets that use 
leading ATM technology through to home built kit aircraft.  Reflecting our mountainous 
terrain, helicopters comprise a very significant proportion of our fleet. 

To manage this complexity and volume we have a civil aviation rules system that is outcome 
focused, and which requires an assessment of the impact of a rule before it is made or 
amended.  Last year we completed the final re-write of our former civil aviation regulations 
using the rule based approach that was first adopted in the early 1990s. 

We regulate on the assumption of a responsible industry.  The Civil Aviation Act 1990 
clarifies this responsibility and imposes upon operators the requirement for a management 
system to monitor safety and the need to nominate senior persons responsible for safety.  
These principles have been progressively extended to all aviation sectors through rule making 
and now underpin the entire aviation regulatory system.  In addition, while not formally 
required to so at present, many New Zealand operators have incorporated the principles of 
risk management from AS:NZS:4360, which was first promulgated in 1995.  You will 
observe that we have presented a paper IP19 on the value of the international version of this 
standard ISO31:000. 

Thus while we have some changes to make to move our system toward the ICAO SMS 
model, these are relatively minor for most of our operators.  We believe our experience to 
date in this proto-SMS environment provides a reliable indicator of the transformational 
challenges that moving to an SMS environment will bring for many States. 

New Zealand is a partner to many states in the Pacific region, many of whom have found the 
New Zealand system appropriate to adopt as their own.  Alignment with our rules is one of 
the conditions of the membership in the Pacific’s RSOO, the Pacific Aviation Safety Office 
(or PASO).  In addition we understand that other states like Mongolia and Nepal, closely 
follow our rule development processes.  Through our work with the regulators in these states 
we are acutely aware of their resource constraints. 



New Zealand recognises the success of the comprehensive systems approach to USOAP 
audits, which is one of ICAO’s greatest achievements in recent years.  We understand and 
endorse the overall CMA concept but are wary of the timetable to make the change.  The 
approach taken in Comprehensive Systems Approach (CSA) audits is similar to the 
compliance based audits used by many regulators.  The scale of the change required to move 
to audit using a risk approach under the CMA should not be underestimated.  In New Zealand 
the process to move from compliance-based inspections to system-based audits took over 10 
years.  Our greatest challenge was with our operators with limited resources.  We envisage 
that ICAO will face a similar challenge as many small regulators have similar resource 
constraints.  

Based on our experience, the pre-requisites for SMS implementation are operator maturity, 
which is usually highest in the large flag carriers, in part due to industry led initiatives like the 
IATA IOSA programme.  As mentioned, access to adequate resources is important.  Finally 
cultural factors in the industry subsector, within the particular operator in question and from 
national perspective, play a role in the supporting attitudes which facilitate change and a 
responsible, proactive approach to safety.  

Every national regulator is on its own journey with SMS implementation.  Many will need 
continued assistance through ICAO, particularly as similar challenges emerge.  We also 
consider that the more that SMS processes can be aligned with other similar processes – either 
in an organisation or within a State – the better chance for success.  For example in New 
Zealand we see potential to substantially align SMS with our workplace Health & Safety 
requirements and the broader risk management approach that most New Zealand firms use. 

The State Safety Programme adds another layer of complexity.  Our own assessment is that 
we have rather more work to do on this front, and that this may take some time to fully 
implement the requirements.  We have already taken steps to incorporate risk management 
techniques into our regulatory oversight.  Using data that we currently collect, we now 
maintain dynamic risk scores for all operators.  We have also been participating in a trial/pilot 
of the ICAO Electronic Filing of Differences System (EFOD).  What this has made us realise 
is the significant step change in data management that is required to support the SSP and the 
CMA.  The CAANZ is a mid-sized regulator by global standards and is reasonably resourced 
to discharge its responsibilities.  Nonetheless, we will need to make major changes in our 
resource allocations and business systems to meet the requirements of the SSP and the CMA 
audit approach.  In light of our work with developing states, we recognise the likely burden on 
these states may be unreasonable given the transformation required and the timeframe 
proposed.   

ICAO has mapped out a process to move to the CMA approach.  We observe that this 
approach is highly dependent on the successful implementation of the SSP in a majority of 
contracting states.  To assist with ICAO’s planning, we suggest that this conference consider 
adopting a decision that calls upon states to provide details of their SSP implementation plans 
and timetables by the end of this year.  A similar approach was taken at the last Assembly in 
relation to Performance Based Navigation implementation plans.  Due to the likely timeframe 
that may be required to implement SSP worldwide, we suggest that ICAO conduct the 
USOAP audits under a transitional approach over the next 6 years.  For those states which 
have an SSP in place, ICAO would move to the CMA approach, whereas for those states 
which are still in the process of adopting their SSP, ICAO would continue to audit using the 
CSA approach.  The advantage of this transitional approach is that it would maintain the 
continuity of the audit process, thus preserving the authority of one of ICAO’s flagship 



programmes. It would also provide an incentive for contracting states to adopt an SSP as soon 
as possible as it would enable a state to move away from a standard audit to one based on its 
risks.  In effect this alteration would mirror the changes that have been made in the current 
cycle of the USAP audits where some compliance based elements of the previous cycle’s 
approach have been retained to use on a risk basis.  It also follows the approach that many 
states have taken in auditing operators who have a functional SMS. 

Finally, in addition to these thoughts, we would like to draw the conference’s attention to our 
papers (IPs 19, 20 & 21), These outline some further thoughts on specific issues under 
consideration at this conference.    For information and background only we have included the 
original actions in these papers as an appendix to this statement. 

New Zealand applauds ICAO for taking the initiative to hold this timely conference.  The 
aviation world is at an intersection in its journey to higher safety. The next few days will 
focus our minds on the important challenges ahead and the benefits of looking forward to 
manage aviation safety risks.  In the fine tradition of ICAO, we know that all participants will 
explore these issues thoroughly and positively over the next few days.  We look forward to 
supporting a successful conference outcome. 



 

Appendix  

FOR INFORMATION & REFERENCE ONLY 

Actions removed from NZ papers that presented as IPs  

Agenda item 2.4  

IP 21 Management and use of Safety Information 

Action:  The Conference is invited to consider establishing a new Annex which focuses on the 
management and use of safety information, which reflects the five principles set out above [in the 
paper]. 

 

Agenda item 2.5 

IP 19 Risk Management Standard for SMS 

Action:  The Conference is invited to:  

a) note the recent publication by the International Organization for Standardization (ISO) 
of the international standard ISO:31000 Risk Management – Principles and guidelines 
and its relevance to the Safety Management System approach;  

b) request ICAO to use ISO:31000 to inform the future development of the Safety 
Management Manual (Doc 9859) and 

c) urge service providers and contracting States to use ISO:31000 to support their risk 
identification, risk assessment and risk mitigation within their safety management 
systems and state safety programmes 

 

Agenda item 3.3 Any other Safety Related topics 

IP 20 Making New Standards and Recommended Practices: Impact Assessment 

Action:  The Conference is invited to:  

a) recall recommendation 2.1 d) under Topic 3.1 Safety framework for the 21st century 
from the 2006 Directors General of Civil Aviation Conference on a Global Strategy for 
Aviation Safety;  

b) adopt the resolution in the Appendix on regulatory impact assessment for new 
standards and recommended practices in the Annexes to the Convention;  

c) request the Council to identify the costs of the process set out in the resolution and 
present these to the Assembly as part of the Organization’s budget, together with the 
attached resolution; and 

d) urge the Council to implement the resolution before the next cycle of Annex 
amendments in 2011. 
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