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Upcoming Events
• Principal Officers Meeting - 30 Oct
• Critical Incident Response and Peer Support  

Training - 6 Nov
• HIMS Seminar - 8 Nov
• Technical Subcommittees - 27 Nov
• Air NZ Pilot Council - 28 Nov
• Air Nelson Pilot Council - 28 Nov
• Medical & Welfare Subcommittee            

 - 17 July
• ATC Council - 28 Nov
• Industrial Subcommittee - 29 Nov
• Finance & Admin Subcommittee - 30 Nov
• Principal Officers Strategic Planning Session 

- 10 - 11 Dec
• Board of Management - 12 Dec
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Have you moved recently?
With so many negotiations currently underway, it is 

important NZALPA has your correct contact details.

Did you know you can log into the NZALPA website and 
update your member details?   You can access this from 
“member home” from the members drop down.  

You can also email the office: office@nzalpa.org.nz or call 
0800 NZALPA.

Contents
The Word from the President 4

From the General Manager 5

NZALPA in the Media 6

From Your  Councils 7

NZALPA Insurances Update 8

Bird versus Aircraft:  11

Strike 1, you could be out 11

Paul Hyland:  Life After Flying 13

Erebus – acknowledge the tragedy and continue to use the 
lessons learned.  14

Financial planning – why it should be a priority for every 
member of NZALPA 20

Security Awareness 21

Fatigue Risk Management Systems        22

Front Page Photo Credit - Phil Craig

mailto:editor%40nzalpa.org.nz?subject=Stable%20Approach
mailto:office%40nzalpa.org.nz?subject=Stable%20Approach


Stable Approach: ALPA Quarterly            3NZALPA|The voice of NZ’s professional pilots and air traffic controllers

The Word from the 
President

Welcome to the second edition of Stable Approach, the NZALPA Quarterly Magazine. 
As always there is a great deal going on in your union.
Strategic Plan Initiatives

A significant amount of the workload of the Principal Officers over the last twelve months 
has been overseeing the implementation of the Strategic Plan initiatives. These initiatives 
have been organised formally into projects and in all there are twelve projects at various 
stages of completion.  

In particular there are three of the twelve that will have the greatest visibility by the members and they are as 
follows:
New Governance Structure

As you may be aware the 2012 NZALPA Conference passed a remit to reorganise the method by which representatives 
get elected to the Board of Management and their respective employee group Councils. This constitutes a significant 
change to the way we have done business in the past and involves a number of rule changes. These rule changes are 
currently being drafted and will be put out for ballot to the members before the end of the year. 

If the new rules are passed then members will be able to directly elect their preferred representatives to the Board 
of Management and to their respective Councils. This will replace the indirect method that occurs via the Branches 
election process. Councils will have a maximum size of 15, in place of the 30+ that is possible under the current setup. 
Also all elected representative terms will be for two years, which should ensure greater stability and allow for return in 
investment on any training the representative partakes in. This leads nicely into the next project…
Membership Induction/Representative Training

Despite being Policy for some time, NZALPA has never introduced a formal training regime for NZALPA representatives. 
This is about to change. 

Thanks to some outstanding work by Stu Julian, Virginia Mudie, Steve Hall and Brian Greeves (IFALPA Training advisor), 
we now have the structure in place and have completed a number of training ‘modules’ that new representatives will 
work through before they take up their newly elected positions. These modules are customised specifically to the 
different types of representative roles that are possible within NZALPA.

At this stage we hope to have the project largely completed and up and running in time to assist next year’s NZALPA 
representatives as they take office in June 2013 at the end of Conference.
New NZALPA Staff Structure

A key plank of the strategic plan was the recognition of the need to move away from the past model of that was highly 
reliant on volunteer/amateurs (albeit well meaning) to a system that makes greater use of specialist professionals. This 
structure allows the Principal Officers and Board of Management to assume more of a governance role whilst at the 
same time establishing a new staff member role of General Manager, who assumes a key leadership role in the union. 
This structure brings us in to line with other affiliated IFALPA/IFATCA associations around the world.

This structure is now in place and Virginia Mudie, our new GM, has firmly established the role within NZALPA. 
Industrial Landscape

NZALPA is in the middle of probably the most intensive period of industrial activity during its history with several of 
our CEA’s in various stages of negotiations. 

As this edition of Stable Approach goes to print the following is the state of play of the various CEA negotiations 
underway:

Air Nelson:  New CEA in place after successful ratification.

Air New Zealand: Heads of agreement reached, ratification process underway.

Airwork:  Bargaining initiated, first day of negotiation will occur shortly.

Eagle Air:  Heads of agreement reached, ratification process underway shortly.

Jetconnect:  Negotiations progressing slowly, negotiators considering options.

Jetstar:  Negotiations progressing slowly, next meeting in late October.

Mt Cook:  New CEA in place after successful ratification.

Glen Kenny, NZALPA President

* continued over page
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VANZ:   Ratification failed, bargaining will continue shortly.
Trans National Airlines Issues

One of the clear and present threats to that has been highlighted recently is the lack of coordination between pilot 
unions on both sides of the Tasman in dealing with the issues associated with Trans National Airlines. In our case both 
the Qantas and Virgin Australia group of companies.

In both cases there are three unions who have members working within the respective company group. For the 
Qantas group of companies the unions involved are AIPA, AFAP & NZALPA. For the Virgin Australia group of companies 
the unions are VIPA, AFAP & NZALPA. It is in all of our interests to work closely with each other to deal with what is in 
effect a single employer. However what is a great idea in theory has proven problematic in practice.  In particular the 
interaction between the Australian unions (AIPA, AFAP & VIPA) has created an interesting dynamic due to the rules 
governing bargaining in Australia and the fact that they are in effect competing for members within both the Virgin 
and Qantas groups of companies.  

Somehow all the unions (NZALPA included) must find a way forward in order that we can work together in a 
cooperative fashion rather the current setup which finds us as competing with each other while at the same time 
working to achieve the best possible outcomes for our members. If we continue down the current path we will get 
rolled by these companies and our respective members will be the losers.

With this in mind Kevin Henderson, NZALPA IFALPA Director and Globalisation Coordinator is trying to organise a 
Trans-Tasman pilot union forum with a view to inviting key leaders from within the 4 unions to discuss matters of 
mutual interest as a first step. It is hoped that this forum will convene for the first time in the next few months.
NZALPA Needs You

Early next year the nomination forms will go out for representative positions. So if you have ever wondered about 
putting your hand up and taking on a representative role now is the time to give it serious consideration. No matter 
what your particular bent (industrial, technical & safety, medical & welfare) there is a representative role that would 
suit you. 

NZALPA needs people like you to step up and get stuck in. I promise you’ll never find it boring.

That’s all from me, enjoy the second edition of Stable Approach.

The Word from the President

Members can obtain a discount 
with Serengeti Sunglasses by visiting 
the NZALPA website, printing off an 
order form and sending if off. 

Don’t forget to include a copy of 
your NZALPA ID to get the discount.

http://www.nzalpa.org.nz/
Members/MedicalWelfare.aspx

GREAT RATE AT AUCKLAND AIRPORT HOTEL
Members are able to stay at the Ibis Hotel at 2 Leonard Isitt Drive, 

Auckland Airport at a discounted rate.  The complex has  become 
a popular place for members to stay, especially for commuters, 
because of its location. It is within easy walking distance of the 
Terminals, Simulator and close to the Cage

Please note that conditions apply - see the NZALPA website for 
more information.

http://www.nzalpa.org.nz/Members/MedicalWelfare.aspx
http://www.nzalpa.org.nz/Members/MedicalWelfare.aspx
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From the General 
Manager

The new reporting NZALPA structure is now in place. This allows a small organisation 
like NZALPA to ensure the General Manager position has full visibility of the 
operational aspects of the organisational, oversight and management of all staff work 

and performance, as well as provide opportunities to enhance the reputation of NZALPA.

Over the past couple of months you will notice some changes to office procedures as we 
continue to streamline our work and develop standard practices. This will provide enough 
people familiar with the many aspects of the business to ensure business continuity and 
provide you with the best service we can.  For representatives we have also setup easy 
to understand email addresses for members that will direct enquires to the appropriate 
staff group, these include cftassistance@nzalpa.org.nz, travel.accom@nzalpa.org.nz, and 
mailrequest@nzalpa.org.nz;  a hierarchy of those required to action the request has also 
been established to ensure we cover office absences. 

The various negotiations and associated meetings we conduct has the office very busy 
and we get many requests for help. The office protocols that we have and will continue to develop are a mechanism to 
ensure your requests are handled in the most efficient and effective manner. 

The foundations of a comprehensive Training Framework which will cover members, representatives of Councils, 
Sub Committees, Negotiation Teams and Board is currently being developed and will be trialled in mid November.   It 
is an exciting project, but the enormity of the task should not be underestimated. We are aiming to have a significant 
proportion of the training program developed for Conference 2013 to rollout training for those newly elected 
representatives immediately following conference. 

We have enjoyed an increased level of positive media attention recently around Laser Strikes, Air Nelson and UAV’s.  
This is in line with the strategic plan promoting NZALPA as the Voice of New Zealand’s Pilot’s and Air Traffic Controllers. 

I will be busy throughout the latter months of this year concluding staff reviews, developing training material and 
acting as the lead advocate for the Virgin Pilots group.  I trust you are finding a general improvement in the level of 
service you are receiving from the office and I am happy to receive suggestions.

I will be joining the Principal Officers in early December to review our Strategic Plan and priorities to ensure we 
remain focused on the issues of importance.

We would love to see more of our members dropping by the office, so if you have an hour to spare while passing 
through Auckland or are driving past on your way home, please introduce yourself to whomever is on  Reception and 
you will made most welcome to grab a quiet coffee or have a chat. 

Best Regards,

Virginia Mudie

email: general.manager@nzalpa.org.nz

Virginia Mudie, General 
Manager

mailto:cftassistance%40nzalpa.org.nz?subject=
mailto:travel.accom%40nzalpa.org.nz?subject=
mailto:mailrequest%40nzalpa.org.nz?subject=
mailto:general.manager%40nzalpa.org.nz?subject=Stable%20Approach%3A%20To%20the%20General%20Manager
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Laser Illumination of Cockpits (Laser Strikes)
On 21 September 2012, 19 year old Pravikash Chandra was sentenced to four and a half months home detention 

for laser strikes on three commercial aircraft and the Police Eagle helicopter.   There are two more court cases 
coming up in November.

The NZ Herald Reports (APNZ Reporter Edward Gay):
“In Court, Judge Blackie said “a flash of green light, as you aimed at the aircraft, causes a brilliant illumination in 

the cockpit and affects their ability to see.’’

He said not only did Chandra endanger 
those inside the plane but also the people 
of south Auckland who live and work in 
the plane’s flight path.

Judge Blackie said one of the pilots 
described Chandra’s laser as an “actual 
danger’’ to the aircraft and passengers 
onboard.  “So all told, the lives of over 600 
people were put at risk by your use of a 
laser which had no useful purpose to you 
at all,’’ Judge Blackie said.”

NZALPA Response
Media strategies were put in place 

to highlight the sentencing and issue in 
the public’s mind.  NZALPA made media 
statements and interviews that resulted 
in widespread radio and online news 
coverage as well as a television appearance 
by Vice President Wayne Renwick.  

The overall goals include  educating the public on the risks and highlight the dangers of pointing lasers at aircraft 
and pushing for regulation on the importation of Class 3 lasers.  

The Ministry of Health has a consultation document due out in November regarding risk mitigation strategies - 
NZALPA intends to colloborate in this process.

Unmanned Aerial Vehicles (UAV’s)
On 18 September, NZALPA responded to a media release issued by Sycamore, a 

Wellington based Unmanned Aerial Vehicle (UAV) operation.  Technical Director Stu 
Julian gave three radio interviews highlighting the issue as a result of our response.

NZALPA believes UAV’s pose a significant safety risk to the air traffic systems 
around New Zealand airports and last year opposed Sycamore’s plans to fly a UAV 
above Wellington Airport on Rugby World Cup semi-final day (one of the busiest 
days at the airport). It was restricted to the uncontrolled General Aviation area after 
our opposition, well away from commercial traffic or controlled areas.

As it stands, the design and the overall operation of UAV’s do not meet commercial 
aircraft standards, nor are they equipped to be seen by Air Traffic Control radar 
systems.

Current approvals being issued for UAV operations cannot adequately provide 
guidance and procedures to ensure their safe use alongside regular air traffic.  

Although other countries such as the USA and UK have some very good guidance on the operation of UAV’s, the 
overriding theme is they are just not yet ready to fly alongside commercial aircraft.  

We will keep you updated.

NZALPA in the Media
“The Voice of New Zealand’s Pilots and Air Traffic Controllers”

Vice President Wayne Renwick speaks to TV3 News
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From Your  Councils
Air New Zealand Council Report
The Air NZ negotiation team has successfully reached a heads of agreement; the ratification process is currently 

underway. 

Meeting dates for the council have become a concern with many of our councillors believing that the realignment of 
the meeting schedule has caused problems with roster acheivability. On average we are only achieving 16 attendees 
out of a council of 26.

Air Nelson Pilots’ Council
Air Nelson has successfully reached a heads of agreement in their CEA negotiations and the CEA has been successfully 

ratified. 

A new council is active that comprises of Shane Thomas – Admin Head, John Mitchell – Secretary/Northern Branch, 
Grant Jones – Industrial, Gary Parata – Technical, John Slaney – Medical and Welfare, Dave North – Nelson/Marlborough 
branch, Jonathan Neill – Nelson/Marlborough branch.

The council will meet 28 November 2012, 13 February 2013 and 8 May 2013.

Mount Cook Pilots’ Council
Mount Cook has a new CEA in place after a 

successful ratification. 

The TOD’s have been optimised which has had a 
huge effect on our rosters. The company seem to be 
spending a lot of time on the optimiser. 

The company seem to be focusing on aircraft 
utilisation, which is fine as we the pilots understand 
the need to try and move the company forward in 
these difficult times.  There are a number of other issues associated with this new system. 

We will soon be sending out an email to all pilots reminding them of schedule “A” in the back of their contract, along 
with some explanations on how exactly it works.  The cabin crew are now operating the BID system. It’s still not working 
well, and the pilots are planning to sit down with the flight attendants and discuss the numerous issues and see if there 
is enough resistance against the next proposed stage of the optimiser and start building a case.

New Pilot Members and Numbers
We are currently employing four new pilots every 4-5 weeks until the end of the year.  By the end of 2012, 24 new 

pilots will have joined Mount Cook this year.

ATR 600’s
The company has been advised that under the new CEA they need to comply with 24.2.13 which requires them to 

reach agreement on allowances prior to our members being sent to an international training location.  This is on going 
so please make sure if you are approached about heading overseas that you advise that NZALPA is your representative 
and will be agreeing to the conditions prior to departure.

Departures to Singapore look likely to start in December 2012.

Photo Credit - NewZealandView.Com
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One of the many benefits pilots and controllers gain through being a NZALPA financial member 
is access to quality Insurance Plans.  There are four schemes presently available, Group Disability, 
Group Life, Pilots  Mutual Benefit Fund and ATC Mutual Benefit Fund.

Information on these insurances is available online: http://www.nzalpa.org.nz or phoning the NZALPA office 0800 
692 572 or email pamela.hutton@nzalpa.org.nz.

NZALPA’s Group Disability Insurance is a Sickness and Disability Insurance Scheme
The aim of the GDI is to protect you and your family from the financial strain of being struck by an unexpected 

sickness or accident.  This policy has been designed to meet the specific needs of NZALPA members, with a 
nominated monthly benefit that is payable up to two years after the expiry of sick leave and a nominated waiting 
period.

It is a Sickness and Disability Insurance payout not related to pre disability income, and not a salary, therefore it 
is not taxable income. 

There is a maximum allowable nominated Monthly Benefit (up to 75% of your basic monthly salary reducing 
linearly from age 59-64 to 60%) with cover being available in $500 increments up to $20,000 per month.

• E.g. a 30 year old member with a $40,000 salary can select a maximum monthly benefit of $2,500 
(40,000x75%=$30,000/12 equals $2,500 monthly paid to you).

• There is a bi-annual opportunity for financial members to join the Group Disability Scheme in May and 
November each year.

• The GDI cover is available to members from aged 20 to 64 years of age and members must hold a current 
NZCAA or CASA medical certificate.  There are higher premiums for members joining after the age of 35. 

• The nominated waiting period should coordinate with Sick Leave entitlements and other insurance cover to 
minimize possibility of being off work with no income. 

• Unlike many other “off the street” policies, the ONLY qualifying condition for FULL nominated benefit claim, 
is the suspension of your medical certificate (provided not for an event excluded in the policy).  No partial claim for 
partial disability.

• GDI and MBF will payout concurrently on the same event, a feature not allowed for in any other similar 
policy.  But not cumulatively above their respective maximums (so no double dipping).

• Exclusions.  The Policy has been tailor made with minimum of exclusions.  

Members Who Find GDI is Getting Too Expensive for Them

The trustee’s are concerned many members who find as they age their premiums increase and, consequently 
elect to cancel their GDI altogether.

There are a number of ways to reduce your premiums, and still receive a high level of coverage.

Foremost, if you are a MBF member, savings can be made in extending your GDI stand down period to the 
maximum of 365 days.  MBF becomes the first provider, then GDI cuts in after a year.

Additionally because the MBF and GDI will pay concurrently on the same event, a GDI nominated monthly benefit 
less than the GDI maximum can be topped up by MBF to the MBF maximum.

Both these strategies will reduce your premium.

NZALPA’s Group Disability Insurance

NZALPA Insurances Update

mailto:pamela.hutton%40nzalpa.org.nz?subject=Insurances
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NZALPA’s Group Life Insurance is a Provider of Death Cover
NZALPA Group Life Trustees have negotiated a very competitive life insurance rate for all NZALPA financial 

members with cover that is also available to spouses/partners.  This cover is available to members and partners 
aged up to 29 until 69 years. 

• There are 2 opportunities each year for members/partners to join the Group Life Scheme, April and October, 
offering inexpensive death cover for member and their partners from $50,000 to $2,000,000. 

• One can increase their cover in $300,000 increments at two stages during a calendar year from $50,000-
$2,000,000, (can apply up to $1m at any one time; but any increases over $300,000 in any 12 month period will be 
underwritten).

• Members must hold a current NZCAA or CASA medical.

• Evidence of Health  applies to partners/NZALPA Employees to complete (may not be required if cover applied 
for falls within certain guidelines).

• There are no exclusions in the policy document as such, however if members require underwriting  their 
premiums may be loaded.

Mutual Benefit Fund Rule Changes:  Membership Eligibility 
As a result of a rule change ballot which closed on Tuesday the 5th June 2012, the Mutual Benefit Fund will 

increase the age of membership eligibility from 60 to 65 years with the Capital Benefit on a gradually abating basis 
(at the rate of 10% per annum) between the ages of 55 and 64 years. 

This rule change took effect from 1st July 2012.

The Trustees have offered a “window of opportunity” for former members to re-join subject to the following 
conditions:

• They must have been members of the Fund in good standing at the time they left the fund;

• In their previous membership they have not been paid out a capital benefit;

• They must be members of ALPA when they apply to re-join;

• They must complete satisfactory health declarations forms

The window of opportunity is for a restricted period from 1st July 2012 to 31st January 2013 and will apply to all 
former members not only those who have turned 60.

Applications forms can be located on our website at www.pilotsmbf.org.nz or you are welcome to phone the 
office of 0800 745 623 and we will email/mail the forms out to you.

Group Life Insurance

Pilots Mutual Benefit Fund

http://www.pilotsmbf.org.nz
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Some form of protection for your salary package has been part of the scenery for controllers since the early 
1970s.  There were four “insurance” schemes that preceded the ATC MBF, all failed or were terminated as they 
were not successful.

The ATC MBF commenced in 1991 and was designed to succeed where the preceding schemes failed.  The key 
differences in approach are that the ATC MBF is owned by, and run for the benefit of, the members.  It is structured 
to provide assistance to regain fitness where possible and return to ATC, rather than to provide easy access to a 
tempting capital benefit lump sum.  The capital sum is available under appropriate circumstances and as a last 
resort.  Trustees have significant powers of discretion to facilitate the objectives of the Fund.

Some of the key aspects of ATC MBF:

• Contributions for the Fund are received from both the employee and the company based on a formal trust 
deed between Airways and the ATC MBF Trustees.  The nominal ratio of contribution is $3 from Airways for every 
$1 of yours, on your base salary.  The ATC MBF Trustees set the rate of required contributions every year depending 
on the demands on  the Fund. The Fund invests member contributions to enable it to sustain and develop its ability 
to provide benefits for the members in accordance with its rules.

• The Capital Benefit for a member is up to four times last year’s gross ATC salary. Benefits do not commence 
until AFTER paid sick leave is exhausted.

• Entitlement to a Capital Benefit will be affected if the illness is found to be a “classified illness” as defined by 
the rules.  Usually these are illnesses which cannot be diagnosed by objective evidence.  A lump sum payout is NOT 
available for a classified illness.

• There are restrictions on the amount payable (or possibly the rate it is paid) to a member who is receiving 
private salary protection insurance, NZALPA GDI payments, or continues in paid employment with the same 
employer (i.e. Airways) in a non operational position.  The Fund wishes to encourage members to return to work 
and will not assist a member to “earn” more money while unfit than they would when fit. Our rules around this do 
not invalidate the reasons a member might have for being a member of NZGDI.  We suggest you discuss the rules 
relating to this with an MBF trustee.

If you need explanation of any aspect of the Fund, please read the rules first!  Then please feel free to contact 
any of the member trustees. Home phones and email are below, find us on the Airways’ intranet or ring 0800 745 
623.

Don Currie   (09) 411-5447 don.currie@xtra.co.nz

Graham Reid  (09) 413-9629 reid.g@xtra.co.nz

Paul Kennedy  (03) 313-5326 kennedyfive@clear.net.nz

Dave Mainwaring (03) 980-7100 dave.mainwaring@clear.net.nz

ATC Mutual Benefit Fund

mailto:don.currie%40xtra.co.nz?subject=
mailto:reid.g%40xtra.co.nz?subject=
mailto:kennedyfive%40clear.net.nz?subject=
mailto:dave.mainwaring%40clear.net.nz?subject=
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Bird versus Aircraft: 
Strike 1, you could be out By Ross Gillespie, NZALPA Technical Officer

Under the guidance of the Technical Director, representatives from the NZALPA Technical 
and Safety Dept play an active role on various Airport Safety Committees which amongst 
other things monitor wildlife / bird presence at airports. NZALPA also participate and 
contribute to the National Wildlife Hazard Committee for New Zealand.

We happily share our airspace every day with many other aircraft and quite successfully mitigate risk of collision 
by utilising several methods of separation not least of which being ATC, radio, and the human eye. We tend 
to treat the airspace as our own and diligently adhere to practices and procedures so as to avoid collision 

with other man made machines, but we often are somewhat remiss of the large number of avian craft that also share 
this airspace and more importantly, we tend to forget that these feathered friends of ours are not at all versed in our 
separation procedures or practices. 

The Avian Airspace User
Most readers of this article will already have 

some affinity with aviation, and an appreciation 
of the hazard birds present so I won’t dwell too 
much on the mechanics of such, but it is interesting 
to look at some performance figures of these 
avian airspace users.  Some species can achieve 
airspeeds of up to 100 knots if chasing, racing or 
escaping, which is impressive, however most will 
generally fly at a more comfortable cruising speed 
of around 20 to 40 knots. From these figures it is 
easy to see that even when travelling in the same 
direction, the closure speed between aircraft and 
bird can be seriously high, often high enough to 
negate any chance of escape for the bird. If we 
add to this advancing jet engine technology giving 
rise to quieter engines, then it is quite believable 
that in a large number of bird strike occurrences, 
the bird simply did not see nor hear the aircraft 
approaching, and thereby had no chance of escape. 
Nearly 80% of bird strikes occur at or below 1000ft AGL as birds mostly frequent the lower altitudes although some 
species, particularly the migratory varieties, possess startling climb performance and can easily reach and maintain 
altitudes of 20,000ft or more. A B767 recently suffered a bird strike when passing through 13000ft on descent in to 
Auckland and sustained significant damage to the radome. The bird was later identified as a Long Tailed Skua, a small 
bird at only 350mm long and around 300 - 400 grams in weight, yet the impact damage to the aircraft reflected that of 
a collision with something much larger. Fortunately (although it didn’t change the outcome for the Skua) the aircraft 
had just reduced speed to around 280 knots in readiness to comply with the 250 knots below 10,000ft restriction. Had 
this been a larger bird or the aircraft been travelling at a higher speed the damage or consequences could have been 
far worse.                                                                           

 Light Aircraft Vulnerability 
Most jet aircraft bird strike occurrences of significance are well advertised ala the Hudson River incident, however 

light aircraft are not immune from this threat either. Unlike jet aircraft the engines of small propeller driven aircraft 
are seldom harmed but the danger of bird strike for these aircraft lies in smashed windscreens, damage to wings, 
empennage, fuel tanks or jammed flight controls. The chances of a bird joining you in the cockpit of a light aircraft 
should not be underestimated particularly in a light twin lacking the protection of a propeller rotating in front of the 
windscreen. Single propeller driven aircraft though are not immune to windscreen penetration either as one Cessna 
150 pilot discovered in Minneapolis when he impacted with a hawk shortly after take off. In his own words “with 
explosive suddenness, the windscreen shattered, and there was a large thud on the back of my seat. Then so much 
air was rushing in it blew my door open and the noise rose to deafening levels. With the increased drag I could not 
maintain altitude and was losing airspeed”. The pilot was unable to maintain level flight and force landed the Cessna 
in a swampy field sustaining significant damage. Later investigation showed the hawk had missed impacting the pilot’s 

This Air Pacific 767 hit a Long Tailed Skua at 280 knots at 13,000ft
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upper body by mere millimetres and slammed  into his seat back breaking the seat frame. This event could have had 
a far worse outcome.

Impact Forces
The impact forces from a bird strike are worth noting. Impact force is dependent on impact speed and the mass of 

the bird and follows the Law of Motion formula of: impact energy = 1/2 x mass x velocity2. If you double the mass of 
the bird then the impact force is doubled however if you double the speed, then the impact force is quadrupled.  The 
table below gives some examples of approximate impact forces but these examples do not account for the speed of 
the bird and make certain assumptions for ease of calculation:

As can be seen from the last example on the table, although the Skua which collided with the B767 was a relatively 
small bird, due to the 280 knot speed of the aircraft, the impact force on the radome was around 4.0 tonnes.  Some 
years back an A320 aircraft flying at 2500ft and 250 knots collided with a vulture 
of around 4.5 kg, which struck just at the top of the windshield. Although 
the windshield was not penetrated, the “shock wave” through the aircraft 
structure was sufficient to destroy 4 of the 6 cockpit display units (CRTs) and 
loosen a fire button causing the shutdown of one engine.

Bird Strike Resistance
Certification standards for engine and airframe bird strike resistance differ 

depending on the size of aircraft and the Regulatory State of the manufacturer. 
In general, the engines on large jet aircraft are certified to withstand the single 
ingestion of a 3.5kg bird without suffering uncontained failure or an engine 
fire. Large jet aircraft fuselages are certified to withstand impact from a 1.8kg 
bird and the windshields are designed to withstand this same impact without penetration. However, there are no real 
bird strike related certification requirements for non commuter light aircraft or light helicopters  even though this 
category of aircraft operates continuously below 8000ft where almost all bird strikes occur. 52% of all reported bird 
strikes on light aircraft have involved windscreen penetration resulting in pilot and or passenger injury. 

Airspace Rights
We might think we have sole rights to the airspace, but in fact we do not. Birds were there first, we came later, and 

dare I say, we didn’t negotiate any sharing of this airspace, we pretty much just took it over. Overall, this unofficial 
sharing relationship we have with our avian friends works OK but occasionally, a bird (or birds) just happens to occupy 
exactly the same piece of airspace as we do, at exactly the same time, and it suddenly becomes very much a lose lose 
situation. Birds are not suicidal, they see well, hear well, and do not generally set out to collide with us but rather, we 
collide with them. No sane avian in my mind will purposely take on an aircraft to prove airspace rights, it just doesn’t 
make sense, so the reality is, they are mostly caught by surprise, past the point of escape, and the inevitable happens. 

What Can We Do?
So in summary then, irrespective of who owns it, we must share the airspace so we need to adhere to the basics in 

order to best protect ourselves from the risk of a bird strike. Remember, speed is the enemy, so even if permitted on 
the day, operating a jet aircraft at more than 250 knots below 10,000ft without good reason is simply not smart. Other 
precautions such as turning on landing lights etc are all proven ways of reducing the likelihood of a strike, and finally, if 
in a light aircraft, and collision seems inevitable, do not hesitate to duck below the glareshield. It is not cowardly, and 
it may just save you from serious injury or even accident.

Unlike baseball, one strike and you could be out, so try to be vigilant, take care, and share the airspace as best you 
can.

Aircraft 
Speed Knots

Bird Mass Kg Typical Bird Type Approx Impact 
Force Kgs

90 0.5 Starling / small gull 500
90 (up to ) 6.0 Canada Goose / Swan / Hawk 3,000

180 0.5 Starling / small gull 2,000
180 (up to) 6.0 Canada Goose / Swan / Hawk 12,000
250 0.5 Starling / small gull 4,000
250 (up to) 6.0 Canada goose / Swan / Hawk 23,000
280 0.4 Skua 4,000

Long Tailed Skua
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Despite having been planning for many years to retire from Air NZ at age 60 it still seemed to creep up and surprise 
me when that day finally arrived in 2011.

However, after more than 37 years of commercial aviation, and 31 years with Air New Zealand, I was 
determined to make leaving the flight deck not as daunting as some would make it seem but to give me the 
opportunity to relax and pursue one of my other passions of cycling, and especially cycle touring and mountain 
biking.

As has transpired, it has turned out to be not so much a retirement than a change of lifestyle, as I was given 
the opportunity to establish and run the North Island operation of a Christchurch based cycle touring company 
‘Independent Cycle Tours NZ Ltd’ www.cyclehire.co.nz.

Although I had been involved with the company for some time organising self guided tours, cycle hires, bike 
maintenance etc my new ‘so called freedom’ has now given me the time to take on the added role of Head North 
Island Guide. This basically means I travel around New Zealand showcasing to visitors the best scenery our planet 
has to offer. 

For example, our 7 day West Coast glaciers tour which starts 
in Christchurch and travels through Hokitika, Franz Josef, Haast, 
Wanaka and Queenstown is as good as it gets, plus being a South 
Islander gives me time to catch up with a part of my life I left many 
years ago.

Together with the 11 day tour (North Island only) via Coromandel 
Peninsula, Rotorua, Taupo, and the Wairarapa  the visitor gets to 
see the very best of New Zealand, all from the seat of a bicycle, or 
if the body rebels, the seat of the accompanying minibus.

Along with the road tours I also look after groups on the Otago Rail Trail, help design tours to suit individual needs 
and still keep bikes coming in and out for self guided tours.

All this is proof to me that there is a rewarding life outside aviation but it needs planning, motivation and a will 
to ‘give it a go’.

Keep an eye out for the ‘Independent Cycle Tours’ van and trailer during your travels around the country and if 
it’s me driving or riding, stop, as I’m always up for a coffee or a catch-up. 

So much for relaxing, but there will become a time I’m sure,  when I can put my feet up, but in the meantime – 
THIS IS REAL LIVING!!!! 

Paul Hyland

hylandp@xtra.co.nz or +64 21 2630535

Independent Cycle Tours NZ Ltd - www.cyclehire.co.nz            

Paul Hyland:  Life After Flying

www.cyclehire.co.nz
mailto:hylandp%40xtra.co.nz?subject=
www.cyclehire.co.nz
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Erebus – acknowledge the tragedy and 
continue to use the lessons learned. 

Forget about blame and exoneration.

Gary Parata argues that, from the 1979 Air New Zealand DC-10 aircraft accident on Mt Erebus, Antarctica, it is the 
lessons learned that must be carried forward, not who was to blame.

The February 2012 call of Peter Dunne MP to “exonerate” the Erebus accident flight crew following 
the publication of Paul Holmes’ book Daughters of Erebus arguably misses the point; the crew have already been 
exonerated by a comprehensive Royal Commission of Inquiry. On August 25th, 1999 the Parliament of New Zealand 
finally accepted the Royal Commission’s findings; surely that is enough. Mr Dunne’s call however reflects a position to 
restate these findings, given that there are a number of people who, from time to time, comment still that because the 
flight’s commander, Captain Jim Collins was “responsible” for the flight he therefore also must ipso facto be ascribed 
the responsibility (read: blamed) for its demise. The Royal Commission issued conclusions indicating things were 
somewhat more involved than that; this was later reaffirmed in statements made obiter dictum by the highest law 
court of the time, the Privy Council, when the Law Lords praised the “painstaking” work done by the Royal Commission. 
Despite a strong belief to the contrary, no appeal court overturned the Royal Commission’s opinions as to cause, these 
opinions are as relevant today as ever, and they point, not to anyone in particular, but to an organisational malaise that 
had remained dormant and hidden.

What pilots really think of this accident
Interestingly, pilots tend to fall into one of two camps whenever one of their brethren suffers an accident. There’s 

the “there but for the grace of God go I” group. These pilots appreciate that whatever circumstances befell a particular 
crew, the same thing could have happened to any of them no matter how unlikely. Some go further than that; they 
identify all contributing factors then campaign vociferously to have them fixed. Afterwards, they teach others the 
lessons learned. This group isn’t interested in apportioning blame. They don’t wait for accidents to happen. These 
pilots seek to prevent them from happening in the first place. After all, whenever there is an accident the flight crew 
are usually the first to die; thus they have a significant stake in air safety. They are also always under-represented during 
accident investigations despite the vast technical expertise they bring. This is ostensibly because official investigations 
must remain independent; yet representatives from aircraft operators, manufacturers, and regulatory authorities, all 
of whom have liability - and thus independence - constraints that do not encumber flight crews, are often co-opted for 
their expertise, not the people with the most expertise in actually operating the things. Go figure. 

Photo credit: Howard North
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Having said all that, it may be surprising to note there’s another group of pilots. Their shtick is that, whatever the 
failure, they would have been able to defeat it, and anyone that couldn’t, well, to them that’s the problem right there. 
These pilots seem to be quite beyond accidents, and this lofty position leads them to adopt a hypercritical attitude 
towards colleagues involved in one. This is partly because the blame culture is all-pervasive in human society; centuries 
of conditioning have all but assured this. These pilots hold that if an accident occurs, the commander must have been 
at fault because of something they don’t bother defining but variously refer to as “duty,” or “command responsibility,” 
or suchlike. Breathlessly they thunder “command responsibility!” as if commanders are omnipotent demigods, and 
there the matter rests. Unlike the positive behaviour of the first group of pilots, this contributes nothing to aviation 
safety. Unfortunately this ideal readily transfers into the greater development of human society, slowing it accordingly. 
That is, when something bad happens, someone must be punished or held accountable. This gives society a sense 
that something quickly has been done about it, and makes us feel better, sooner. Little or no work is done in actually 
identifying the real problems, let alone fixing them. One has to first acknowledge they exist, and with this group that 
is by no means certain, either.

It seems tailor-made, then, that two reports into this accident were published. The “Chippindale Report,” produced 
by investigator in charge Ron Chippindale (but which could have been produced by this second group of pilots), simply 
took the last event leading to the accident, that more or less being the decision to descend by Collins, and assigned 
to it the lofty mantle ‘probable cause.’ That was how investigations were done back then, and, ordinarily, that would 
have been that. 

The Royal Commission and the “Mahon Report”
Enter Peter Mahon, a Judge of the High Court of New Zealand. Mahon’s appointment as the Royal Commission of 

Inquiry produced a study that utilised an investigative methodology ahead of its time by at least ten years. It started a 
chain reaction that resulted in a rethink on how accident investigation and reporting is conducted. He wasn’t satisfied 
with the finding by Chippindale because the latter 
made no attempt to answer seriously the obvious 
question, that being, “what possessed this crew 
to fly into a mountain?” So the Commission dug 
deeper. But just for a moment, set aside the well-
known things on which it opined; the changed 
co-ordinates, the visual whiteout illusion, and 
especially, the “orchestrated litany of lies.” These 
are but distractions that disguise the real value of 
his work. What really mattered was that Mahon 
began an evolutionary process; the creation of a 
framework that examines last cause, first cause, and 
everything else in between. We see the fruits of this 
today; now, official accident reports worldwide bear 
remarkable resemblance to Mahon’s early work, 
less to Chippindale’s. This was due, not so much to 
Chippindale himself, rather to the limited formulaic 
approach he was required to take at that time. In fact, if Chippindale had written his report today, it would look 
nothing like what he originally produced. Many however have convinced themselves that Chippindale was dishonest 
or incompetent. With the exceptions of his treatment of the cockpit voice recorder, with which this writer is deeply 
disappointed, and perhaps in the conclusion that the crew was not certain of the aircraft’s position, it’s not true. 

As an aside, the crew had no doubt where their aircraft was when it was descending, in clear air, with excellent 
visibility; right over the top of McMurdo Sound! Read it again. The crew had no doubt as to the aircraft’s position. They 
didn’t think the aircraft was there; they knew it was there. They had no reason to doubt this knowledge. Forget about 
the lack of VHF communications and lack of radar identification; these cues were far too weak to override the various 
visual cues they were getting from the terrain on either side of Lewis Bay, a dead-end leading to Mt Erebus, which 
looked similar to what they expected to see from the cliffs of McMurdo Sound. It was only later, when at a distance of 
26 nautical miles from McMurdo, that the cues which had been subtly failing the crew for some minutes prior to this 
point, caused Collins to make the decision to fly the aircraft away.  The crew had just started a tactical discussion on 
how best to achieve that when the aircraft struck the lower slopes of the mountain. But I digress. Chippindale didn’t 
cause the accident. Let it go.

Now, Mahon’s report suffers from not being perfect; it too has its critics. They like to say he was blinded by Captain 
Gordon Vette of the New Zealand Air Line Pilots’ Association, and the latter’s scientific theories as to how the crew were 

Captain Gordon Vette and Justice Peter Mahon
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tricked into descending into danger. Seduced by whiteout and other arcane concepts in human psychology, Mahon is 
supposed to have then buckled and swayed in favour of the aircrew. Fortunately, this fantasy does not wash at all. 
Mahon’s experience as a High Court judge easily allowed him to place Vette’s work in its correct context. If anything 
swayed Mahon away from blaming the pilots and onto an alternative possibility, it was the interesting performance 
of certain witnesses before him, something with which Mahon was well experienced at examining in his capacity as 
a High Court judge. Notwithstanding the appeal court cases which held that Mahon was not entitled to unilaterally 
declare that there had been a collective attempt by these witnesses to deceive the Commission, nevertheless, their 
party’s case before the Commission disintegrated because deception is exactly what they projected. That Mahon did 
not provide warning he would reject their testimony formed the cornerstone of their appeal against this conclusion. Of 
course this had nothing to do with the crash itself; let it go.

The descent decision: a valid option, an error committed in good faith, or a reckless 
violation?

Now criticism of Collins turns mainly on his decision to descend visually through a large 
break in the cloud, ostensibly in contravention of the operator’s briefing instructions that supposedly placed an absolute 
prohibition on descents below certain altitudes. There seems to be no such qualms about a radar-guided descent, 
even though this type of descent appeared not to have been exempted from the supposed descent requirements. 
Selecting the visual descent over the radar-guided option is merely interesting, rather than damning. Some may have 
chosen this method, others, maybe not. However none of us were there; we know not of the view through the flight 
deck windows, apart from recorded fragments of comments. Fortunately there were at least three people present 
who were perfectly placed to assess this decision; the first officer, Greg Cassin, and both flight engineers, Gordon 
Brooks and Nick Moloney. Alone of the flight crew in having had previous Antarctic experience, Brooks was well-known 
for taking no nonsense from his commanders. Therefore, if the decision to descend was really as bad as the critics 
would have us believe, then Brooks, and probably Cassin and Moloney too, would have told Collins unequivocally 
that such a descent was not permitted (if it broke any rules), or should not be undertaken (if the weather conditions 
were not suitable). It really is as simple as that. Commanders are not demigods. Despite popular belief, fuelled by 
Chippindale’s discredited cockpit voice recorder transcript and misinterpretations of comments such as “I don’t like 
this,” the other crew members did not dissent in any way from this decision. This was acknowledged by the Director of 
Civil Aviation at the time, who interestingly suggested under oath the crew must have been afflicted simultaneously by 
some psychological condition that prevented them from not descending. Ironically, this turned out to be correct; just 

Photo credit: NZ Police
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not quite the type of “affliction” he had envisaged!

Could Collins and his crew have saved their aircraft? Certainly he may have chosen not to descend. Let’s assume the 
decision to descend was an error, albeit committed in good faith. Since errors committed in good faith are a normal 
component of human behaviour, including by aircraft commanders (who remember are not omnipotent demigods), 
an adequate system must be in place that can catch and neutralise these errors. In this case a safe system would have 
thrown up definite red flags if this decision was unsound. It did not. It’s more critical than that, even. A system reliant 
on the absence of all human error to be safe is in fact, an extremely unsafe system, because absence of human error 
cannot be achieved. One might argue that replacing pilots with automation, or remote control from the ground is a 

solution. One might in turn imagine the carnage had 
there been no pilots aboard the famous Hudson River 
“miracle” aircraft. It is far easier, cheaper, and safer to 
put the humans in a human-friendly system to begin 
with.

In stark contrast, a violation is a deliberate act or 
omission of duty, for which a systemic solution is 
difficult to find. Safety systems require that violations 
not be committed at all, unless to counter a systemic 
weakness subsequently discovered in the field; unlikely 
in a good system, but nevertheless possible. Now once 
upon a time, critics of Collins were satisfied to argue 
that he made a mistake, and left it at that. Once it 
was shown to them that simple human error would 
not cause an accident in a strong air transportation 

system, they then upped the ante; they then needed us to believe that he committed one or more violations, reckless 
in nature, in order to support their reasoning. On the flight deck of an airliner, it is scarcely possible for a single crew 
member to execute a reckless violation unless violence is used to achieve it. Otherwise, and as has already been 
said, Cassin, Brooks, and Moloney would have stopped it, or they themselves all would have been complicit.  Neither 
possibility is supported by the cockpit voice recorder transcript, even in Chippindale’s discredited version. This leaves 
us with the ‘pilot error’ argument.

But if by any supposed error you then say Collins should be held responsible for the accident (read: Collins caused the 
accident, therefore he must now be blamed) you are trapped in this same pointless argument cycle that others have 
found themselves trapped in over the past 30 or so years. This is because an alternative decision from Collins was not 
the only factor that may have prevented the accident. It is the same if you attempt to assign cause - and by association, 
blame - to the people who changed the co-ordinates because, following this reasoning you can’t do that, either. As to 
that, Mahon found himself in an invidious position; ironically his terms of reference virtually required him to find blame 
somewhere. In Mahon’s elegant prose however, he found the mistake with the changed co-ordinates attributable “not 
so much to the people who made it, but to the administrative procedures that made the mistake possible.” These 
words right here are what Mahon ought to be remembered for. In the simplest 
of sentences he shifted the focus away from simple blame and onto systemic 
failure, and by so doing started a safety revolution that spread throughout the 
world, through multiple industries. Forget that he said the co-ordinates were the 
dominant reason the aircraft crashed; that is a red herring. Many others, including 
professional aviators have allowed themselves to be transfixed by that. Let it go.

It seems incongruous to suggest that Collins failed in his “command duty” 
especially when you consider that in order to have succeeded, he was first 
required to outwit a flawed system that had a number of weaknesses therein, 
so that once whiteout and altered co-ordinates were thrown into that mix, the 
accident suddenly had a far greater chance of occurring. You could have put any crew on board that day. They might 
have avoided the accident, but that is not the point; the risk of an accident occurring still went up. Now having to 
defeat flawed systems in order to decrease the chances of an accident may have been acceptable to 1950s military 
commanders, in a time when aircraft were falling out of the sky with monotonous regularity; in more modern times 
with hundreds of people sitting behind you, it is not. It took us a while to learn this, but learn it we have, and the 
accident rates continue to fall as a result.

Photo credit: Antarctica New Zealand

Photo credit: Antarctica New Zealand
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The futility of relying on 
humans to outperform systemic 
weakness
So why did the aircraft crash, then? The 

reality of November 28, 1979, is that, with or 
without Mt Erebus, whiteout, Capt. Collins, 
Ron Chippindale, Peter Mahon, and the 
myriad books, papers and arguments that 
followed, there existed an air transportation 
system with numerous weaknesses which 
for different reasons, had remained hidden 
for some time. These flaws eventually led to 
the crash of flight TE901, because the flight 
crew rostered to operate that service on 
that day encountered circumstances which 
none of the other crews had experienced 
on previous Antarctic flights. These active 
factors amplified the pre-existing weaknesses to the 
point where this particular crew could not outperform them. The Mahon Report identified many of these flaws for the 
first time. Therein lies a crucial point: pilots must never be required to outperform any systemic weaknesses in order 
to make a system safe; that in itself is an inherently unsafe system. It matters not how good you are, how stellar your 
ability, for any organisational flaws will, sooner or later, defeat individual human performance. Systems that are as fail-
safe as we can possibly make them therefore should be put in place before the human is required to work in them. This 
goes for any industry, not just aviation. Who wants an anaesthetist, awake for 24 hours, using ergonomically challenged 
equipment, monitoring you during your surgery?  What price the system that allows it? If the anaesthetist, fatigued to 
the point of incapacitation without knowing it, turns the wrong lever (because it looks like the correct lever) and kills a 
patient, do you seek to save lives by blaming the anaesthetist, 
or do you campaign for the adoption of fail-safe procedures 
that prevent the use of poorly designed equipment? Do you 
save lives by campaigning for duty time limits and mandatory 
minimum rest periods for health care professionals? This is 
where Mahon’s work really leads us.

As our hapless anaesthetist would no doubt attest, the 
real culprit then is the creation of systems with insufficient 
consideration for the humans required to operate in them. 
Since now there is actually no-one to blame when things go 
wrong though, this simple reality is regularly dismissed because 
it fails to provide the gratification demanded by centuries of 
blame training. Thus, setting aside the blame game in favour 
of tackling the real issues will require a degree of societal 
enlightenment that probably is still several generations away. 
But there are signs that it is beginning to occur. The report into the 1995 Cave Creek viewing platform collapse, in 
which 14 people died, is a tour de force of investigative work into the many systemic failures involved in that case. 
Now robust systems are in place, viewing platforms in New Zealand are a lot safer, and nobody had to be blamed for 
anything, because the problem was errors committed in good faith within a somewhat dysfunctional system, not 
deliberate violations. 

The lessons learned
Errors will continue to be committed in good faith. If there are enough of them, accidents will continue to happen, 

and people will continue to die in them. We can’t stop this from happening, but what we can, and must do is stop the 
same accidents from repeating themselves, and make the other accidents so rare that we may never see one in our 
lifetimes. A major component of this task is building and improving on error-resistant and error-tolerant systems, and 
a small segment of society remains working continuously in this task. The remainder keeps itself busy with continual 
caterwauling and finger-pointing over whom to blame, or exonerate from blame, as the case may be, when the 
unthinkable happens. 

Collins may have had the statutory responsibility for this flight, but hiding behind that has never been good enough; 

Photo credit: New Zealand Police
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too many lives at stake require that accident prevention be everyone’s responsibility. However, the “command 
responsibility” advocates have always had difficulty in understanding that. If that is so, then instead of simply repeating 
their position and leaving it at that, perhaps it is time for them to do some real work on their case. They could start 
by taking a leaf out of the Air Line Pilots’ Association’s book, and the crews’ families book, by petitioning Parliament. 
Maybe they can have the Mahon Report struck from the official record that way. But that seems too hard. Far easier 
for them to just get the soapbox out.

Here’s an idea; allow the Chippindale and Mahon reports to stand together. Together they not only cover the issues, 
but also for each other’s weaknesses. While we’re at it, let’s focus our energies on improving safety systems instead of 
fixating on finding people to blame. 

We may find ourselves thus wondering, not whether exoneration for Collins and his crew is appropriate, but whether 
in fact it is necessary.

Captain Gary Parata is an airline pilot and flight instructor with 14,000 hours of flight 
experience. He is an accredited air accident investigator and flight recorder specialist with 
the New Zealand Air Line Pilots’ Association and International Federation of Air Line Pilots’ 
Associations. He is also a member of the International Society of Air Safety Investigators. 

He lectures to aviation and other professional groups worldwide on safety management, 
and currently represents the interests of the world’s airline pilots on both the Accident 
Investigation Group and the Flight Recorder Panel of the International Civil Aviation 
Organisation. He lives in Mt. Maunganui. The opinions expressed in this article are his own, 
and may not entirely reflect those of the organisations he represents.
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Financial planning – why it should be a 
priority for every member of NZALPA
Pilots and Air Traffic Controllers wouldn’t allow an aircraft to take to the skies without a detailed flight plan to 

ensure it reaches its destination safely. That flight plan will include a series of checkpoints along the way to ensure 
the aircraft remains safe, on track and if necessary, the course can be altered to avoid any previously unforeseen 

issues.  

Taking care of your finances is somewhat similar. You need to have a plan which puts you on the right track and is 
reviewed regularly to assist you safely reach your financial destination.  

Positive start  
Members of NZALPA are in a fortunate position when it comes to their long term financial strategy. The superannuation 

schemes available to members such as the Air New Zealand Superannuation Scheme, the Airways Superannuation Plan 
and various Kiwsaver offerings provide a range of benefits that are unique to the requirements of NZALPA members. 
They also include some generous contribution arrangements from the employer.

So how can you check whether you’ve got the right flight plan when it comes to your savings and investments?

What’s your number? 
To begin with, you need to establish how much money you’ll need to fund the lifestyle you’d like. Sometimes people 

are simply not aware of the investment options open to them, or believe investing is out of their reach. 

On the other hand, you may have too much invested in property – a classic case of putting all your eggs in one 
basket. 

The good news is that there are steps you can take which can help address, and in time, overcome these financial 
hurdles. An Authorised Financial Adviser can help you plan for your future, with a financial plan that is tailored to your 
own circumstances. 

Save – and soon! 
In the modern world, where there’s so much demand for your hard-earned cash, it’s easy to spend your salary. This 

often leaves little or no money for saving and investment purposes. Even putting just a small amount aside can soon 
add up (particularly once the snowballing effects of compound interest are included). For example, an person who 
saves $30,000 every year for 10 years would only accumulate $343,916, whereas if they had saved $10,000 every year 
for 30 years at the same rate, this pot would accumulate to approximately $475,754 . Use the online calculators at 
www.spicers.co.nz to see for yourself the incremental effects of compound interest, plus other investment scenarios. 

Essentially, the message here is to get the ball rolling with some savings and investments just as soon as you can, even 
if it’s just a small amount. 

Avoid hearsay
An effective way to help NZALPA members to achieve financial independence is primarily through the various 

superannuation schemes available to you. Bear in mind there are different investment options within each of these 
schemes which are designed to suit various age groups, timeframes and attitudes towards risk. Are you in the right 
option to achieve your financial objectives?

It’s likely you may consider changing your investment option throughout your career, to adapt to your evolving 
financial objectives. Having said that, take care not to make a knee jerk decision upon hearing a comment from the 
media, colleague or friend. Chopping and changing where your investments lie can be counterproductive, so we 
recommend that you always seek financial advice and find out the consequences of changing investment options. 

Resist the urge to ‘spend up’
Once you start to see your nest egg grow, resist the temptation to raid it for lifestyle ‘must haves’.  This modern 

trend has led to a glut of poor purchasing decisions based on wants rather than needs. And unless your savings are 
replenished, you’re likely to fall short of what you truly need to achieve financial independence later on. 

To summarise, you owe it to yourself to prioritise what your goals are in life and how financial decisions can facilitate 
these. A sound financial plan that is adhered to and reviewed from time to time can help you achieve lifelong financial 
security. It is never too early to put a financial plan in place. You wouldn’t take to the skies without a flight plan – so 
why risk your financial safety and well-being by not having a financial plan.

SEPARATE SIDEBAR 
Spicers is offering members of NZALPA a voucher for a free two hour consultation to help see if you are financially on 

www.spicers.co.nz
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track. To find out more and receive your voucher, call 0800 ZK INVEST (0800 954 683).

Spicers is a specialist investment planning service selected by NZALPA to help members achieve their financial 
goals. Its network of Authorised Financial Advisers can help members develop a financial plan based on their current 
circumstances, goals anticipated savings and investment behaviour. 

www.spicers.co.nz

Freephone 0800 ZK INVEST (0800 954 683 anytime)

DISCLAIMER
This article has been produced by Spicers Portfolio Management Limited. For any questions you have on this article 

or for advice that takes into account your particular financial situation or goals, please contact 0800 ZK INVEST.

The information in this article is of a general nature only and is no substitute for personalised advice. If you would 
like advice that takes into account your particular financial situation or goals, please contact your Financial Adviser. A 
disclosure statement is available on request and free of charge from your Adviser.

Not too long after the security incident at Auckland Airport last year where a TV personality dressed in a pilot’s 
uniform tried to gain access to the airside of the domestic terminal I had the misfortune to be leaving the terminal 
to go back to my aircraft when I was stopped by a Security rep at the Link departure gates and asked for my ID 
card.

  A very reasonable request in itself but it was only after looking down (expecting to see it hanging on its lanyard 
as usual) that I realised I did not have it on.  I had put it in my flight bag (which was in my aeroplane on Gate 
42) from the previous days flying and in a hurry that morning had inadvertently forgotten to put it on before 
commencing duty.  I explained this to the rep, was otherwise able to prove with assurance of who I was, the flight 
I was going to and the Gate the aircraft was parked on and the pax had just been boarded, and asked if I could go/
be taken to the aircraft (where they could also have sighted my ID card).  Unfortunately, this escort, for whatever 
reason, couldn’t be provided.

In the absence of a readily available Security escort to my aircraft, and wishing to keep my flight on schedule, I 
advised the officer concerned not to worry as I could go upstairs (to our crewroom) and go out that way – which I 
did.  While everyone there knew me I should have insisted that they escort me all the way to the aircraft rather than 
visually confirm that I was who I was and allow me to go out via the external door of the crewroom to the aircraft. 

The good thing to come out of this incident is that the flight departed on time.  Unfortunately, my leaving the Link 
gate area subsequently sparked a rather protracted security investigation – which I was advised in writing from the 
outset, could have resulted in my summary dismissal from the Company – being that I was in breach of CARs as I 
had been in a secure area without wearing an approved ID card.  The colleague who let me out the door was also 
not left unscathed for the role that they played. 

Interestingly, many have candidly admitted that they too have been in the situation of not having their ID card on 
them so my incident has been a wake-up call as to what could happen should they be caught out in the future.  

I was asked during the security investigation why I had not gone to Security to get a temporary ID.  Amongst other 
things, I indicated that this would have taken significant time, and was deemed by me to be unnnecesary (as my ID 
card was in my aircraft).

In terms of getting a temporary ID, I, like so many others who have heard of my situation, was under the impression 
that to get one of these (at AA) would involve going to the Security HQs (about half way to the International Terminal).  
However, should anyone be caught in the predicament where they do not have their ID on them (forgotten to take 
it to work with them, left it in their aircraft, or whatever other reason) all one needs to do is go to the jet gates in 
the domestic terminal where one can be issued.  If you are in WN or CH without an ID card, could I suggest you ask 
very direct questions of the Security staff as to where to go to get a temporary ID as fast as possible.

Without going into infinite details about the security incident and subsequent investigation, readers of the above 
should hopefully see the problems that can occur and the remedies that can be applied in mitigating the effects of 
not having an ID card on them and requiring access to a secure area of our common workplace(s).

Security Awareness By Capt. Dave Hamilton, Eagle Airways
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By Greg Fallow, FRMS Subject Matter Expert

We are pleased that Captain Greg Fallow, member of the ICAO FRMS Task Force and the 
IFALPA Flight Time Limitations Working Group answers our questions to provide a view 
of FRMS from the pilot’s perspective.

How long has IFALPA been involved in developing FRMS standards? What actually started the whole process and 
why has it received so much attention from IFALPA?
IFALPA’s involvement commenced as a stakeholder in the Flight Safety Foundation sponsored Ultra Long Range (ULR) 

workshops between 2001 and 2005. These workshops were aimed at finding an industry solution for maintaining 
existing safety standards for flights that were planned to operate beyond current regulatory prescriptive flight & 
duty time limitations. This necessitated a data-driven FRMS approach to ensure the successful implementation of 
ULR operations. FRMS was regarded by ICAO as an important step forward in the establishment of optional State 
performance based regulations for the management of fatigue. As ICAO was establishing Standards for FRMS, IFALPA 
considered it important that they were involved in the ICAO FRMS Task Force to represent the pilot interest as a principal 
stake holder at the highest level as Standards and Guidance materials for FRMS implementation were collaboratively 
developed. 

Many of our colleagues have not heard much about FRMS before or only in general terms, how would you 
complete the following sentences: FRMS is... and FRMS is NOT...?

A FRMS is a data driven means of continuously monitoring and managing fatigue-related safety risks based on 
scientific principles and knowledge and operational experience aimed at ensuring crew members are operating at an 
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adequate level of alertness. The level of safety achieved must be equivalent to or better than the safety levels achieved 
using prescriptive fatigue management regulations.

A FRMS is not an alertness model, although a bio-mathematical model may be a useful non-essential tool with other 
components of a FRMS.

A more comprehensive answer to these questions is contained in a video by Dr. Curt Graeber who chaired the 
FRMS Task Force. This video clip is essential viewing for regulators, operators and pilots alike to ensure they clearly 
understand the key concepts on which FRMS should be based. Editors note: The link to this video is www.icao.int/
safety/fatiguemanagement/Pages/VIDEOS.aspx

The recently released FRMS Implementation Guide for Operators was a collaborative effort between ICAO, IFALPA 
and IATA. At the operational level, how important is pilot representative direct involvement?

Collaborative involvement of pilot representatives is a key requirement to the success of FRMS. At the operational 
level pilot involvement will be necessary to provide the needed feedback and data to assist in identification and 
evaluation of fatigue-related hazards. Pilot representation in the Fatigue Action Safety Group, or its equivalent, will 
be essential to the collaborative partnership approach that FRMS requires and will also be important for the “buy-in” 
required to assist in a properly functioning system that has the necessary confidence of the stakeholders involved.

It is understandable that often Operators see commercial benefits, which could come if granted permission to 
deviate from prescriptive FTLs. What, if any, are the drawbacks to FRMS when seeking operational flexibility?

With operational flexibility that FRMS may offer, comes the responsibility to properly manage fatigue related risk 
using a data driven approach. So, properly implemented as intended, there should be no drawbacks. If an equivalent 
level of safety is not maintained, there is provision for the regulator to require the operator to revert back to prescriptive 
limitations in which case the operator would lose any operational flexibility that might arise from FRMS. It should also 
be noted that FRMS whilst providing flexibility to extend beyond prescriptive limits, may also identify schedules within 
prescriptive limits where fatigue is unacceptable and needs to be mitigated.

What is a realistic time frame to develop a functional FRMS program within an airline assuming full buy-in from 
the Regulator, Operator and Labour? Who should lead this effort? 

Implementation should not be rushed. In my view at least two years would be required, during which time all FRMS 
processes of identifying and managing fatigue hazards should be seen by the regulator to be functioning properly 
within normal prescriptive limits prior to regulatory approval to extend beyond the normal prescriptive limits.

Invariably it will be the operator who must led the effort, but the pilots also have a role to play as a key stake 
holder both when providing comment when responding to regulatory development of FRMS regulations, and also as a 
collaborative partner when establishing FRMS at the operator level.

What is IFALPA’s role in supporting FRMS development?

IFALPA’s role has been to represent the pilot interest at ICAO as the regulatory standards and guidance material 
has been developed. Comprehensive guidance material has been developed for both operators and regulators and 
IFALPA’s expectation is that Member Associations should continue the representation of their members at the State 
and operator level in a similar manner to that which has taken place at ICAO. Member Associations have excellent 
guidance material, both the Implementation Guide for Operators and ICAO Document 9966 for regulators. Being a 
co-author of the Implementation Guide for Operators, which is intended to be a “living document”, IFALPA is in a good 
position to support a Member Associations effort to learn more and develop FRMS with their regulator and operator. 
IFALPA through its Flight Time Limitations Working Group continues to maintain membership to the FRMS Forum to 
stay abreast of industry FRMS development, and it is recommended that member Associations also consider joining 
the forum.

Any concerns regarding FRMS implementation should be directed through your IFALPA Regional Executive Vice 
President to the FTL Working Group which will continue to act as a resource for MAs. The IFALPA Regional meetings will 
also serve as an ideal opportunity to discuss FRMS initiatives in your area and learn what’s working well and areas that 
need improvement. Additionally, these meetings will assist IFALPA in keeping abreast of FRMS development around 
the world from the pilot perspective.

Knowing that a FRMS should enhance aviation safety, what would be the number one factor, which could cause a 
FRMS to fail? Moreover, is it possible that a FRMS could run out of control? 

FRMS will fail if it does not achieve the aim of enhancing levels of safety; this means that changes from prescriptive 
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fatigue management to FRMS must be measurable. A real concern would be the combination of an unscrupulous 
operator and a weak regulator.

A “Just Culture” to reporting fatigue-related hazards will be a key component for the success of FRMS. If crews 
are intimidated by reporting fatigue, then they don’t have a FRMS. It is a requirement for FRMS to have regulatory 
oversight; further it is not a mechanism to circumvent contractual arrangements between an operator and its pilot 
workforce. So, an incremental approach to changing prescriptive limits will assist in building confidence and trust 
necessary for success.

What is your general response to critics of FRMS? 
Regardless of whether you have FRMS or not, ICAO still requires hazards, and this includes fatigue, to be identified 

and managed as part of a company’s Safety Management System. FRMS improves safety by addressing factors that 
prescriptive limits don’t address. It must ask crews “are you too tired to fly” not just whether or not you meet the legal 
requirements of a prescriptive scheme.

Operators are concerned that this will cost them more pilots. Pilots are concerned that this will mean longer duties 
and less rest. How has this been addressed in Air New Zealand? 

FRMS requires a commitment from management to provide sufficient resources for the FRMS, so there are some 
costs associated with a FRMS approach. It needs also to be borne in mind that there are also potential costs from 
incident or accidents arising as a result of unidentified fatigue-related risk. A defining moment within Air New Zealand 
was the first time that a decision was made to change the way a specific schedule was crewed based on analysis of data 
that quantified the actual level of fatigue being experienced. In some ports shorter periods of layover have resulted in 
an increase in crew complement.

An essential ingredient for FRMS is to first understand the level of risk within the organisation’s existing operations. 
This provides a baseline from which to assess any changes to the prescriptive limitations and may require changes 
to existing operations where excessive fatigue-related risk is identified. Identification of fatigue levels in long haul 
operations was used by Singapore Airlines to provide a baseline for data comparison in their ULR operations to ensure 
they were achieving an equivalent or enhanced level of safety.

Would a FRMS mean that there will be no limits in regards to maximum flight duty periods?

The ICAO Standards for FRMS require maximum values for flight time and/or flight duty periods and duty periods to 
be established for FRMS by the operator which are subject to safety assurances processes. These maximum values are 
required to be based on scientific principles and knowledge and have to be approved by the regulatory authority. 

Looking at the experience you have in Air New Zealand with a FRMS in place, would you say that flight crews and 
the operator benefit from it? 

Yes, most definitely. There have been positive outcomes resulting in enhanced safety levels which have benefited 
the flight crew and the company alike. A management commitment to FRMS over many years, and a collaborative 
approach have been hall marks to the success of the programme.

In the next issue we will continue this series interviewing Dr. Michelle Millar from ICAO.

We would like to thank Greg for answering our questions. 
Greg Fallow is a check and training captain flying B777 aircraft with Air New Zealand. 

He has been a member of Air New Zealand’s Crew Alertness Study Group since 1995. 
On behalf of IFALPA he coordinated pilot input into the four Flight Safety Foundation 
sponsored Ultra Long Range (ULR) workshops and has represented IFALPA as a member 
of the ICAO FRMS Task Force which was established to assist with development of 
Standards for FRMS and the joint ICAO/IATA/IFALPA FRMS Implementation Guide for 
Operators. He is also a member of IFALPA Flight Time Limitations Working Group and 
the IFALPA Human Performance Committee.


