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Comment 1: 
 
The “Summary” text box of WP/08 appears to be a summary of the Attachment to the paper; 
there is no mention of most of the material in the body of the working paper. 
 
 
The remainder of these comments will address the body of the working paper.  None will 
address the attachment. With regard to the attachment, since there is considerable technical 
detail which might require expertise and thoughtful consideration not possible at the meeting, 
it may be desirable to adopt the same procedure as RASMAG/14 – invite those with the 
capability (Japan, U.S., Australia, etc.) to comment on the analysis outside the meeting. This 
may delay the EMA endorsement but it will allow for a thorough review of the material.  
 
 
Comment 2: 
 
Paragraph 1.2:  Two of the four objectives stated for carrying out the Bay of Bengal safety 
assessment have to do with obtaining endorsement of India as an EMA.  Regardless of the 
non-sequitur, this equivalence between doing a safety assessment and demonstrating 
competence as an EMA disregards the complete list of EMA Duties and Responsibilities set 
out in the Asia/Pacific Region EMA Handbook.  As a result, WP08 barely addresses or does 
not address at all such matters as establishment and maintenance of a database of relevant 
State approvals, establishment of contact points at State authorities and operators, 
development of a comprehensive program to monitor GNEs and the like. 
 
 
Comment 3: 
 
Paragraph 2.2:  The paragraph describes a self-administered EMA training program.  The 
previous paragraph mentions contact with the FAA and with SEASMA in respect of the 
functioning of an EMA.  While it may be that SEASMA provided the in-depth training 
necessary for AAI to carry out the training described in Paragraph 2.2, it is certain that the 
AAI meeting with the FAA did not.  That meeting was the occasion of an epiphany for AAI 
in respect of what an EMA is and what it does – and nothing more.  The EMA Handbook 
does not admit of self-administered training as the basis for establishment and operation of an 
EMA; there are several paths described, including partnering with an established EMA.  
Paragraph 2.1 does not provide evidence of such partnering with SEASMA but only 
discussions with that organization. 
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Comment 4: 
 
Paragraphs 2.3 and 2.4:  The former of these two paragraphs describes the process of 
soliciting the signatures of 12 States to a Letter of Agreement for the establishment of a 
program for monitoring GNEs in the Bay of Bengal, Arabian Sea and Indian Ocean.  The 
latter paragraph describes the success to date of enrolling the States in the monitoring 
program.  The success is not remarkable: only four of 12 States have signed the LOA.  This 
signature process has been underway for some time.  Working Paper 3, presented by the 
Secretariat to the Fourth Meeting of the Bay of Bengal Reduced Horizontal Separation 
Implementation Task Force (Bangkok, 2010), notes in paragraph 2.9: 

Operational LOAs for Monitoring of Aircraft Navigation Errors have been sent by 
India to all States involved in the requested data collection for their signature. In 
addition, it was proposed that these signed LOAs should be displayed to the Task 
Force/4 meeting. Further it was earlier agreed to commence this data collection 
process on 1 July 2010. 

 
The sentence in Paragraph 2.4 – “The remaining Member states have committed positively to 
sign and submit the operational letter of agreement shortly” – is less convincing in light of 
this documented history of delay in obtaining signatures to the LOA. 
 
Additionally, there is no submission as to the requirements set forth in the LOAs. It would be 
extremely helpful to set proposed text of the LOA, so that RASMAG could be assured that 
sufficient attention was being applied to areas that have a greater influence on the safety and 
safety administration of the airspace, e.g., definitions of extreme behavior, how to identify 
such behavior and processes for reporting it; the conduct of a TSD; regular reporting of 
summary results; cooperation of State regulatory officials. 
 
Whatever the reasons, there is still not a comprehensive monitoring program in place, calling 
into question the extent to which safety assessment results are applicable.  More importantly, 
this lengthy delay in obtaining signatures to the LOA leads to the obvious question of whether 
BOBASMA considers organization of the monitoring program and development of an 
approvals database to be important EMA duties.  Coupled with emphasis on presentation of a 
safety assessment as the basis for EMA endorsement in an earlier paragraph, it would seem 
that India has an incomplete understanding of EMA duties and responsibilities. As well, the 
safety assessment might be incomplete if it purports to be a regional assessment and then 
relies on incomplete basic data. 
 
 
Comment 5: 
 
Paragraph 2.5:  The agreement with Jeppesen noted in the paragraph as a help in conducting a 
Know Your Airspace analysis may indicate that India thinks that a KYA is equivalent to chart 
collection rather than assembling traffic movements.  Certain text and information presented 
in the Attachment to WP/08 seems to dispel this concern.  Regardless, Paragraph 2.5 is of 
little interest in the process of deciding whether to endorse BOBASMA. 
 
 
Comment 6: 
 
Paragraph 2.6:  The URL provided in the paragraph does not provide access to the 
BOBASMA website, or anything else.  The following link, however, does work: 
 
http://www.aai.aero/public_notices/aaisite_test/bobasma_intro.jsp 
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The material provided at the website is what appears to be a five-page Power Point 
presentation of general background information.  Upon pressing the “Skip Introduction” 
button and waiting patiently for awhile, there is also the framework of a user-interactive 
capability at the site, but no information.  The ability to do the things cited in Paragraph 2.6 
is, thus, called into question, at least at present. 
 
 
Comment 7: 
 
Paragraph 2.7:  The statement that AAI is “liasoning with FAA for establishing RMA for the 
region to monitor vertical height deviation in RVSM airspace” is both inaccurate and 
irrelevant.  The FAA Technical Center has not been approached in respect of RMA 
establishment in India.  Even if such were the case and RMA establishment accomplished, it 
would not necessarily be part of the basis for endorsing BOBASMA. 
 
 
Comment 8: 
 
Section 4 – Action by the Meeting:  Points a and c under this section invite the RASMAG to 
note the preparations carried out by BOBASMA to become an EMA to endorse the 
organization as an EMA for the coming APANPIRG.  As noted in the comments above, it is 
not clear that AAI has taken all the preparatory actions necessary to establish and operate an 
EMA.   
 
Also, the phrasing of point b under this section should be changed to indicate that the risk 
estimate, not the TLS, meets the applicable TLS value. 


