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Issue Paper #2
Issue:  Saying “NO” Isn’t Part of Naval Aviation Culture
Background:  This paper compares two CSA survey items – #16 (Leaders in my command encourage everyone to be safety conscious and to follow the rules.) and #52 (Crew rest standards are enforced in my command.).  Although the two items appear to be complementary, survey responses do not indicate that relationship.  In layman’s terms, survey item #16 deals with “talking the talk” while survey item #52 deals with “walking the walk” with respect to crew rest.  The CSA database was queried and response rates tallied for both survey items across a broad spectrum of response groups.  Table 1 summarizes the percentage of favorable responses for each survey item.

The percentage of favorable responses for survey item #16 ranged from a low of 93% in three response groups (1 MAW, HC, and VMGR) to a high of 99% in two groups (VF and HSL), with a 95% overall average across Naval Aviation.  Basically, 19 out of every 20 survey respondents provided a favorable response regarding leaders encouraging everyone to be safety conscious and follow the rules.  No major distinctions were noted among any of the response groupings.  
The percentage of favorable responses for survey item #52 (dealing with crew rest) dropped considerably (as compared to survey item #16) to an 80% average in the three major response groupings (Marine Aviation, Navy Aviation, and Naval Aviation).  These three groups show remarkable consistency.  However, differences appeared among the data when the data were examined from other perspectives.  For example, CNARF averaged 15% more favorable responses as compared to CNAP or CNAL, while the four Marine MAWs had very similar response rates.  When examining Navy Aviation by aircraft community, a 27% difference appeared between a high of 91% in the HSL community as compared to a low of 64% in the VAQ community for survey item #52.  For Marine Aviation, a 16% difference existed between the high and low aircraft communities (HMLA and VMGR, respectively).  Clearly, favorable response rates differed among different aircraft communities.  
Discussion:  Survey item #16 examines, in general, respondents’ perceptions as to what degree leaders within their command encourage following the rules.  This item can be likened to checking whether leaders are “talking the talk.”  Survey item #52 queries whether crew rest standards are enforced.  This item can be likened to checking whether leadership is “walking the walk” for one specific issue . . . in this case, dealing with crew rest policy.  Why the disparity among the response groups?
Paragraph 8.3.2.1 of the OPNAVINST 3710.7S defines “Rest and Sleep” (commonly referred to as “crew rest”) to be:

Eight hours for sleep time should [underline added for emphasis] be made available every 24-hour period.
          Ground time between flight operations should be sufficient to allow flight personnel to eat and obtain at least 
8 hours of uninterrupted rest.  Flight personnel should not be scheduled for continuous alert and/or flight duty
(required awake) in excess of  18 hours.  If it becomes necessary to exceed the 18-hour rule, 15 hours of
continuous off-duty time shall be provided.  Flight and ground support personnel schedules shall be made
with due considerations for watch standing, collateral duties, training,  and off-duty activities.        

Examining the “rest and sleep” definition reveals the tremendous margin of freedom allowed in interpreting the requirements as set forth in the passage.  In Naval Aviation, the word “should” is understood to mean that application of a rule is recommended.  Note, the word “should” appears three times in the text.  The word “shall” (i.e., mandatory application) does not appear in this passage until after the 18-hour flight duty rule is exceeded.  Furthermore, there is no clear-cut definition when crew rest or “flight duty” commences.  It is hard to break the rule when it ends with such an open-ended statement.
Interestingly, the U. S. Air Force devotes an entire chapter to crew rest and flight duty limitations (Chapter 9, Air Force Instruction 11-202 Volume 3 dated 6 June 2003 can be viewed at

http://www.e-publishing.af.mil/pubfiles/af/11/afi11-202v3/afi11-202v3.pdf).  USAF guidance includes their crew rest policy, waiver authority, interruption and exception policies, scheduling restrictions, and other pertinent fatigue information. 

The purpose of a crew rest policy is to provide a framework to monitor air/ground crew fatigue. [Note, the OPNAVINST 3710.7S “rest and sleep” policy includes ground support personnel.]

It is reasonable to consider that there may be times when any crew rest policy would need to be violated (e.g., war, a mandatory mission, etc.).  However, that is not the norm.  The norm is following reasonable/ rationale guidelines set forth in policy documents and then, monitoring air/ground crews so that if/when it becomes necessary to exceed the limits, it is done exercising good judgment . . . good ORM.  Without an enforceable crew rest policy, there are no guidelines to monitor . . . no policy to break.
“Wiggle room” is often provided in higher headquarters’ directives to allow for the vast differences among aircraft missions, capabilities, and pursuant aircrew potential fatigue levels.  However, based upon discussions with ASO/ASC students, many communities use the “rest and sleep” paragraph cited in OPNAVINST 3710.7S as their governing definition.  What exact rules do they follow?
Culture deals with the learned set of values and beliefs that take the form of practices as they are transmitted from member to member, generation to generation within an organization.   Culture provides the basis for how things are done, that is, what’s acceptable or unacceptable in an organization.  Naval Aviation is built upon a “can do” spirit among its members – a trait that is nurtured and promoted.  It is often noted in the Aviation Safety Commander (ASC) course that you don’t get ahead in Naval Aviation by saying “No.”  Saying “No” can lead to becoming ostracized from the group.  At the same time, the military, taken as a whole, is populated with rule-followers rather than mavericks doing their “own thing.”  Conformity is encouraged.   
Therefore, the differences between the favorable response rates in survey items #16 and #52 should not be unexpected.  Item #16 is the policy we would expect Naval Aviation leadership to promote.  However, as individuals, the majority of “can-do’ers” will not say “No” without first putting up a fight . . . giving it their all, even to the point of exceeding their limits.  Although the data are not unexpected, are they what’s desired?  Then, what is leadership to do . . . . ?
For Your Consideration:  
1.  Understand Naval Aviation culture and what motivates it to do what it does.  This is accomplished through education.

2.  Promote, but temper, the “can do” spirit.  [If you’re not sure on this one, refer to #1.]

3.  Ensure crew rest policies at the local level are tailored and well defined . . . they are understandable at the lowest level required.

4.  Provide ground support personnel a crew day policy.  Monitor it.  Enforce it.
5.  Do not expect “Just say NO” to work if it is a bottom-up approach; in most cases it has to be a top-down approach.  [That’s Naval Aviation culture.]  

6.  Examine Table 1.  Why are there differences among aircraft communities?  What does Naval Aviation change to bring the averages of the lower ranking aircraft communities upward?
Table 1.  Percent of Favorable Responses for CSA Survey Items #16 and #59.
	
	 #16.   Leaders in my command
 encourage everyone to be safety
 conscious and to follow the rules.
	      #52.   Crew rest standards are
       enforced in my command.
    

	Respondents
	% Favorable

Responses *
	#
Responses
	% Favorable

Responses *
	#
Responses

	All Naval Aviation
	95
	          21,037
	80
	            20,807

	USN
	96
	          15,102
	80
	            14,942

	USMC
	95
	            5,901
	80
	              5,831

	
	
	
	
	

	TACAIR
	96
	            5,089
	72
	              4,997

	HELO
	95
	            7,420
	82
	              7,350

	Multi-Eng Prop
	94
	            3,883
	71
	              3,856

	
	
	
	
	

	CNAP
	96
	            3,876
	74
	              3,838

	CNAL
	95
	            3,632
	73
	              3,593

	CNARF
	97
	            1,367
	88
	              1,351

	
	
	
	
	

	1 MAW
	93
	                858
	78
	                 853

	2 MAW
	95
	             1,765
	80
	              1,747

	3 MAW
	95
	             2,613
	81
	              2,572

	4 MAW
	95
	                551
	82
	                 546

	
	
	
	
	

	VFA
	97
	                923
	79
	                908

	VF
	99
	                432
	65
	                429

	VAQ
	97
	                689
	64
	                674

	VP
	95
	             2,676
	71
	              2,660

	HSL
	99
	             1,166
	91
	              1,161

	HC
	93
	             1,036
	84
	              1,026

	
	
	
	
	

	VMFA
	98
	             1,018
	83
	              1,006

	VMGR
	93
	                583
	69
	                 577

	HMM
	95
	             1,514
	80
	              1,502

	HMLA
	95
	             1,026
	85
	              1,017

	HMH
	94
	             1,009
	77
	              1,002


             




                                                                        (Data compiled 6 FEB 04) 
Note, data in Table 1 were extracted from the CSA database using a CO Access ID . . .  available to any CO.  
NOTE:  *  Favorable responses include Strongly Agree and Agree.  Non-favorable responses include Strongly
                 Disagree, Disagree, and Neutral.  A Neutral  response was considered a non-favorable response, rather
                  than a favorable response.  Not Applicable and Don’t Know responses were not counted in the totals.
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