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PILOT VIEWS OF MONTGOMERY COUNTY, TEXAS AUTOMATED FSS SERVICES

INTRODUCTION

The Federal Aviation Administration’s (FAA) Alr Tralfic Contra) (A'TC) facllities have few methods for
assessing the satisfaction of thelr pilot “customers,” the pritmary users of the services they provide. Most
of the Information avallable regarding pilots’ perceptions of satisfactlon with ATC services is anccdotal;
decisions to Institute services and plans in response o major sysiem changes are thus based on
management's pereeptions of user satisfaction rather than an ohjectively determined measure of the fying
public’s satisfaction with the seevices provided. The purpose of this study was (0 assess user satisfaction
with onc such change, the introduction of Automated Elight Service Stations (AFSSS), by measuring pllots®
reported satisfaction wit the services provided by a single AFSS located In Montgomery County, Texas.

History of AFSS automation and consolidation

‘The recent consolidation and automation of FAA flight service stations (FSSs) Is a system change which
should be evalused from the users' perspective, ‘The Flight Service Automation Program Master Man
(1978) identified one objective of aviomating Night service stations as “meeting the present and projecied
long-teem demand for flight services without 3 proportional increase In staff arnd commensurate operating
¢osts.” The original plan called for avemating 2 number of the busiest Flight Service Stations, then
collocating and consolidating many of the present FSSs into Hub faciliies locatad at the Alr Route Traffic
Control Centers (ARTCCs). An amended plan (1980) revised the steps, eliminaring the ¢ffort to collocare
the F§Ss Into ARTCC facilities, and Instead provided {or the 318 ten-cxising I'SSs to be consolidated
into 61 new facilities, 59 of which would require new bufldings 10 be constructed, Currently, 46 of the
61 planned AFSSs are operational and 123 of the manual FSSs remain,

Although much of the consolidation andt autorration of FSSs began in 1986, no FAA studles were conducted
to evaluate user satisfaction with the services provided. The only surveys which assessed pllots® use of and
satisfaction with AFSS services were condusted hy the Alreralt Owners and Pilots Association (AGPA) Pitet
magazine, AOPA conducted (wo suwcf;. the first in August 1986, and the second in Seprember 1987,
The results of these AOPA surveys, published in December 1986 and February 1988, indicated that about
92% of the readers did not use a prfva(c vendor seevice for weather information and that 53-54% “always’
contazted flight service, Furtheemore, between August 1986 and September 1987, the percentage of readers
whose “primary contact® was made to automated as compared with manual FS5s increased from 23% to
43%. An increasing percentage of readers from the first survey 10 the second reported encountesing
significant delays with AFSSs; hawever, the aquastion was phrased in suzh 2 way as 10 make interpretation
of these resulis difficult, In general, these surveys provided some useful information about user pereeptions
of system usage, but did not provide the FAA with sufficlent feedback regarding specific problems,

Pumose of FAA survey
‘This report deseribes an FAA-sponsored survey administered to pilots in the flight plan area of the AFSS

located in Montgomery County, Texas. The survey was developed 1o ascertain ‘pilots' pecceptions of the
quality, cost effectiveness, utilization, and knowledge of the 1ypes of services offered by the Montgomery

County AFSS, aid 10 a lesser extent, by other AFSSs, The Human Resources Research Division (HRRD)
of the FAA Civil Aeromedical Instituie assisied the Monigomery County AFSS in developing,
administering, and analyzing the survey.




T« primary purpose of this study was (0 address Issues related to user satisfaction with services provided
by a spacliic facility so that other AFSSS coukd become aware of the satisfaction pilots have with different
types of services and learn what fustors influence satisfaction with AFSS services, Tt was not possible to
aeiva that type of information from the AOPA surveys because those surveys peimacily addressed system
utilization rather than user satisfaction and did not employ a specific sampling plan.  The FAA survey,
besldes Including a set of questions for which answers were provided in 2 multiple cholee format, also
provided a nondicective area in which respondents were allowed to provide comments addressing their
speeific concerns about the scrvices provided by AFSSs, Funtheemore, the sampling strategy used in the
adminisiration of the FAA survey allows the results 10 be generalized to pacticular groups of pilots,

‘The information gained from this survey will be used by the Montgomery County AFSS 10; 3) dererming
In what wa?'s users Y:.-ceivc that thelr needs are or are not being met, b) determine the level of awamness
of the services provided by AFSSs, ¢) establish a method of identifying system weaknesses, and d) obtaln
an avaluatlon of services which will contribute 1o making decisions regarding future system jmprovement.
‘The factlity plans (0 rev & and revise tielr operational pollcies, i‘f':fpropri::c, based on the results of the
survey, Resulis of the &+ ey will also be provided 1o Reglonal snd Headquarters managers,

METHOD
Sublesis

Subjects were randomly selected from all pilots in the FAA Alemen Directory File whose addresses of
resord fell in tha Momfomcry County AFSS's Night plan area 38 of June 1989, ‘The Alemen Direciory
File contains a record for each eertified aleman who has Leen issued a valid alrmen medieal certificate
within the las¢ 25 months, ‘The file is updated twice a year,

It was expected that different types of pilots might utilize AFSS services differentally, and might have
different perceptions and concerns aboul the Night services provided by the Mongomery County AFSS,
Consequently, sampling wae stratified by pilot cergifieate (airline transport, commercial, private, and
student) 1o allow the results to be generalized 10 each type of centificate holder,

Formula 4,12 from Schaeffer, Mendenhal, and Ou (1979) was used to determine the sample size required
for each pilot group, assuming a $% bound on the error of estimation, The sample size identified as
appropriate for each group was doubled to Insure that even if only 50% of the chosen sample responded,
the number of responsas wonld be sufficient to insure the 5% boun on the error of estimation.  Procedures
from the SPSS-X statistical package were used to separate the airmen population Into the different centificate
eategories and select each random sample. A to1al of 2,292 {ﬂlals was selected using this method; 554
held alrline transport pllot centificates, 554 held commercial pilot certificates, 656 held private pilot
certificates, and 528 held student pilot certificates.

Lrocgdurs

Davelopment,  The Instrument was based on a set of questions identified by the specialists at the
Morntgomery County AFSS. These questions were refined a number of times, then reviewed by a certified
flight Instructor, a humaa performance investigator for the National Transportation Safety Board, and a
group of six non-government pilots identified by an Aviotlon Safety Inspecior assigned 10 FAA Flight
Standards District Office 67, The pilots were asked to record the amaunt of time required to complete the
questionnalre and any comments they had about the questions, Their comments, and those of the other
reviewers, were coordinated with personnel from the Montgomery County AFSS and many were
incurpoated into the final versit.s of the questionnaire,
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‘The final version of the questionnaive contained 56 ftems; 14 dealing with information about recent flying
experiance, 3 dealing with the amount of time required 10 contazt & pllot weather briefer, 10 dealing with
the amount of utilization of specific AFSS seevices, 3 dealing withethe type of weather bricfing vplca\lf
rctiuested, 6 dealing with utilization of specific lnﬂf;ht and EFAS services or pracedures, 6 dealing with
satisfaction about specific AFSS services, 1 dealing with use of the “Fast File® system to file flight plans,
6 dealing with raings about Montgomery County speclatists, 5 dealing with satlsfaction and familiarity
with Mantgomery County specialists services, | comparing the services provided by Montgomery
County AFSS with those provided by other AFSSs, and 1 Indicating whether the respondent would be
Interested in recelving additional Information about AFSS s2evices,

Mailing, A cover letier daseribing the project and a printed questionnaive were admintsiezed by mail 10
the sample of pliots deseribed above (Appendix A containg a sample of the packag‘c). Respondents recorded
their angwers on an optically seanned mack sense form and returned it In a prepaid mailing envelope, along
with 2 handwritien comment sheet and request for additional Informatien, ‘The information recorded on
the forms was transfcered 1o a Digital VAN 117780-8350 clusier system for further analysis.

Respomdents were assured that thele names wiuld not be associared with ndividual responses afier the data
had been processed,  However, 3 code number was assigned 10 each name 10 allow a second mailing
(Ineluding another copy of the 1ucsﬂonnaim, response shaet, and mailing envelope) to be sent 1o pilots who
did not respord 10 the first mailing. On the second mailing, a one-page letter was added 1o the package
which allowed the pilot to indicate why he or she did not 2omplete the sursey, The single page document
could be returned instead of the responsa sheat,

Handwritten comments were eategorized using a classifieation procedure daveloped by the authors and a
psychology technician from the HRRD, “The caregorles identifizd whether the comments were positive or
nepative and the genersl content of the comment within euch of these classifications, ‘Three Independent
raviewers used the classifieation procedure 10 eategorize up to 5 discrete comments for each pilot, Any
discrepancies In the categorization of comments were discussed until a consensus was achieved,

RESULTS
Return raies

DRisgrepancies of selferzpons with certification ragords, The number sampled in each group of pilots was
based upon the clasg of simen centificate recorded for each pilot in the Alrmen Directory File. When the
surveys weee returned, 84 pilots reported that their most advanced eertificate was different than that which
had been recorded for them, In mast cases, differences in centificates occurred because pilots reported that
their most advanced certificate was higher than the one recorded In the file. For examgle, 8 pilots recorded
as commereial, 16 pilots recorded as private, and 54 pilots recorded as student reporiad that thele most
advanced certificate was higher than that reeorded in the file, However, two pilots recorded as airline
transport pilots, 1 pilot recorded as commercial, and 4 pilots recorded as private reported that their most
advanced certificate was lower than what was recorded in the Alemen Directory File,

For the purpose of the study, if a pilot reported that thelr "most advanced certification* was different than

the centificate contained in the Airmen Dircetory File, their self-report was used for categorization, The

“most® advanced certification® for those who wirned in only the sheet indicating why they did not completz

111)19 survey l?i?d did not report the centificate held, was assumed 10 be that whizh was coded in the Airmen
irectory File,




Respendents,  With the exception of the student pilots, return rates were very consistent acrass groups
regaraless of type of centificate heid. While only about 24% (n=126) of swdent pilots rewrned their
surveys, 60% 2:1=395) of private pllots, 60% (n=330) of commeerclal pllots, and $9% (nm=326) of alrling
transport pilots remiened thelr sarveyy, ‘The low return rate made it difficult to generalize e resulis of the
sru:‘}‘;:y 10 ﬂ‘w population of student pllots.  Consequently, the group of student pilots was eliminated from
urther analyses,

Surveys subinitied by 21 other pilots were also ¢liminated from further analyses because they Indlcated In
thelr comments that they 1) had not Nown for 3t Jeast 3 years fand thus could not have used Montgomery
County AFSS® automated services), or 2) had not used the services provided by the Montgomery County
AFSS (because they obtained weather and fight plan serviees from another souree or used the services of
another FSS or AFSS). ‘The responses of commercial pilots who reported that they used the En Route
Flight Advisory Services (EFAS) provided by Montgomery County AFSS were retained, even If they
reponted using none of the other avallable services.

Nonresporglenis, About five pereent 31 18) of the 2,292 syrveys malled were not deliverable because they
had Incorrect addresses. No other addresses which were more accurate eould be obtained for these pilats.
‘Th highest proportion of surveys with incorrect addresses had been mailed to student pilois (44%), About
25% were addressed to private pilots, 16% were addressad to commersial pilots, and 15% were addressed
10 alrline transport phiots.

Cverall, 1,177 surveys wens returnad, Three hundred and twenty-six (28%) of tha rewrns were the single
page forms that had been sent with the second mailing 1o request Information about why the fiest mailing
was not returmed.  More siudent pilot respondents rewrned single page forms than any other group of
respondents (about 48% (61) of student pilots). About 22% (88) of private pilot respondents, 24% (80
of commerzial pilot respondents, and 30% (97) of airline transport pilot respondants also returned only the
single page response sheet form,

Most private (73%), commercial (64%), and airline tranzport pilots (85%) who completed the single page
response form reported that they did so because they do not use the services of the Montgomery County
AFSS. Only 39% of student pllors who returned the single ragc form reported that they do not use the
services of that particular AESS.  On the other hand, a higher percentage of student pilots (48%) than
flots with other types of certificates (ranging from 9-23%) reported that they did not complate the survey
cause they no longer fly as pllots.

Damographiss.

Overall, 65% of e rcma!ning 725 pllot respondents who completed the survey Indicated that they have
an instrument rating, About 224 of private pilots, 87% of commercial pilots, and al! aicline transport
pilots reparied holding an instrumant rating,

ight, Twenty-nine private pilots, twenty-two commercia! pilots, and seven airhne transpont
pilots reported not fying at all during the last 6 months, Tables 1 and 2 show the number of hours that
pilots with diffecent types of certificates reponted fNyling during the previous 6 months by the type of fight,
type of activity, and type of aircraft. Generally, few pilots reported spending any hours flying IFR fur
personal businass/pleasure, turbo-&r)up alreraft, or flying either sngle-engine pressurized or turbocharged
or muld 2ngine pressurized ¢ turbocharged aircrafl,




TABLE )

NUMBER OF HOURS FLOWN PER MONTH, DURING LAST 6 MONTHS
BY TYPE OF FLIGHT

MOST ADVANCED CERTIFICATE HELD‘

PRIVATE  COMMERCIAL  AIRLINE

MLOT PILOT TRANSPORT
PILOT
N % N % N %
VFR FOR PERSONAL BUSINESS
NO HOURS 5 531% 110 S08% W6 Nu%
1-10 HOURS 7 0299% W A% A MI%
11-30 HOURS 37 O1271% N 16% 12 5.6%
MORE THAN 50 HRS 4% W 59% 6 28%
IFR FOR PERSONAL BUSINESS
NO HOURS 245 85.7% 150 63.8% 19 A%
1-10 HOURS JOW08% 56 8% 2 15.8%
11-50 HOURS § 2% 2 8353% 5 23%
MORE THAN 30 HRS 2 a% 09 38% 6 28%
VER FOR PLEASURE
NO HOURS 6 19.4% W1 379% W9 T0.0%
110 HOURS 149 50.9% 105 438% N1 239%
11-50 HOURS T O2W3% 6 150% 9 42%
MORE THAN §0 HRS I 38% 8§ AW 49 19w
IFR FOR PLEASURE
NO HOURS MY §5.0% 175 W.8% 186 81.1%
1-10 HOURS 31 129% 50 2U4A% 21 99%
11-50 HOUKS 5 11% 7 A% 4 19%
MORE THAN 50 URS 1 3% 2 9% 1 %
VFR COMMERCIAL FOR HIRE
NO HQURS 2/ 100% 1 60.0% 1Y 6LI%
1-10 HOURS 21 iLs% M 112%
11-50 HOURS 30 R8s 2 102%
MORE THAN 50 HRS 7 O1a% W0 0%
IFR COMMERCIAL FOR HIRE
NO HOURS 282 100% 167 71.9% 47 2.5%
1-10 HOURS 0 9% 2 114%
11-50 HOURS 19 82% 23 151%
MORE THAN 50 HRS 17 73% 114 S5L1%




TABLE 2

NUMBER OF HOURS FLOWN PER MONTH, DURING LAST & MONTHS
BY AIRCRAFT USEL

MOST ADVANCED CERTIFICATE HELD
PRIVATEE  COMMERCIAL.  AIRLINE
PILOY MLOT 'mm%?wr

N % N * N %

LENGINE UNPRESSURIZED AIRCRAFT
NO HOURS 33

w
o
X
o
p—
k]
—
| =
&
1.2
E L

&

13.1% R

1-10 HOURS 1] H8% &) 28.6% S 24.8%

11-30 HOURS 98 33.0% 67 21.3% 18 84%

MORE THAN 30 HRS 27 %1% 47 195% 14 65%
1ENGINE PRESSURIZED OR

TURBOCHARGED AIRCRAFT

NO HOURS 264 923% 208 $2.3% 200 95.3%

1-10 HOURS 4 49% 16 69% 9  4.1%

11-50 HOURS 3 W% 1 0%

MORE THAN 50 HRS 3 L% 2 9% 1 3%
MULTLENGINE UNPRESSURIZED CRAFT

NO HOURS 266 930% 162 09.5% 155 72.8%

1-10 HOURS 11 39% 36 15.5% 3 4.6%

11-:50 HOURS 3 OLI% 24 103% 13 6%

MORE THAN 30 HRS IR OH O 49% K 66%
MULTLENGINE PRESSURIZED OR

TURBOCHARGED AIRCRAFT

NO HOURS 218 91.9% 203 87.5% 172 80.8%

i-10 HOURS 2 J% 15 63% 17 80%

1§-50 HOURS IOLI% 6 26% &6 28%

MORE THAN 50 HRS 1 4% 8 4% 18 8.5%
TURBO-PROP AIRCRAFT

NO HOURS 283 100% 202 86.7% 157 .U%

1-10 HOURS B 34% 13 6&1%

11-50 HOURS 1 47% 19 9.0%

MORE THAN 50 HRS 12 52% 21 10.8%
JET AIRCRAFT

NO HOURS 281 99.3% 203 86.8% 67 309%

1-10 HOURS 2 J% 05 21% 10 4.6%

11-5¢ HOURS 1 49% 34 15.6%

MORE THAN 50 HRS 15 64% 107 49.%




Additional anslysss were cunducted whish further combined pilat groups (respondenis were eategorized
as elther “Ohas- * or “more Uiz § hours® spent making cach type of Night or flying ¢ach type of 2ireralt.)
The analyser Wonificd som significant differences in the frequencies with which tertain types of pllots
reported making different types of Nights. The results of the chi square statistics produced from these
analyses are shown In Appendix B and are discussed below,

Private and commercial pllots reported Nying VFR for personal business with about equal fn:qucnc?; but
both made VER business Nights significantly more frequently than did airline transport pilows, | fvate
pilots were significantly more likely 1 fiy VIR for pleasure and ly single engine unpressurized alreralt
han were both commereial and alrline transport pilots. Commercial pllots were also signlficantly more
likely to make these types of flights than were alrline transport pilots,

Commereial pllots were more likely 1o report flying IFR for persanal business and for pleasure than were
ehher private or aleline transport pllots, The frequeney with which private and aieline transport pilots
reported making these types of Nights did not differ sigaificantly.

Private phlots were significantly less likely 10 report fiying multi-engine unpressurizad alreraft and multl
engine pressurized or wrbocharged alreralt than weee eithar commercial and aitline transport pilots. ‘The
frequency with which commereial and airline transport pilots reporied making these types of flights did
not differ sigaificanty.

No sl{nmc:m( differences were observed between aleling transport and commercial pllots in the frequency
of making VFR commercial Nights or Nying single-engine pressurized or wrbocharged alreraft,

However, alrline transport pllors were significantly more likely than commereial pllots to report making
IFR commercial Nights and fying turbo-prop alreraft and Jet aireraflt, Private pilots were excluded from
these analyses because they did not make commercial mfhts or fly webo-prop aireralt, ‘Two NASA pilots
with private pilot certificates reported flying Jet aireraft, but because of the Infrequeney of occurrence,
those data were ot analyzed,

Utilization of services

Specific cawioment and seevices. A séeies of flems was Included which assessed pilots’ utilization of
specific weather briafing szrvices provided by either AFSSs or nongovernmental sourees. ‘These servi—s
fncluda the Telephone Information Briefing System (TIBS), the Interim Voice Response System (IVi

an AFSS preNight specialist, the AM Weather Television show on PBS, television, radio statloi,
newspagar reports of weather, private companies, an AFSS inflight specialist, the Transeribed Weatl
Broadunat.(TWEB) on the GLS NDB, the Hazardous Inflight Weather Advisory Service (HIWAS)

the En Rowa Flight Advisary Service (EFAS, also called "Flight Watch®).

TIBS provides weather information recorded by AFSS specialists which s accessible to pilots by touch-
tone phone. TIBS includes a generalized weatheér bricling In an area or along a limited setof reutes. The
recording s updated pariodically and as conditions change, VRS is a service run by a contractor which

rovides weather information also accessible by touch-tone phone. The data used for IVRS are based on
AA weather data received from the Kansas Cliy Weather Message Switching Center, IVRS incorporates
more detailed weather information than does TIBS, but does not provide Notices to Airmen (NOTAMs)
for any pertion of a flight, The TWEB Is a continuous recording of meteorological and some acronautical
information, covering the basic flight plan area, that Is broadcast on a Nondirectional Beacon (NDB) to
be secelved infiight. The HIWAS is a continuous broadcast of inflight hazardous weather advisories
obtainad from the National Weather Service or urgent pilot weather reponts, These advisories predict or
identify locations of conditions hazardous to aireraft Inflight.

FAA preflight specialists communicate to pilots the meteorological and aeronautical information necessary
prior o a flight, Prefight specialists provide current Information (weather and NOTAMs) applicable to
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the ‘{)llm’s route of fight, FAA Inflight specialists nrovide Information similar 1o that provided by the
preflight specialist, but they communieate by radlo with pllots who ace already aloft.  Inflight specialists
draw much of thelr information from current weather observations and reports.

The AM Weather television show, produced by the National Weather Service, is shown on Public
Broadeasting System affillated stations each mosning. The show, targated 10 aviatien viewers, provides
general Information about expested weather across the country for the coming day, Viewers are reminded
1o obtain & complete weather briefing prior to departitre. Television, radio, and newspaper weathar reponts
are very peneral and do not contaln Information required for fight planning,

A number of private companies offer weather seevices, These include alphanumerie and graphieal di\s,phys
of weather information, based In soma cases on inerpretations made by staff meteorologists.  Verbal
briefings are provided by some companies, while others allow the pilot o aceess thele weather data base
using a personal computer and print out a hard copy of a weather briefing or weather maps, Note that
at the time this sun’cr was administered (July 1989), the Dirsct User Access Terminal Jpstem (DUAT
was 1ot yet on line {implementation ook place in September 1989). Thus, pilots® ; idgments about use
of weather services provided by private companies does not encompass the DUA'T system.

The EFAS speciallst provides en route alrcralt with timely inflight weather advisories pertinent 10 a pilot's
route of flight. ‘The weather sources used by the EFAS spacialist Include real-time color weather radar,
National Weather Service outlets, pllot weather reponts, ¢ «f Geostationary Operational Environmental
Satellite (GOES) Imagery products,

Table 3 shows the percentage of flights on which each type of pilot reported using each :};pc of service
as thelr primary weather source. “The high percentage of pllots indicating that they usad each type of
service suggests that the pilots may have responded (o these lems as If they were asked 10 report on what
parcentage of their flights they used each service as ag important weather sow », rather than on what
percentage of thelr flights they used each as their primary weather source. The way in which pllots
responded to these ltems makes it difficult to Interpret the responses,

TABLE 3

ON WHAT % OF YOUR FLIGHTS DO YOU USE TRE FOLLOWING
AS YOUR PRIMARY WEATHER SOURCE?

MOST ADVANCED CERTIFICATE HELD
PRIVATE COMMERCIAL  AIRLINE
PILOT PILOT TR/})E‘JLS(I)’.?RT

N % N % N %

TELEPHONE INFORMATION BRIEFING SYS‘gISEhg‘I%(TlBQSg

DG NOT USE 107 35, 395% 135 61.9%
< = 50% OF TIME 96 322% 97 408% 63 28.9%
> 50% OF TIME 95 319% 47 197% 20 9.2%
INTERIM VOICE RESPONSE SYSTEM (IVRS)
DO NOT USE 200 71.3% 147 62.0% 167 76.3%
< = 50% OF TIME 74 253% 76 32.1% 46 21.0%
> 50% OF TIME 10 34% 14 59% 6 27%
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TABLE 3 (continued)

ON WHAT % OF YOUR FLIGHTS DO YOU USE THE FOLLOWING
AS YOUR PRIMARY WEATHER SOURCE?

MOST ADYANCED CERTIFICATE HELD

PRIVATE COMMERCIAL  AIRLINE
PILOT MoT TR,\PNl"t; lc‘?l!{'l‘

N % N * N %

AESS PREFLIGHT SPECIALIST

DO NOT USE 9 200% & 259% 71 M.8%

< = 50% OF TIME J4 35.3% 77 322% 58 26.2%

> 50% OF TIME 132 44.7% 100 41.8% 86 38.9%
AM WEATHER TV SHOW

DO NOT USE 145 48.7% 97 402% 103 460.3%

< = 50% OF TIME 98 329% 107 H4% N 409%

> 50% OF TIME 55 185% 37 1S4% 27 13I%
TV, RADIO, NEWSPAPER REPORTS

DO NOT USE 98 329% 67 28.0% 84 3I82A%

< = 50% OF TIME 125 41.9% 115 48.1% 98 5%

> 50% OF TIME 75 2.2% 57T 28% 38 113%
PRIVATE COMPANY

DO NOT USE 252 854% 171 7205% 81 39.9%

< = 50% OF TIME B 129% 38 161% 3 118%

> 50% OF TIME 5 L1% 21 114% 93 425%
FSS INFLIGHT SPECIALIST

DO NOT USE 80 27.2% 46 192% 53 240%

< = 50% OF TIME 159 524% 13§ 563% 117 329%

> 50% OF TIME 60 204% 59 244.6% 51 21%
TRANSCRIBED WEATHER BROADCAST ON THE GLS NDB

DO NOT USE 149 50.5% 110 45.6% 116 527%

< = 50% OF TIME 122 414% 112 46.5% 9§ 43.2%

> 50% OF TIME 24 Bl1% 19 79% 9 41%
HAZARDOUS INFLIGHT WEATHER ADVISORY SERVICE (HI\W\S)

DO NOT USE 196 66.9% 13i 54.8% 88 40.0%

< = 50% OF TIME 83 283% 92 ’%8 S% 107 48.6%

> 50% OF TIME 14 48% 16 67% 25 114%
EN ROUTE FLIGHT ADVISORY SERVICE (EFAS)

DO NOT USE 71 239% 51 21.3% 16 164%

< = £0% OF TIME 148 49.8% 127 52.9% 134 60.9%

> 50% OF TIME 78 253% 62 258% S0 227%
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Addittonal analyses were conducied to compare the percentage of pliots responding that they used the
cquipment or services with the percentage who did not use the services, and to agsess the frequency of use
for those who responded that *hey used the equipment or services, In these chi square analyses, using a
significance Jevel of .01, comparisons were made to determine whether the pilot groups differed
significantly In thelr usage of specific AFSS services, The .esults are reported in Appendices C and D,

Appendix C shows no significant differences between pllot groups in the percentage reporting that they
uged the AM Weather television show: reports from television, radio, etc.; an AFSS inflight speclatist;
the Transeeibed Weather Broadeast (TWEB); and the En Route Flight Advisory Service (EFAS). However,
a signlﬁcamlf Jower percentage of aicline transport pliots than both private and commereial pilots reported
using the Telephone Information Briefing System (TIBS) and a significantly lower percentage of airline
transport pitots than private pilots reported nsing an AFSS prefight specialist.  Also, all groups differed
significantly In thelr use of a private weather service and the Hazacdous Inflight Weather Advisory Service
(HIWAS). * Alcline pllots reported using both private weather services and the HIWAS most frequently;
private pilots reported using these sevvices least frequently, A significantly higher pereentage of
commercial pilots than alrline transport pilots reported using the Interim Volce Response System (IVRS).

Appendix D shows the results of analyses which compared the frequency of utilization of particular AFSS
sarvices for members of each group of pilots reporting that they use the services. For most of the services
listad, the frequency of utilization did not differ as a function of the type of pilot certificate held, However,
a higher percentage of airline transport pilots than commereial pilots, and a higher percentage of
commarelal pilots than private pilots reported using a private weather service more than 50% of the time,
Also, privaitlc pilots reported using the TIBS more frequently than did both commercial pilots and airline
transport pilots,

TABLE 4
WHAT % OF THE TIME DO YOU ASK FOR THE FOLLOWING
WHEN CONTACTING A PILOT WEATHER BRIEFER?

MOST ADVANCED CERTIFICATE HELD
PRIVATE COMMERCIAL  AIRLINE
PILOT PILOT TRANSPORT

PILOT

N % N % N %

STANDARD PILOT WEATHER BRIEFING

DO NOT USE 37 1235% 49 20.5% 2 RN.7%
< = 50% OF TIME 41 13.8% 46 192% 46 20.9%
> 50% OF TIME 219 73I9% 144 60.3% 102 46.4%
ABBREVIATED WEATHER BRIEFING
DO NOT USE 123 42,1% 90 38.0% 89 40.6%
< = 50% OF TIME 154 527% 119 50.2% 100 45.7%
> 50% OF TIME 15 S5.1% 28 11.8% 30 13.7%
AN OUTLOOK BRIEFING
DO NOT USE 78 264% 73 30.5% 94 42.9%
< = 50% OF TIME 137 46.4% 119 49.8% 94 42.9%
> 50% OF TIME 80 27.1% 47 19.7% 31 14.2%
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Uillization of bricfing services, Table 4 shows the perzent of tme pllots reparted asking for earvaln types
of weather briefings when contaciing an AFSS pllot weather briefer, In general, standard briefings were
requested mast frequently, outiook briefings next, then abbreviated briefings. Chi square analyses, reponed
in Apperdix E, were conducied 1o compare the frequency of requesting pacticelar types of briefings by
type of pilot cenificate,  No significant differences were found In the percentage of any group of pilors
requesting abbreviated briefings.  Aldline transport pllots were significantly less likely than were boty
private and commecelal pllots to request both standard and outlook briefings, However, ?rivam and
commereial pilots did not differ significantly in the frequency of thele requests for any type of briefing.

Table § shows the percentage of pliots ceporting that it required more of less than 3 minutes 1o contast a
pilot weather belefer during periods of “nonsignificant” and “significant™ weather, Appendix F contalng
the reselts of chi square analyses whizh compared the percentages reported by each type of pilor certifieste
holder. A significantly lower pereentage of private pilots than alrline teansport pilots reported that it took
more than 3 minutes 10 contact & briefer during ‘nons!;nmcant' weather, and a significantly lower
percentage of private pilots than both commercial and alrline transport pilots reported that 1t 100k more
than 3 minutes to comact a briefer during “significant® weather, No significant differences between
vonunereial and aleline transport pilots were observed,

With regard to this issue, it must be ncted that “significamt™ and "ponsignificant™ were not defined o the
gilms, but were left up 10 the pilots’ interpretation, Weather perecived as significant 1o a private pilot ma?'

perceived as nonsignificant to an airline transport pilot. Furthermare, times reported by pilots 1o reach
pl!ol‘wc]athcr briefers are not actual measurements, but are instead thele perceptions of the amount of time
required,

TABLE §
TIME REQUIRED TO REACH A PILOT WEATHER BRIEFER:

MOST ADVANCED CERTIFICATE HELD
PRIVATE COMMERCIAL  AIRLINE
PILOT PILOT TRANSPORT
PILOT
N % N % N %

DURING "NONSIGNIFICANT® WEATHER

3 MINUTES OR LESS 234 94.0% 159 90.3% 115 8L1%
> 3 MINUTES 15 60% 17 99% 25 17.9%
DURING "SIGNIFICANT" WEATHER
3 MINUTES OR LESS 168 69.7% 90 489% 52 36.1%
> 3 MINUTES 73 303% 94 SLI% 92 6)9%
Lilization of fnflight and EFAS services, Table 6 shows responses to items dealing with the utilization

\ o
of inflight services, particularly the En route Flight Advisory Service (EFAS.) Examination of Table §
suggests that two-thirds of the pilots utilized AFSS inflight services. Additional analyses, reported in
Appendiz G, compared rates of utilization for each group of pilots. The results reflected no significant
dilferences between pilot groups in the percentage who reported using EFAS, identifying their radio
frequency to an inflight specialist, or their position or altitude when contacting EFAS, Private pilots were
less likely than were both commercial and airline transport pilots o use EFAS between 10:00 p.m. and
6:00 a.m. Airline transport pilots were more likely to use the discrete high altitude EFAS frequency than
were either private or commercial pilots, Furthermore, commercial pilots were more likely than were
peivate pilots to use the high altitude EFAS frequency.
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Anather ?‘ uestion concerned the use of the Fast File system to file fight {»laus Results of a chi square
analysis showed that private pilois were significantly less likely 1o use the Fast File system than were both
commerelal and aieling transport pllos. Commereial and aleline transpont pilots did not differ significantly
In thelr uiilization of the Fast File.

TABLE 6
ON WHAT % OF YOUR FLIGHTS DO YOU:
MOST ADVANCED CERTIFICATE HELD
PRIVATE COMMERCIAL.  AIRLINE
MLOT PILOT TRANSPORT
ot
N =% N % N ®
IDENTIFY YOUR FREQUENCY TO INFLIGIHT SPECIALIST

DO NOT USE 9 303% 54 5% 55 M9%
< = 50% OF TIME 99 333% 7 29.6% 48 2.7%
> 50% OF TIME 108 364% 115 47.9% 118 534%
USE EFAS
DO NOT USE 78 262% 56 23.3% 47 214%
< = 50% OF TIME 148 49.7% 113 J47.1% 125 356.8%
> 50% OF TIME 72 2% 71 29.6% 48 21.8%
USE EFAS BETWEEN 10 PM AND 6 AM
DO NOT USE 198 66.9% 115 47.9% 91 41.6%
< = 50% OF TIME 87 294% 102 42.5% 114 3521%
> 0% OF TIME I 37% 23 9.6% 4 64%
IDENTIFY YOUR POSITION UPON CONTAC/ING EFAS
DO NOT USE 79 265% 51 2L,2% 51 234%
< = 50% OF TIME 55 185% 35 14.5% 49 22.5%
> 50% OF TIME 164 55.0% 155 64.3% 118 54.1%
IDENTIFY YOUR ALTITUDE UPON CONTACTING EFAS
DO NOT USE 92 309% & 26.7% 61 28.0%
< = 50% OF TIME 87 29.2% 61 254% 68 31.2%
> 50% OF TIME 119 39.9% 115 479% 89 40.8%
USE THE DISCRETE HIGH ALTITUDE EFAS FREQUENCY
DO NOT USE 271 91.6% 181 75.4% 91 dl14%
~ 50% OF TIME 21 21% 38 15.8% 62 28.2%
> 50% OF TIME 4 14% 21 8.8% 67 30.5%
USE THE FAST FILE SYSTEM TO FILE FLIGHT PLANS
DO NOT USE 209 704% 142 59.7% 122 55.2%
< = 50% OF TIME 79 266% 8 349% 19 35.7%
> 50% OF TIME 9 3.0% 13 535% 20 9.0%
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sfaction 3

The next secticn concerns the extent ta which pllots reported that they were satisfied with varlous aspects
of the seevices provided by the Montgomery County APSS. The section will address satisfaction with
speciiic x{ s of services, the perceived adequacy of the briefings provided, and the averall satsfaction
with the | J:ht services provided by Montgomery County AUSS. The relative frequency of responses will
be analyzed first, then relationships between ditfzrent ftems will be analyzed.

SanisGstion with specific sorvioes, Table 7 shows the percentage of pilots rc(roning diftering degrees of

satisfaction with speciiia equipment and services. ‘Those responding that they did not use the seevices weee

excluded from the analyses, A general examination of the data suggests that alrling transport pilots were

%ﬁ:\'szgsﬁgg !a:?‘d'\;érivaxc pilots were more satisfied with the seevices described, with the exceeption of the
Ny 3 H SN

Appendix H shows the results of more speific statistical analyses which compared the percentage of pilots
in 2ach group who expressed sausfaction with each type of service provided. For the purpose of this
analysis, the responses were combined Into (wo eategories; those responding “Not at 2it" or "To a limited
extent” were eategorized ag "Not satisfied,™ while those responding "To a modirate extent,” *To a
congiderable extent,” or *To a great extent” were caregorized as “Satisfied.” This mathad of eategorization
was used to allow comparison 7~ - resulis of this survey with results of other usar surveys.

The results suggest that a higher pereentage of private pilots than both alcline transport pilats and
commercial pllots were satisfied with the amount of tme required 10 contact a pilot weather briefer.
Furthermore, a higher peecentage of private pilots were satisfied W a the TIBS, the IVRS, the pilot weather
briefings, and the TWED than were airline transport pilots.  No other significant differences oceurred
between private and commareial pilots and no significant differences occurred between commarcial and
alrline transport pilots In the percentage reporting satisfaction with any of the services.

TABLE 7
TO WHAT EXTENT ARE YOU SATISFIED WITH THE FOLLOWING:
MOST ADVANCED CERTIFICATE HELD
PRIVATE COMMERCIAL  AIRLINE
PILOT PILOT TRANSPORT
PILOT
N % N % N %

TELEPHONE INFORMATION BRIEFING SYSTEM (T!’BS) 47

NOT AT ALL 11 53% . 124%
TO A LIMITED EXTENT 30 6% 29 195% 29 25.7%
TO A MODERATE EXTENT 34 165% 28 18.8% 20 11.7%
TO A CONSIDERABLE EXTENT 57 27.7% 37 M.8% 17 15.0%
TO A GREAT EXTENT 74 359% 48 32.2% 33 29.2%
INTERIM VOICE RESPONSE SYSTEM (IVRS)
NOT AT ALL 18 18.8 20 21.5% 23 24.5%
TO A LIMITED EXTENT 15 156% 15 161% 28 20.8%
TO A MODERATE EXTENT 19 198% 1§ 161% 13 13.8%
TO A CONSIDERABLE EXTENT 17 17.7% 18 194% 8 8.5%
TO A GREAT EXTENT 27 28.1% 25 269% 22 234%
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TABLE 7 (continued)
TO WHAT EXTENT ARE YOU SATISEIED WITH THE FOLLOWING:

MOST ADVANCED CERTIFICATE HELD
PRIVATE COMMERCIAL  AIRLINE
MLOT PoT TRANSPORT
PILOT
N ® N % N %
MONTGOMERY COUNTY AFSS WEATHER BRIEFERS

NOT AT ALL 3012% 3 Ls% 1 13%
TQ A LIMITED EXTENT 8 3I% M4 1% 16 10.0%
TO A MODERATE ENTENT 36 A% 22 1L2% 20 12.5%
TO A CONSIDERABLE EXTENT 68 26.6% 62 31.5% 47 294%
TO A GREAT EXTENT 41 55.1% 96 48.7% 75 46.9%
TRANSCRIBED WEATHER BROADCAST ON GLS NDB
NOT AT ALL 1 62% 9 62% 18 MI%
TO A LIMITED ENTENT 41 23.0% 38 262% 39 30.5%
TO A MODERATE ENTENT §2 292% 37 25.5% 32 25.0%
TO A CONSIDERABLE EXTENT 34 19,1% 30 207% 13 102%
TO A GREAT EXTENT 40 22,5% 31 24% 26 203%
HAZARDOUS INFLIGHT WEATHER ADVISORY SERVICE (HIWAS)
NOT AT ALL 4 127% 15 132% 9 6.0%
TO A LIMITED EXTENT 24 21.8% 24 2LI% 36 23.8%
TO A MODERATE EXTENT 23 209% 22 193% 31 20.5%
TO A CONSIDERABLE EXTENT 21 19.1% 27 23.7% 33 21.9%
TO A GREAT EXTENT 28 255% 26 22.8% 42 27.8%
EN ROUTE FLIGHT ADVISORY SERVICE (EFAS)
NOT AT ALL 8 33% I 56% 3 1.6%
TO A LIMITED EXTENT 26 10.8% 20 102% 21 11.3%
TO A MODERATE EXTENT 48 199% 32 162% 34 18.3%
TO A CONSIDERABLE EXTENT 58 24,1% 54 27.4% 51 27.4%
TO A GREAT EXTENT 101 419% 80 40.6% 77 414%
Ratings of Montgomery County AFSS_specialist performance, Table 8 displays responses to items

regarding pilots’ evaluations of specific aspects of the performance of the specialists at the Montgomery
County AFSS. In general, the ratings for the areas addressed by these items scems to be very high for
pilots holding each type of certificate. Areas for which the lowest percentage of pilots provided positive
ratings included the accuracy of the weather bricfing and the extent to which the specialists tailored the
weather briefings 10 meet the needs of the piiot,

Chi square analyses were conducted which compared the performance ratings provided by different groups
of pilots for the dichotomized rating variable. The results of these analyses are displayed in Appendix [,
‘The results suggested that there were no statistically significant differences between any of the pilot groups
in their ratings with the Montgomery County AFSS specialists’ performance, although a marginally higher
percentage of private pilots than commercial pilots provided positive ratings for the technical competence
of Monigomery County specialists. A marginally higher percentage of private pilots than both commercial
and airline transport pilois, provided high ratings for the extent to which the specialists tailored weather
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briefings. . marginally higher percentage of comimercial than alrling transpost pilots gave high ratings
o the §umckncy gf mcywcalhcr briefing 1o allow planning 3 Night.
TABLE §
TO WHAT EXTENT DO YOU FEEL THAT MONTGOMERY COUNTY AFSS SPECIALISTS:
MOST ADVANCED CERTIFICATE HELD

PRIVATE COMMERCIAL  AIRLINE
MLoT PILOT TRANSPORT

PILOT
N % N % N %

ARE COURTEOUS IN THE CONDUCT OF THEIR DUTIES

NOT AT ALL 1 S%

TO A LIMITED EXTENT 2 8% 2 10% 3 18%

TO A MODERATE EXTENT 19 73% 20 100% 8 J48%

TO A CONSIDERABLE EXTENT 71 21.3%  §3 264% 37 224%

TO A GREAT EXTENT 168 64,6% 125 62.2% 117 709%
APPEAR TECHNICALLY COMPETENT

NCT AT ALL ! 5%

TO A LIMITED EXTENT 3 12% 9 J45% 4 4%

TO A MODERATE EXTENT 0 7.7% 17 85% 16 9.9%

TO A CONSIDERABLE EXTENT 76 29.3% 61 30.5% 353 3Ll%

TO A GREAT EXTENT 160 61.8% 112 56.0% 92 J55.8%
PROVIDE ACCURATE WEATHER BRIEFINGS

NOT AT ALL 1 A%

TO A LIMITED EXTENT 4 15% 9 46% 8 49%

TO A MODERATE EXTENT 27T 104% 44 7% 20 12.3%

TO A CONSIDERABLE EXTENT 99 38.1% 77 39.7% 60 37.0%

TO A GREAT EXTENT 129 49.6% 64 330% T4 459%
PROVIDE COMPLETE WEATHER BRIEFINGS

NOT AT ALL 1 4%

TO A LIMITED EXTENT 6 23% 5 26% 8 49%

TO A MODERATE EXTENT 24 93% 25 13.0% 13 8.0%

TO A CONSIDER.ABLE EXTENT 83 32.0% 63 32.6% 57 352%

TO A GREAT EXTENT 145 56.0% 100 51.8% 84 51.9%
PROVIDE YOU A BRIEFING SUFFICIENT TO ALLOW YOU TO PLAN FLIGHT

NOT AT ALL 1 4% 1 6%

TO A LIMITED EXTENT 6 23% 4 21% 9 5.6%

TO A MODERATE EXTENT 16 62% 24 126% 13 8.1%

TO A CONSIDERABLE EXTENT 73 28.2% 54 283% 43 26.7%

TO A GREAT EXTENT 163 629% 109 57.1% 95 59.0%
TAILOR THEIR WEATHER BRIEFINGS TO MEET YOUR NEEDS

NOT AT ALL 2 8% 6 1% 3 18%

TO A LIMITED EXTENT 17 66% 19 99% 19 1L.7%

TO A MODERATE EXTENT 27 105% 23 12,0% 25 15.3%

TO A CONSIDERABLE EXTENT 78 30.2% 55 28.6% 45 27.6%

TO A GREAT EXTENT 134 51.9% 89 46.4% 71 143.6%
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Enowledee of and satistaetion with services pravided, Table 9 shows the degree to which different pilot
certificate holders reported knowledge of and satisfaetion with the services provided by the Montgomery
County AFSS and other AFSSs.  Higher percentages of pilots expressed satisfaction with Montgomery

County's services than expressed satisfaction with the services provided by all AFSSs.

TABLE 9
TO WHAT EXTENT ARE YOU:

MOST ADVANCED CERTIFICATE HELD
PRIVATE COMMERCIAL ~ AIRLINE

[ TIYY

PMLoT PILoT TRANSPORT
PILOT
N % N % N &
FAMILIAR WITH SERVICES PROVIDED BY \(ONTGO\IFR\' AFSS SPECIALLST lS
NOT AT AL 4 L3i% 3%
TO A LIMITED EXTENT 79 29.9% 42 204% "l 12,1%
TO A MODERATE EXTENT 80 30.3% 39 28.6% 2 M3%
TO A CONSIDERABLE EXTENT 6] 23.9% 51 24.8% 61  35.3%
TO A GREAT EXTENT 3B HA% 54 26.2% 43 26.0%
CONFIDENT THAT YOUR FLIGHT PLAN WILL BE HANDLED COI\RTCILY
NOT AT ALL 3% ! 6%
TO A LIMITED EXTENT 8§ 4% 4 21% 9 58%
TO A MODERATE EXTENT 20 84% 0 103% 19 123%
TO A CONSIDERABLE EXTENT 35 2.1% 53 21.3% 41 26.6%
TO A GREAT EXTENT 155 65.1% 116 59.8% 84 54.5%
GENERALLY SATISFIED WITH THE P!.RI‘ORM:\NC!‘ OF MONTGO\"‘RY SPECIALISTS
NOT AT ALL % 3%
TO A LIMITED EXTENT S 1.9% 7 5% 9 5.5%
TO A MODERATE EXTENT 18 69% 18 8.9% 17 10.3%
TO A CONSIDERABLE EXTENT 79 304% 69 34.2% 31 30.9%
TO A GREAT EXTENT 157 60.4% 107 53.0% 88 53.3%
GENERALLY SATISFIED WITH SERVICES PROVIDED BY THE MONTGOMERY Al‘SS
NOT AT ALL 3 1.2% 1.0% 3 19%
TO A LIMITED EXTENT 11 43% 8 4.0% 12 7.5%
TO A MODERATE EXTENT 32 12.5% 38 19.2% 28 17.5%
TO A CONSIDERABLE EXTENT 93 36.2% 76 384% 56 35.0%
TO A GREAT EXTENT 118 459% 74 314% 61 38.1%
GENERALLY SATISFIED WITH SERVICES PROVIDED BY ALL AFSSs
NOT AT ALL 1.6% 2,0% 7  4.0%
TO A LIMITED EXTENT 2! 8.4% 24 12,0% 3 18.6%
TO A MODERATE EXTENT 49 19.5% 57 28.5% 46 26.0%
TO A CONSIDERABLE EXTENT 96 38.2% 67 33.5% 50 28.2%
TQ A GREAT EXTENT 81 32.3% 48 24.0% 41 23.2%
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Chi smxan: analyses, contalned In Appendix §, compared the relative satisfacton of eazh group of pilois
with the servites provided b{ the Moptgomery County AFSS using the dichotomous response variable,
Significantly fewer private pilots than both commercial and 2ieling teanspact pilots were familiar with the
services provided by the Montgomery County APSS. Commercial and alcline transport pilots eapressed
statistically equivalent degrees of familiarity with the services provided. No differendes wer2 found in the
persentages of pilots from each of the groups who expressed maxdarate (o high degrees of satisfaction with
the services provided by the Montgomery County AFSS. However, a higher perdentage of private pilots
than aieline transport pilots were satisfied with the services provided by all FAA's AFSSs.

‘Table 10 shows the percentage of pilos who rated the services provided by the Montgomery County AFSS
in comparison with the services provided by ather AFSSs. About 44% of the pllats thought Monigomery
County’s services weee beter than thase provided by other AFSSs, andd fewer than $% thought the services
provided were worse than those provided by other AFSSs. Chi square analyses revealed o significant
differences in ratings as a function of the type of certificate hald,

TABLE 10
COMPARISON OF MONTGOMERY COUNTY SERVICES WITH THOSE OF OTHER APSSs:
MOST ADVANCED CERTIFICATE HELD
PRIVATE  COMMERCIAL  AIRLINE
PILOT PMLOT 'l'R:\I?;J‘S!‘QR'I‘

»

N % N % N ®
RATE MONTGOMERY COUNTY AFSS SERVICES AS COMPARED WITH OTHER AFSSs

MUCH BETTER THAN OTHERS 4@ 160% 24 1L7% 21 1L3%
SOMEWHAT DETTER THAN OTHERS 73 28.5% 68 33.2% 61 32.8%
ABOUT THE SAME AS OTHERS 136 53.1% 106 S5L.7% 101 343%
SOMEWHAT WORSE THAN OTHERS 4 1.6% 6 29% 2 L1%
MUCH WORSE THAN OTHERS 2 8% 1 S% 1 S%

A series of analyses was conducted to identify patterns in the ratings made by the pllot respondents.

Correlational analyses, a factor analysis, and regression analyses were conducted and will be reported in

this section. ‘The purpose of the analyses is to identify the items which may predict satisfaction {or

3issa(isfaction) with the services provided by the Montgomery County AFSS, so that the facility can target
108¢ areas.

2 Pearson product-moment correlations were computed between the items in the
survey to assess their interrelationships, Correlation coefficients, as used in this context, are statistics
which dascribe the extent to which pilots® responses on one item are related to their responses on a second
item, Correlation coefficients range between ~1.0 (a perfect negative correlation; suggesting that every
pilot who made a high-valued response on one item also made a low-valued response on a second item)
and -+1.0 (a perfect positive correlation; suggesting that every pilot who made a high-valued response on
one item also made a high-valued response on a second item). A correlation of 0 suggests that all
responses are independent; that is, there is no relationship between the response made on one item and the
response made on a second. Subsets of correlation coefficients computed between items on the survey can
be seen in Tables 11-14,
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For these analyses, the varlable describing type of pllot was decomposed Into three varlables, "Private,”
“Commercisl,” and “Aicline Transpuet,” each having a value of 1 or 0, depending on the type of sentificate
held by cach pitot. Th2 rows ang solumns In the 1ables contaln abbreviatdons desaribing the content of
exch iem. Por funther clarification of the labels, plesse refer 10 Appendix A,

Table 11 shows the Intercorrelations between the type of pilot and frems reflecting the pilots® experlence,
wpe of flight, ype of alreraft Nlown, 2nd kaowledpe of AFSS services, The table Hlustras that type of
fatings was correlated with type of Bying and alroraft usage, Having a private pllot cortifieate was
poshively correlated with number of hours spent flying VFR for pleajure and was negatively correlated
with having an IFR cating, making VFR or IFR commercial Nlights, and flylng jet aleceafi, Having 3
commercial pllot certifinate was positively correlated with having an IFR rating, Having an icling wansport
pllot certificaa was positively correlated with having an IFR rating, making IFR commercial flights, and
n?-lng wrbo-prop and Jet alrerall and was negatively correlated with flying sinple-engine unpressurized
alreraft and meking VIR pleasure flights,

Patterns of significant correlations can be found among othér ftems, Having an IFR rating was positively
carrelated with moking IFR and VFR commercial Nights, ﬁyinf IFR for peesonal business, and fiying jet
alreeaft, Making VER pleasure flights was correlated with making IFR pleasure flights, and making VIR
flights for personal business was correlated with making IFR fiights for personal business, l’l{ing single«
engine unpressurived alreralt was positively correlated with making VIR m%hls. for both pleasure and
personal business, and was negatively coreclated with flying jet alecealt, Making VFR commercial flights
was eorcelated with fiying multh-enpine un{arcssurimd alecealt and tucho-prop aircralt, and making IFR
commercial Nights was correlated with flying mult-engine pressurized aireraft, webo-prop alreralt, and
Jetaireraft, Finally, Nying multhenging pressurized alrerafy was carrelated with flying wrbo-prop airsraft.

Table 12 shows correlations between the type of pilot, items dealing with utilization of specific AFSS
services, and knowledge of AFSS services, Few ltems were significantly correlated with each other.
Having a private pilot certificate had a negative correlation and having an airline transport pilot certificate
had a positive correlation with using a private company as a primary weather source. The amount of time
perceived (o be required to contadt a brizfer during “nonsipnificamt™ weather was correlaied with the
amount of time perceived to be required to contast a pllot brisfer during "significant™ weather, Use of
tie AM Weather show as a primary weather source was correlated with use of TV, radio, etc., as primary
weather sources. Use of an inflight speclalist was related 10 use of the TWEB, HIWAS, and EFAS ag
primary weather sources, Use of TWEB was also correlated with usz of HIWAS, and use of HIWAS was
corcelated with use of EFAS as primary weather sources. Requesting a standard briefing was negatively
carrelated with requasting an abbreviated briefing.

Table 13 shows intercorrelations between the type of pilot, knowledge of AFSS services, and variables
related (o the wiilization of the EFAS. Holding a private pilot ceriificate was negatively correlated, and
holding an airline transport pllot certificate was positively correlated, with using the discrete High Altide
EFAS frcqucncg. ldentifying one's position was highly correlated with Identifying one’s altiude when
contacting EFAS, The percentage of the time that EFAS was used was correlated with using the EFAS
as a primary weather source, percentage of time that EFAS was used between 10:00 p.m. and 6:00 a.m,,
percentage of time that the pilot identificd his or her position and altitude when contacting EFAS, and the
user's satisfaction witih ZFAS,

Table 14 shows Intercorrelations between the variables indicating type of pilot certificate held, knoviledge
of AFSS services, variables related to satisfaction with specific services, and general satisfaction with
Montgomery County's services. The variables dascribing the type of pilot certificate held and knowledge
of services were not related to ratings of satisfaction, Satisfaction regarding the time to reach a briefer was
moderately correlated with satisfaction regarding Momgomery County specialists, and with satisfaction
regarding the services provided by Montgomery County’s and all other AFSSs. Items assessing the
courtesy and competence of the specialists; the accuracy, completeness, and sufficiency of the briefings;
und the degree to which the briefings are tailored to the pilots’ needs were highly correlated with each other
and with items assessing satisfuction with Monigomery County specialists and services, To a lesser extent,
these itams were also correlated with the rating of satisfaction with services provided by all AFSSs.
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TABLE 13
ROTATED FACTOR MATRIX

PACT1 FACT2 FACT3 FACT4  FACTS FACT 6

SATIS SPECLST .83

COMPLETE BRF .83

SUFFICIENT BRE 82

SPEC COMPETENT .52

TAILOR DRIEF g8

ACCURATE BRF I8

SATIS SERVICE a3

SPEC COURTEOUS 23

SATIS BRIEFERS .66

SATIS ALL FSS 37 =36
COMPARE AFSS =31

SINGL ENG UNPR ~12

JET AIRCRAFT .67 k]

DISCRETE FREQ .63

IFR COMMERCL .60 .57

PRIVATE WX 00

VER PLEAS =39

VER PERS BUS 54 A3
IFR PLEAS -4

IFR RATING .67

PILOT CERTIF A9 .66

VFR COMMERC .61

TURBQ-PROP AC .60

" MULTI-ENG UNP .33

MULTL-ENG PR .33

FAMILIAR 39

IDENT POSN 09

% USE EFAS .66

N IDENT ALT 06

EFAS PRIMARY 062 A2

SAT EFAS .50

USE INFLIGHT A3 3 30
EFAS 10:6 38

STANDARD BRF .36

USE TWEB 66

USE IVRS .59

USE TIBS 56

USE HIWAS 37 48

OUTLOOK BRF A3

AM WX TV SHOW 2

ABBREV BRF .33 A7

FAST FILE X} A8

TIME SIGN WX 12
TIME NONS WX .09
SAT TIME BRFR ) =63
IFR PERS BUS ~36 3y

xw
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Fastoe apalyls of respansas,  While examining correlations bawween Individual varisbles Is ugaiul, it is
difficwlt 10 determine relatonships between multiple variables. After completing the cocrelational :mafyscs.
a rinci?a! somponents :mal?-s 3 using a Varimax rotation was performed as an exploratory analysls.
Principal components analysis Is one method of Idcmlfyin.‘é a small number of common factors which
represent intecrelationships between a large number of variables,

‘The peinzipal components analysis uged the items Included in the survey 1o Ientify factors which deserite
cammon aspects of different séts of frems, The analysie was based upon the responses of 407 pilots: fems
37,38, 40, and 41 ‘itcms dealing with satisfaction with gpecific serviees provided), and frem 50 (confidence
that a filed flight plan will be handled t:amcﬂy? were axeluded from the analysis beasuse a conshderable
number of pilots did not provide ratings of satisfaction as they did not use the services, A screen test was
used to Rlentify a G-factor solution, which accounted for 43.9% of the common vaclanze In the respanses.
The results are displayed In Table 15, Loadings less than .3 were deleted from the table, Loadings shown
in the table :‘c‘rrcscm the correlations between each variable and each factor. The desceiption of each factor
is;l;)ué‘ de;;c 2nt on the commaon asprets of the variables that have high (positive or negative) correlativng
with that factor.

The first factor appears 1o represent user satisfaction with Montgomary County's services, The ftem that
loads highest on the first factor assesses the exient 10 which the respondent Is generally satisfied with the
performance of the Montgomery County AFSS specialists. Other high-loading jrems deal withs the perceived
sufficieny, accuracy, completéness of the weather bricfings, whether the bricfings are tailored to the user's
needs, the perceived technical competence and courtesy of the briefers, the satisfzetion with Momgome
County AFSS’s weather briefers and seevices, and general satisfaction with all AFSSs. Satisfactiun with
the time required 1@ reach a pilor weather briefer loaded moderately on the first factor. The lem
comparing Montgemery County's services with those provided by other AFSSs had 1 moderate negative
loading ~q this factor,

The second factor appears 1o be defined by redponses deseribing airline transport pllots. “Ihe ftems with
the highest loadings on this factor are the number of hours spent flying jet alreraft, use of the diserete
High Altitude EFAS frequency, number of hours spent making IFR commercial lights, use of 2 private
caompany as a primary weather sourze, and type of pilot. Items having high negative loadings on this
factor included flying single-engine unpressurized alecraft, fiylng VER for personal business or for pleasure,
and flying IFR for pleasure. The amount of ime spent flying IFR for personal business had a moderate
negative loading on this factor.

The third factor appears to be defined by elements associated with commercial pilots. The Hems having
the highest loadings on this factor include: having an IFR rating; the type of pllot; making VER commercial
flights; fying multl-engine pressurized or wnpressurized alreralt or turbocharged aircraft; and number of
hours spent making IFR commercial Nights, ltems with moderate to low loadings include familiarity with
AFSS services, the amount of time spent flying jet aircraft, requesting an abbreviated briefing, and use
of the Fast File system,

The founh factor appears to be related (o the use of the EFAS. The items with highest pesitive loadings
on this factor include: the percentage of fights on which the pilot uses EFAS; use of the EFAS as a
primary weather source; whether or not the pilot identifies the position and altitude when contacting EFAS;
satisfaction with EFAS; and use of an inflight specialist as a primary weather source. ltems with low to
moderate positive loadings include use of the EFAS between 10:00 p.m. and 6:00 a.m., requesting a
standard pilot briefing, and using the HIWAS as a primary weathar source,
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The fifth factor arpears 10 be related to uge of multiple sources to obtaln weather Information, The frems
with the highast loxdings are use of the TWEB, the IVRS, the TIBS, and the HIWAS,  lrems with low
10 moderate positive lowlngs included using AM Weather a5 3 primary weather source, requestin
abbtc}fiz;‘:c% and ‘g‘tlutoo'-: briefings, use of EFAS and an Inflight speetalist as primary weather sources, an
use of the Faxt File,

The sixth factor Is defined by the items dealing with the amount of time it takes to contazt a piloc briefer,
both during periods of “nonsignificant” and “sigoificant™ weathee.  Satisfaction with the amount of time
required 10 contact a brizfer has a high negative loading on this factar, Other ftems having low 10 maderate
positive loadings were use of an Inflight specialist a3 a primary weather source and ﬂym§ VIR and IFR
rawrsonni business. ‘The ftem rating pilot satisfaction with the services provided by all AFSSs had a
moderate negative loading on this factor,

ltem 10, houre flown on & sinals analns nressurized or turbocharged alrcraft; ftem 20, 3¢ of a prefiight
specialist as a primary weather source; ftem 22, use of wlevision, radio, or newspaper reponts as primary
weather sourcas; and item 31, identifying the frequenzy when contacting an Inflight speeialist, did not have
any loadings greater than .3 on any factor,

Repression analvses, While the factor analysis ylelded same interesting results, it is necessary 10 conduet
additional analyses 10 determing the varlables predicting sadsfaction with the services provided by the
Momgome;y ounty AFSS. Several regression analyses were performed. ‘The analyses were conducied
separately for private, commercial, and alrline transport pilots 10 determine if different factors predicted
satisfaction for pilots with different levels of experience and different flying requirements. The purpose
of the repression analysis was to Identify a small pumber of ltems, or prediciars, which sufficiently predict
or aceount for the variance In the pllots’ sarisfaction ratings, the dependent varlables. Ideatification of such

a sctmof] items can informy the facility about which factors affect pilots® satisfaction with the services
provided.

‘Three dependent variables were used for the first set of regression analyses, These were phlots® ratle 29
of 1) satistaction with the performance of Momgcmcg County AFSS specialists (item 51), 2) general
satisfaction with the services provided by Montgomery County AFSS (item 53), and 3) general satisfaction
with the seevices provided by all FAA’s AFSSs (item §4). Because relatdvely few pilots in each group
answered all the questions on the survey, a subset of ftems was chosen to be the predictors for the
regression analyses which used the three dependent variables mentioned above. These included hree
variables which combined information from items deseribing the pilot’s rating and amount of dme spent
making VFR or IFR flights over the last 6 months; ftems 20, 21, 23, 24, and 26 regarding the type of
services used as a primary weather source; items 28 and 29 regarding the type of briefing requested; items
32, 33, 36, and 42 regarding the use of and satlsfaction with the EFAS; item 43, regarding use of the Fast
File system; items 44-49, regarding the perceived competence of speclalists and adcqiuacy of brielings
nrovi ed;rm;d items 15-17, regarding the percelved time to contact a pilot briefer and satisfaction with that
amount of time,

Tables 16-19 show the results of the stepwise regression analyses. The multiple R is the correlation
between the combination of items entered at each step of the stepwise regression analysis and the dependent
variable. R* is the square of the multiple correlation, and reflects the percentage of variance in the
dependent variable that is accounted for by the combination of independent or predictor vasiables. R’

L T ‘gwis the change in the percentage of variance accounted for which resulted from adding an additional
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varfable @ the set of predictors. Betas are the standardized pegressiun eoefflaients which reflect the relative

lg:romncc of the independent variables In predicting the dependent variable, In the presence of the ather

independent vaciables. The pantisl correlation Is the correlation Letween each independent variable and the

dependent vaclable when the effects of the other Independent variables have been removed. ‘This statistic

gmvglé:s an csi(!g;zxc of the relative imponance of the independent varlables in isolation In predicting the
ependent varlable.

Table 16 shows the results of the analysls using item 51, satisfaction with the performance of Momgcmc?
County AFSS specialists, as 3 dependent vaciable. For all three groups of pilots, ratings on items 43, 48,
and 49 (To what exient do you feel that Monigomery Ceunty briefers [45) appear 10 be technically
tompetent, (45) provide you with a weather briefing that Is sufficient to allow you to plan your flight, [49]
tallor their weather belefings 10 meet your specific needs) predicted satisfaction with the specialists.  For
private pilots, ftem 23 (use of a private weather company 33 3 primary weather source) was Inversely
related to satisfaction vith Montgomery County specialists,

TABLE 16
REGRESSION ANALYSES !’RIEII)!C‘ TING PILOT SATISFALTION
DEPENDENT VARIABLE 11 SATISFACTION WITH MONTGOMERY COUNTY SPECIALISTS

PRIVATE PILOTS (N=195)

. Partial
Bt ligm & Multiple R R Richangs  Bea
1 43 .67 A5 45 29 31
2 45 a5 57 J2 .33 .39
3 49 .78 0 03 29 34
4 23 9 .61 01 =12 =20
COMMERCIAL PILOTS (N=150)
. . Partial
S Muldi R. Richange  Bela
| 48 4 35 .55 .40 4l
2 45 NE .62 .07 26 .30
3 49 81 .65 .03 25 29
AIRLINE TRANSPORT PILOTS (N=122)
: . Partial
Siep Iiem # Multiple R R Richange  Bela i
| 49 04 A1 41 37 41
2 48 a2 52 J1 .29 v
3 45 a5 56 04 24 27
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Table 17 shows tow results of the analysis using ftem 3, general satisfaztion with the seevices provided
by Montzomery County AFSS, 83 a dependent vaciable, For all three groups of pilows, ratings on item
17, satisfaction with the amount of time required to contact 2 pilot briefer, was predictive of satisfaction
with the seevices provided by the facllity.  However, each type of pilat differed in the other variables
which predicied satisfaction.  For private pilots, the perceived technlcal competence of the briefers and
the degree to which briefers wailored thelr briefings 10 the needs of the pilot also predictad satsfaction.
For commearcial pllots, the extent to which briefees provided a briefing that was sufficlent to pian the flight
and the pereeived technlical competence of the briefers also predicted satisfaction.  For alrline transpont
pllots, the accuracy of the brielings and the degree 1o which briefers tailored thelr bricfings 10 the needs
of the pilot also predicted satisfaction.

TADLE 17

REGRESSION ANALYSES PREDICTING PILOT SATISFACTION

DEPENDENT VARIABLE 2: GENERAL SATISFACTION WITH SERVICES
PROVIDED DY MONTGOMERY COUNTY AFSS

PRIVATE PILOTS (N=195)

. Partial
10 Multple R RL Rlichange Dota  Corrslaton
1 45 58 34 34 42 Al
2 49 .02 39 .05 24 25
3 17 64 ol 02 16 20
COMMERCIAL PILOTS (N=150)
. , Partial
Step Lem 4 Muldple R R Righanpe  Beta  Correlation
1 48 .03 40 A0 k] 33
2 17 .68 A7 07 26 .33
3 45 2 .52 .05 iy 32
AIRLINE TRANSPORT PILOTS (N=122)
Pantial
Step Multiple R R Richange  Bewn  Correlation
1 49 52 27 27 23 .27
2 46 .60 36 0 35 .38
3 17 66 44 .08 .30 35
25
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Tabhy 18 shews the resulis of the analysis vsing frem 54, general satisfaction with the services ?mvlded
by all FAA's AFSSS, as a dependent variable, -or all three groups of pilois, ratings on jtem 49, e extent
1 which briefers tailored their briefings 1o the needs of the pilot, were predictive of satisfaction with all
AFSSs. For pevze pllats, he amount of tme required to contaet a pilot bricfer during times of
“significant™ weather was inversely related to satisfaction (sugzesting that the Jess time they perceived was
required to contact & pilot weather briefer, the more Bkely they were 1o be satisfied with services provided
by all ABSSs), and frem 43, the perecived technical competence of the briefers, was positively related fo
sasfacuan, Fur commercial plots, the percelved aceuracy of the briefings was the only ather frem found
fo be predizttae of satisfaction with all AFSSs. Por alrling tranzport piless, tha amount of Ume requird
1o contact a pilat briefer during times of “significant® weather was the only other frem found 1o be related
to satisfaction, snd iis relationship was inverse,

TABLE 18
REGRESSION ANALYSES P:!EDIC TING PILOT SATISFACTION
DEPENDENT VARIADLE 3: GENERAL SATISFACTION WITH SERVICES
PROVIDED BY ALL FAA'S AFSSs

PRIVATE PILOTS (N=195)

Partial
sten ligm 4 Muliiple R R Richange Do Coreelaion
| 15 3 g9 19 .28 27
2 ! A9 24 .05 =21 .24
3 49 .53 28 04 25 k]
COMMERCIAL PILOTS (N=150)
. . Partial
Sien em ¥ Multple R RS Richange Dotz saweshiion
1 ) K1l 26 .26 25 34
2 16 .56 i .05 J8 27
AIRLINE TRANSPORT PILOTS (N=122)
. . , Partial
Siep Multiple R RL Richaoge Bata G
1 16 43 19 19 -38 41
2 49 .53 28 .09 K11 33

Table 19 shows the results of anather regression analysis conducted using item 42, satisfaction with EFAS,
as a dependent varlable.  This analysis utilized a different set of predictor variables: 3 items about the
pilet’s rating and type of flights made over the last 6 months; items 20, 21, 23, 24, and 26, regarding the
type of services used as a primary weather source; items 28 and 29, regarding the type of briefing
requested; items 31, 32, 33, 34, 35, and 36, regarding the use of the EFAS; ltem 43, regarding use of the
Fast File system; items 44-49, regarding the perceived competence of specialists and adequacy of briefings
providcd;raqd items 15-17, regarding the perceived time to contact a pilot briefer and satisfaction with that
amount of time.
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Results of the regression analyses sugpasied that the same frems predicied satisfaction with BFAS for bath
ggmc and commercial pilots, but a differeat set of ltems was predictive for alrline teansport pilats. For

t private and commarcial pilots, ftems 32 (on what percent of your Qlights do you use the EFAS) and
frem 43 (the extent to which Montgomery County AFSS speclalisis appear technically competent) were
sufficient 1o prediet satisfacdon with the EFAS. For alrline transport pilots, ftem 34 (on what pereent of
your fighis do you identify your pasition upon contadting BFAS), ftem 36 (on what pervent of your Rights
do you use the diserete High Altinda BEAS frequency), and ftem 48 (o what extent do you feel that
Montgomery County AFSS specialists provide you with a weather briefing that is sufficient to allow you
to plan your fight) were sufficient 1o pradict satisfaction with BEAS,

TABLE 19
REGRESSION ANALYSES !’{{EDIC' TING PILOT SATISFACTION
DEPENDENT VARIABLE &1 SATISFACTION WITH EPFAS

PRIVATE PILOTS (N=183)

Partial
Siep ligm & Multipls R RL Richange  Ikra  Coreelaon
] 32 23 .05 .05 .25 \25
2 45 3 BT .06 23 e Xt
COMMERCIAL PILOTS (Nm149)
. . Partial
. Sun ligm X Muliple R R: Richange  Ben  Coreglyion
] 32 A1 47 17 40 Al
2 45 A7 22 .05 24 26
AIRLINE TRANSPORT PILOTS (N=118)
) Partial
Sigp Jiem ¥ Mulipls R R Richange  DBeaa  Coreelation
1 KE] Kk} .10 .10 .28 L)
2 48 A4 19 .09 .30 A2
3 36 A9 24 .05 2 24

For these regression analyses, examination of the multiple correlaticns and squared multiple correlations
shows that the dependent variable predicied best by the other questions on the survey was “satisfaction
with the performance of the briefers™ (Table 16); next was "satisfaction with the sarvices provided by
Montgomery County AFSS” (Table 17). The effectivaness of the prediction Is assessed by examining the
squared multiple correlations, which measure the proportion of variance in the dependent variable accounted
for by the predictors. Because of the magnitude of the squared multiple correlations, it is apparent that the
items on the survey did not predict satisfaction with the services provided by all AFSSs as well as they
predicted satisfaction with Montgomery County's services. However, this result is expected, because the
ttems specifically addressed Montgomery County’s operations and not the operations of other AFSSs.
Furthermore, prediction of satisfaction with EFAS was relatively inefficient; apparently, factors other than
those measured by the items in the survey also affected pilots’ satisfaction with EFAS,




Rilor comments

‘Iwo hundred and ninety-threa pilots submitted comment sheets with thelr response sheats,  From these,
548 different comments were coded from the written materials submitted by the respondents.  Student pilot
comments wer2 climinated from the statistical analysis of the comment categorizations because, as
mentioned earlier, the student pilots® respunses could not be generslized to the population of student pifots.
On¢ hundred and fifty-fous (28%) of the comments were neutral, 190 (35%) were positive, snd 204 (37%)
were nigative,

Table 20 shows the number and percentage of positive, negative, and neutral comments made h{ type of
pilot certificate held, Individual ehi square statiatics were computed 10 compare the proportions of pasitive
and negative comments made by each type of pilot, The ~aly significant difterence revenled by the analyses
was that private pllots were s(l)%nmc:muy moare likely to make positive comments than were awrline transport
pilotz {X°(1) = 18.2, p < .001).

TABLE 20
TYPE OF COMMENT BY PILOT CERTIFICATE
MOST ADVANCED CERTIFICATE HELD
PRIVATE  COMMERCIAL  AIRLINE
PILOT PILOT TRANSPOR'C
PILOT
N % N &% H ®

TYPE OF COMMENT

NEUTRAL § 240% 52 L% 44 26.5%
POSITIVE 82 448% 51 ALI% 40 24.1%
NEGATIVE 57 3L1% 61 31.2% 82 49.4%

Appendix K shows the number and percentage of specific types of comments made b(y pilots holding cach
type of certificate.  No additional analyses were conducted to compare the types of comments made by
each type of pilot. To assist the reader in appreciating the types of comments made by the pilots, Appendix
L contains several “typlcal” examples for each category of commants.

| W omments and_satisfagtion,  Statistical analyses were conducted to assess the
relationship between the type of comments made by pilots and the level of satisfaction they expressed with
different aspects of the performance of the Montgomery County and other AFSSs. The percsntage of
poslinve, nagative, and neutral comments, as compared with the total number of comments provided, was
computed, A Spearman rho correlation coefficient was then computed between this number and cach
pilot’s response to items 51, 53, 54, and 55, which dealt with satisfaction with various aspects of AFSS
Pcrformancc. (Note that while low numbers reflect low levels of satisfaction for items 51, 53, and 34,
‘ow numbers reflect high lavels of satisfaction for item 55. This explains the difference in signs for some
of the correlation coefficients.) The results for each group of pilots are shown in Tables 21-23,

For each type of pilot, the percentage of negative comments had a significant negative correlation with the
degree to which they were satisfied with the services provided by the Monigomery County and other
AFSSs. For private and commercial pilots, the percentage of negative comments was also significantly
related to their rating of the Montgomery County AFSS as compared with other AFSSs, but the relationship
was not statistically significant for airline transport pilots,

For airline transport pilots, the percentage of positive comments made was positively correlated with their
satisfaction with Montgomery County and other AFSSs. The percentage of commercial pilots® positive
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comments wag only correlated with thelr satsfaction with Montgomery County AFSS specialists, and the
services provided by all AFSSs, while the percentage of private pilots® positive comments was only
si‘gnmcam!y carrclated with their satisfaction with all AFSSs. For no group of pilots was the percentage
Oi sl{x}lvc Roipsagtcms significantly correlated with thelr rating of Montgomery County AFSS as compared
with other AFSSs.

The pereentage of neutral comments made had a significant positive correlation with private and commareial
pilots* satisfaction with the secvices provided by Montgomery County, but not other AFSSs, and with thelr
rating of the serviees provided by Montgomery County AFSS as compared with other AFSSs. However,
the percentage of neutral comments made by airline transport pilots was not statistically related to their
satisfaction with AFSS services.

TABLE 21
CORRELATIONS BETWEEN TYPE OF COMMENTS
AND PILOT SATISFACTION
FOR PRIVATE PILOTS

ITEM NUMBER
TYPE OF COMMENTS st 53 34 55

PERCENT POSITIVA, 12 .06 27 12
PERCENT NEGATIVE <29 =40 -d20 a1
PERCENT NEUTRAL A0 33 .22 =42

* Statistieally significant at p < =,01

TABLE 22
CORRELATIONS BETWEEN TYPE OF COMMENTS
AND PILOT SATISFACTION
FOR COMMERCIAL PILOTS

ITEM NUMBER
TYPE OF COMMENTS 51 53 54 55

PERCENT POSITIVE A3 .2 .30 .00
PERCENT NEGATIVE =33*  -d46*  -45¢ 29
PERCENT NEUTRAL ) L R 24 40"

* Statistically significant at p < =.01

TABLE 23
CORRELATIONS BETWEEN TYPE OF COMMENTS
AND PILOT SATISFACTION
FOR AIRLINE TRANSPCRT PILOTS

ITEM NUMBER
TYPE OF COMMENTS 51 53 54 55
PERCENT POSITIVE 46%  44* 25 <07

PERCENT NEGATIVE -40*  -40% . 36* .06
PERCENT NEUTRAL -06 -.00 19 -.05

* Statistically significant at p <=.01
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DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

The results of this Survey provide important information to the Montgoniry County AFSS 1o allow them
10 target thelr activitles toward Increasing usee familiarity with thelr services, and improving services that
(»ilots perceive to be deficient. These results should also be noted by FAA management officlals fn

‘ashingion Headquarters who are interested In assessing user satisfaction with FAA services, While these
results can only be generalized to one specific AFSS, the areas of dissatisfaction and concerns  spressed
may be applicable to other AFSSs.

This project identified a number of ways in which this survey should be improved if it wers to be used
to assess pilot satisfaction with AFSS scevices on a national level,  Fiest, the lack of response of stdent
iilots to the survey is of concern. Student pilots comprise the segment of the X“m po‘fmhﬂon likely to be
cast familiar with AFSS servizes, ‘Their Klentification of problem areas could provide valaable feedback
to ald APSS facilities In Improving or better describing thelr services, Future efforts 10 suevey pilots
should Identify other ways 1o contact pllots than using the Alrmen Directory file, Second, a future survey
should expand the seztion on the use of private weather services to identify what type of private scevices
are preferred by pilots, Use of and satisfaction with DUAT should also be addressed by 2 future suevey.
‘Third, questions on a future survey should be revised In light of problems experienced with the present
survey, For example, the questions dealing with use of specific services as a “primsry weather source®
should be revised o address the percentage of flights for which the services are used. The seetions dealing
with number of hours during which specific types of flights were made and specific types of aleeralt were
flown could be compressed,

The results of this survey suggest that pllots appear 10 be very satisfied with the performance of the
specialists at the Montgomery County AFSS, and slightly less satisfied with the services provided by the
facility., More pllots were satisfied with the services provided by Monigomery County AFSS than were
satisfied with the services provided by other AFSSs. Privawe !ﬂloxs were more satisfied with mast of the
s?cciﬁc sarvices provided, amd were more likely to make positive comments about the services, than were
alline transport pilots.

Private pilots were less familiar with the services provided than were other types of pllots. However, maost
pilots, regardless of familiarity, expressed an interest In learning more about the services provided by the
facility. Over 60% expressed an interest in receiving information by mail, another 12% indlcatzd an
interest fn meeting to discuss optimal utilization of the AFSS system, and another 10% expressed Interest
in taking a tour of the facllity, Facility actions 10 Increase awareness of services provided, as well as
system limitations, can only serve o improve communications between pilots and AFSS specialists,

The satisfaction levels reported by respondents to this survey compare very favorably with those of another
survey of users of the services provided by FAA Alrworthiness Inspectors (Schroeder, Collins, and Dollar,
1987). While 96% of the private, commercial, and airline transport pilots responding to this survey were
moderately to greatly satisfied with the performance of Monigomery County AFSS specialists, only about
85% of the users in the aforementioned survey were similarly satisfied with the performance of their
assigned alrworthiness inspectors. In fact, the 96% level of satisfaction exceeds reported satisfaction levels
of users with the performance of the following types of professionals, for cxample, veterinarians (91%),
income tax preparers (88%), medical doctors and nurses in offices or homes (81%), and lawyers (79%)
(Day and Bodur, 1977).

The analyses conducted using pilots® responses to the survey showed that ratings of satisfaction with both
the Montgomery Coumr AFSS specialists and the services provided by the facility could be predicted by
responses to items dealing with the specialists® perceived technical competence, the perceived sufficiency
and accuracy of the weather briefings, and the degree to which the briefer tailored the briefing to fit the
needs of the pilot. ‘Thus, the pilots' perceptions of how the briefers do their jobs is very important in
affecting their ratings of satisfaction with the services pravided. While the survey did not address specific
aspects of briefer performance, an examination of the comments may provide examples of specific incidents
that may influence a pilot's perceptions of good or poor performance,
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A significant acea of dissatisfaction 1o pilots was the amount of time pilots pereeived was required 1o reach
a pliot bricfer. Not only was thelr satisfaction with that amount of time correlated with their satisfaction
with other services provided by the AESS, but the amount of time that pilots reported was required 1©
contact a pHot briefer during periods of “significant”™ weather was among the top three predictors (negative)
of private and alrline transport pllots® satisfaction with all AFSSs. A high pcrccmagc of private amd aitline
transport pilots® negative comments also dealy with this fssue, In fact, 7 pilots (§ were aitline transpant
gllou) indicated that they were willing 10 g0 without a briefing if it took 100 long (o contact a pilot bricfer,

uch comments should highlight this area as a significant safety concern that should be addressed by
facility, reglonal, and FAA Headquarters management,
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APPENDIX A

US Oupsorvrand Ma o Morsprcy 0o Bas 282

of PONOOHONON Aot AT enty Ergodms Koy Cughama Pivy
federel Avistien

Adminiviretion AN-500

Members of the Aviatian Community:

In order to assure that the needs of the flying public are being met and
provide you with {mproved services, the Montgomery County Automated Flight
Service Station i3 saeking a beller understanding of your thoughts and
perceptions concerning their sarvices. To dccomplish this goal, we are
asking you to complete the enclosed questionnaire, entitied "Pilot Views
of Montgomery County, Texas, Aulcested FSS Services.” This questionnafre
has been anproved by the Office of Mangoment and Budget, and has been
given an OMB Approval Nushar of 2120-0537.

You are ons of 3 randem sample of pilots selected from the 32 counly
flight plan srea of the Montgomery County AFSS. Since only a smal) number
of pilots wili receive this survey, it is very Important that you complete
and retuen it. Your opinjeas will be cerbined with those of the others in
the sample j0 represent the thoughts and fealings of all pilots withia the
Mantgzezry County AFSS flight plan area.

The questions {n  the survey cover fitems about your utilization and
satisfaction with particular services provided by the Montgomery County
AFSS, as well a3 your perceptions of the courtesy and competence of the
facility's specialists. Your responses will assist the AFSS in meeting
Jts safety and secvice abjzctives.

Please be assured that your responses will remain anonvmous. The mailing,
203lysis of the rasults, ana production of the report are being conductad
by reseacchers at the FAA'S Civil Agrcmedicd) Institute (CAMI), not by
erployees of the Montgemery County AFSS. At CAMI, your responses will be
machine-scored, and only sunrarizad results-=KOT INDIVIDUAL ANSWERS~-will
be provided back to the facilily. You may notice that each answes sheet
contains a code nurher. The fusher will be used to identify those who do
not riturn their suevey within 3 weeks, so that a Tollow-up reminder
letter and another copy of the survey can be malled to them from CAMI.
After the response sheets are returned, the forms will be machine-scanned
:gd éhg cgg: nmber and all identifying information will be removed from
¢ data file.

When you are reddy to return the survey, please enclose only the answer
sheet 2'gng with the cemrnt sheet and the sheet requesting additional
iair N (17 you torpleted the 125C WO pages). These should be mailed
10 setura envelepe provided In  the packet. Please 0D KOT staple
at ,eng to the corputer-scannable respense sheet., You do not need to
return the questionnaire to us, just the response sheets.

We need to begin amylyzing the responses as soon as possible, so we are
asking you to take the time to cerplete the survey, today if possible, and
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return it in tha enclosed return envelope, If we do not receive the
survey within J weeks, we will send out a reminder letter along with

another copy of the survey.
¥hen the final repoct has been prepared, 1t will be made avaflable to the

public. We would appreciate ydur participation and assure you that your
responses and comments will be givea careful consideration.

Sincerely,
N } > . [
( ,d’-"i"( "4 7/15""“\-7'%-5

Carol A. Minning, Ph.D.
Supervisor, Training Systems Saction
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OM3 Approval Number 2120-Ubs/

PILOT VIEWS OF MONTGOMERY COUNTY, TEXAS, AUTOMATED FSS SERVICES

1. What s the most advanced pllot certificate that you hold?
1. Student piiak

b. Private piiut

¢. Commercial pligt

d. Afriine transport pliot

€. U0 you nave an instrument rating?
a.
b, Yes, for alrplane

¢. Yes, for rotorcraft

d. Yes, for both airplane and rotorcrart

DURING THE {437 & MONTHS, ABOUT HOW MANY KOURS

PER MONTH D33 XOU FLY: MORE THAN 100 HOURSwewmmww- +
51~100 HOURS==eennanvan +
26-50 HOURS=wemmmmaunm-
1125 HOURS=wmamuunn
5=10 HOURS==euwunn

1-4 HOURS=mm=mmumn +

HO HOURS===mwmne. ¢ I
3. VFR for personal business L 8 E F 6
4. IFR for personal business A B C D E F G
5. VYFR for pleasure A B C 0 E F €
6. IFR fur pleasure A B C D E F 6
7. VER comercial flights ifor hire) A B C D E F G
8, IFR cesmareial flights (for hire) AOB €C 0 E F G

DURING THE LASY 6 MONTHS, ABOUT HOW MANY HOURS
PER MONTH OID YOU FLY:

MORE THAN 100 HOURS~wwnm=mmns
51-100 HOURS=~=mmmancan
26-50 HOURSw=meanmmmas
11-25 HOURS=nmmuuun
5«10 HOURS=eecemnm= +
1=4 HOURS==mmacnax +
RO ROURS=mmmmmn= i

9. Single-engine unpressurized aireraft & B 0 G
10. Single-engine pressurized or turbacharged aircraft A B C 0 E F G
11. Muiti-engine unprassurized atrcraft A B8 C D E F G
12. Hulti-engine pressurized or turbocharged africsft 4 B € D E F G
13. Turbo-prop aircraft A 8 ¢ 0 E F G
14. Jet alreraft & 5 C 0D E F G

15, Duricg periods of nonsignificant weather, when you call Montgomery County AFSS for &

pilot weather briefing, about how long does it typically take before a briefer answers
the telephone?

&. 1 do not use this service

b. less than 1 minute

¢. 1-3 minutes

d. More than 3 and less than 5 minutes
e. 5 minutes or more .
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16. During periods of significant weather, when you call Hontgemery Counly AFSS for a
gi\o% ?eaﬁher?bric!ing, about how lang does it typlically take before 3 briefer answers
he telephone

a. 1 do not use this service

b, Lexg than | minute

€. 1-3 ninutes

d. Hore than 3 ang less than § minutes
¢. 5 ninutes or mare

17. How acceptable do you find ths amaunt of time 1t takes for you to contad.
3 pilot weather hricfer at the Montgomery County AFSS?

3. Not at an}

b. To a limited extent

¢. Yo a modarate oxtand

d. Yo 3 considerable extent
¢. To a great extent

0N WHAT PERCENTAGE OF YOUR FLIGHTS D0 YOU USE ARY OF
THE FOLLOWIRG AS YOUR PRIMARY WEATHER SOURCE: 00 K0T USE
i ‘l‘ wensarReeswmend

MORE THAN 75% OF MY FLIGHTS-wmsmmmummmnad

8)75% OF MY FLIGHTS=wsmanmnuan
= ]

18. the Telephone Informstion Briefing System (T185)?

19. the Interim Voice Response System {IVRS)? A B C D €
20. an FAA Automated Fligat Secvice Station (AFSS) A B C D E

prefiight speciaiist?

21. the AM Heather television show on P8S? A B C 0 E
22. television, radio station, or aswspaper report? A B C 0 E
23, 3 private company? A B € D E
24. 1 FM Flight Service Station (FSS) inflight speclalist? A B C D E
25. the Transcribed Weather Broadcast (TWEB) on the GLS o~ NDB? A B € D E
26. the Hazardous Inflight Heather Advisory Service (HIWAS)? A B ¢ b E
27. En route Flight Advisory Service or “Flight Watch® (EFAS)? A B C D E
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KHEN CONTACTING A MONTGOMERY COUNTY AFSS PILOT KEATHER ORIEFER,
WHAT PERCENTAGE OF THE TVIME 0O YOU ASK FOR:

00 HOT USEwmenmumaneanns
MORE THAN 75% OF THE TIME=smwwnemnnn -
51»75% OF THE YTIMEwecuncanune
26-50% OF THE TlHE----------T [
25% QR LESS OF THE TIMEmmmunt

28. A standard pilot weather briefing?
29. An atbreviated weather hriefing? A B
30. An outleook briefing? A B

0N WHAT PERCENTAGE OF YOUR FLIGHTS 00 YOU:

TN IV £ vy oot

€3 £ oo
00 O

00 ROT USEmmmammmmnnns -+
MORE THAN 75% OF THE JIHE«mssnanenvas
§51=75% OF THE TIME=wenvanewns
26-50% OF THE TIME=wmmmmawant
25% OR LESS OF THE TIMEwwn-- + |
B E

e E

31. ldentify your frequency whan contacting an AFSS !
inflight specialist? A
A

32. Usc the Enroute Flight Advisory Service (EFAS)?

33. Use EFAS between the hours of 10:00 p.m. and
6:00 a.m. local time?

3

34. ldentify your position upon contacting EFAS?
3s. Identify your altitude upon contacting EFAS?
36, Use the discrete High Altitude EFAS frequeney?
TO WHAT EXTENT ARE YOU SATISFIED WITH:

> > > >
o o T o
[y BN+ I v B 2 ]
o o ©
m m m m

HAVE HOT USED=»=== -
T0 A GREAT EXTENT=mwwue +

TO A CONSIDERABLE EXTENT===n- +

TO A MODERATE EXTENT=-~=-+

T0 A LIMITED EXTENT---

ROT AT ALL--+ I

c
¢
¢
c
c

37. the Telephone Information Briefing System (TIBS)?

pom—

38. the Interim Voice Response System (IVRS)?
39, Montgemery County FAA AFSS weather briefers?

41. the Hazardous Inflight Weatizr Advisory Service (HIWAS)?

M M M M M Meeee }

o o o o o o
m m m m M m

A
A
40. the Transcribed Weather Broadcast (TWEB)? A
A
A

w o O O «

42. En Route Flight Advisory Service or “Flight Watch" (EFAS)?
AS




43. For what percentage of your flights do you use the
"fast file" system to file flight plans?
{a) 25% or less
b) 26 to 50%
t) 51 to 75%
d) More than 75%
t) Have not used

TO WHAY EXTERT 00 YOU FEEL THAT MONTGOMERY COUNTY AFSS SPECIALISTS:
HAVE NOT USED
TO A GREAT EXTENT

70 A CONSIDERABLE EXTENT==m=w=
10 A MODERATE EXTENT~==-
10 A LIMITED EXTENT=w-

HOT AT ALL--T

44, are courteous in the conduct of thelir duties?

45, appear to be technically competent fn the conduct
of their duties?

46. provide accurate weather briefings?

47. provide complete weather briefings?

48. provide you with a weather beiefing that is sufficient

to allow you to plan your flight?

49, tailor their weather briefings to meet your specific

needs?
T0 WHAT EXTENT ARE YOU:

A

HAVE NOT USED

TO A GREAT EXTENT=wwww-
70 A CONSIDERABLE EXTENT
TO A MODERATE EXTENT=~--

|

TO A LIMITED EXTENT-~--4
HOT AT ALL--T

50. confident that a flight plan that you file with
Montgomery County AFSS will be handled corcectly?

51. generally satisfied with the performance of Montgomery

County AFSS specialists?

52. familiar with the services provided by Montgomery
County AFSS specialists?

53. generally satisfied with the services provided by the

Montgomery County Automated Fiight Service Station?

54. generally satisfied with the services provided by all

the FAA's Automated Flight Service Stations?

A6

|

¢

|

-------




55. How would you rate the services provided by the Montgomery County Automated
Fiight Service Station as compared with other currently operating Automated
Flight Service Stations that you have contacted?

2, Much better than others.

b. Somewhat better than others.
¢. About the same as others.

d. Somewhat worse than others.
e. Much worse than others.

56. Would you be interested in recefving additional information on AFSS
services?

a. ! feel that I am already sufficiently informed about AFSS services
b, gould légg to receive information by mail on the range of services provided
Yy an AFSS.

. Hou{d be interested in attending a meeting on how best to utilize the AFSS
system,
d. Would be interested in touring the facility.
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REQUESY FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

If you would be intcrested in receiving more information about the services provided
by the Montgomery County AFSS, please circle the letter next to the response below
that best describes the typa of i{nformation you d*<ire. Then write your name and
address on the bottom of this page and, if approprew.y, Vist any specific information
you would 1ike to receive. Enclose the page with your computer-scannable response
sheet in the return envelope. Please 00 NOT staplu the pages together. This page
will be separated from your response sheet and sent to employeds of the Montgomery
Cguggy fAF??it Those completing this page will soon be contacted by a representative
of the facivity.

a. §ould iégg to recelve information by mail on the range of services provided
yan e

b. Hould be interested in attending a meeting on how best to utilize the AFSS
system.

c. Would be interested in touring the facility.
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AFPENDIX B

RESULTS OF CHI SQUARE ANALYSES COMPARING

Jsm descrntion

VER for personal

business

IFR for personal

business

VIR for pleasure

IFR for pleasura

VIR Commercial

JFR Commercial

Single engine
unpressurized

Single engine
pressurized or
turbocharged

Multl-engine
unpressurized

Muld-engine
pressurized or
wrbocharged
Turbo-prop

Jet

Cemparlson X (fwl)

PRI vs. COM
PRI vs. ATP
COM vs, ATP

PRI vs, COM
PRI vs, ATP
COM vs, ATP

PRI vs, COM
PRI vs, ATP
COM vs, ATP

PR] vs, COM
PRI vs. ATP
COM vs, ATP
COM vs. ATP
COM vs, ATP
PRI vs, COM
PRI vs, ATP
COM vs, ATP
PRI vs, COM
PRI vs, ATP
COM vs, ATP
PRI vs, COM
PRI vs. ATP
COM vs, ATP
PRI vs, COM
PRI vs, ATP
COM vs. ATP
COM vs, ATP

COM vs. ATP
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APFENDIX C

RESULTS OF CHI SQUARE ANALYSES COMPARING USE OF
PARTICULAR FSS SERVICES FOR 3 PILOT GROUPS

USED VS. DIDN'T USE

Irem description
TIBS

IVRS

AFSS Preflight
specialist

AM Weather show
TV, radio, ¢l¢,
Private weather
service

AFSS Inflight
specialist
TWEB

HIWAS

EFAS

Comparison X (df=1)

PRI vs, COM
PRI vs, ATP
COM vs, ATP

PRI vs, COM
PRI vs, ATP
COM vs, ATP

PRI vs, COM
PRI vs. ATP
COM vs, ATP

PRI vs. COM
PRI vs, ATP
COM vs, ATP

PRI vs, COM
PRI vs, ATP
COM vs, ATP

PRI vs, COM
PRI vs, ATP
COM vs, ATP

PRI vs. COM
PRI vs, ATP
COM vs, ATP

PRI vs, COM
PRI vs. ATP
COM vs, ATP

PRI vs. COM
PRI vz, ATP
COM vs, ATP

PRI vs. COM

PRI vs. ATP
COM vs, ATP
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APPENDIX D

RESULTS OF CHI SQUARE ANALYSES COMPARING FREQUENCY OF
USE OF PARTICULAR F'SS SERVICES FOR 3 PILOT GROUPS

USED MORE OR LESS THAN 50% OF THE TIME

TIBS PRI vs, COM 9.8 002
PRI vs. ATP 15.6 001 =
COM vy, ATP 1.8 >.15
IVRS PRI vs. COM .5 > .45
PRI vs, ATP .0 >N
COM vs, ATP A >.50
AFSS Preflight PRL vs. COM 0 >.9%)
specialist PRI vs, ATP ] > .45
COM vs, ATP 3 >.55
AM Weather show PRI vi. COM 3.6 .06
PRI vs, ATP $.2 03
COM vs, ATP 2 >.60
TV, radio, ¢te. PRI vs. COM 8 >.35
PRI v3. ATP 33 07
COM vs, ATP 1.0 >.30
Private weather PRI vs, COM 131] 001 =
service PRI vs, ATP 45.6 001
COM vs, ATP 15.3 001 =
AFSS Inflight PRI vs. COM 3 >.55
specialist PRI vs, ATP 3 >.60
COM vs, ATP 0 >N
TWEB PRI vs, COM 2 >.65
PRI vs, ATP 3.2 .08
COM vs, ATP 1.9 >.15
HIWAS PR} vs. COM 0 >.90
PRI vs, ATP .8 >.35
COM vs, ATP g >.35
EFAS PRI vs. COM N >.70
PRI vs, ATP 25 >.10
COM vs, ATP 1.4 >.20
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APPENDIX E

RESULTS OF CHI SQUARE ANALYSES COMPARING FREQUENCY OF REQUESTING
DIFFERENT TYPES OF PILOT WEATHER BRIEFINGS FOR 3 PILOT GROUPS

liem description Comparison X2 (df=1 —D
Standard PRI vs, COM 6.4 02
. PRI vs, ATP 312 001 =
COM vs, ATP 8.8 002 »
Abbreviated PRI vs, COM 9 >0
PRI vs. ATP A >.70
COM vs, ATP 3 >.55
Outlook PRI vs, COM 11 >.25
PRI vs, ATP 15.3 001 *
COM vs, ATP 7.6 006+
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APPENDIX F

RESULTS OF CHI SQUARE ANALYSES COMPARING PERCEIVED
TIME TO REACH A PILOT WEATHER BRIEFER FOR 3 PILOT GROUPS

liem dgscription Comparisen X (df=1) —D

In "nonsignificant” PRI vs, COM 1.2 >.15

weather PRI vs. ATP 13,6 001 »
COM vs, ATP 4.5 O4

In "significant” PRI vs, COM 18.9 001 =

weather PRI vs, ATP 41.6 00t -
COM vs, ATP 5.4 .02
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APPENDIN G

RESULTS OF CHI SQUARE ANALYSES COMPARING FREQUENCY OF UTILIZING
EFAS AND PROVIDING IDENTIFYING INFORMATION FOR 3 PILOT GROUPS

liem description Compacison X2 (=1 —b
Identify frequency PRI vs, COM 4.1 03
when contact PRI vs, ATP 1.8 >.05
inflight specialist COM vs, ATP o >.50
Use EFAS PR! vs. COM .6 > .40
PRI vs. ATP 1.6 >.20
COM vs, ATP J >.60
Use EFAS between PRI vs, COM 19.6 001 =
10,00 p.m, and PRI vs. ATP 328 001 -
6:00 a.m. COM vs. ATP 1.9 >.15
Identify position PRI vs. COM 2.1 A5
when comact EFAS PRI vs. ATP J >.40
COM vs. ATP 3 >.55
Identify altitude PRI vs, COM 1.1 >.25
when contact EFAS PRI vs. ATP ) > .45
COM vs. ATP . >.75
Use discrete High PRI vs. COM 26.1 001 *
Altitude EFAS PRI vs. ATP 151.8 001 =
Fregquency COM vs, ATP 55.1 001 =
Use Fast File PRI vs, COM 6.7 .0l=*
PRI vs, ATP 12,6 001*
COM vs, ATP 9 >.30

Gl




APPENDIX H

RESULTS OF CHI SQUARE ANALYSES COMPARING REPORTED
SATISFACTION WITH SPECIFIC AFSS SERVICES FOR 3 PILOT GROUPS

Iiem desceiption

Time 0 reach
llot weather
riefer

TIBS

IVRS

Montgomery County
‘AFSS weather
briefers

TWEB

HIWAS

EFAS

Comparisen X (df=1) -
PRI vs. COM 14,1 001
PRI vs, ATP 30.9 001
COM vs, ATP 3.5 07
PRI vs. COM 9 >.30
PRI vs, ATP 13.4 001 *
COM vi, ATP 5.9 02
PRI vs, COM 2 >.60
PRI vs, ATP 1.6 006 »
COM vs, ATP 5.2 03
PRI vs, COM 3.6 06
PRI vs. ATP 1.3 007 «
COM vs, ATP J >.40
PRI vs, COM K| >.50
PRI vs. ATP 7.6 006 *
COM vs, ATP 4.2 4
PRI vs, COM .0 >.95
PRI vs. ATP N > 40
COM vs, ATP .6 > .40
PRI vs, COM 2 >.60
PRI vs, ATP WA >.70
COM vs, ATP .6 > 40
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APPENDIX |

RESULTS OF CHI SQUARE ANALYSES COMPARING REPORTED
SATISFACTION WITH SPECIALIST PERFORMANCE FOR 3 PILOT GROUPS

To what extent do you feel that Monigomery County AFSS specialists:

liwm description Comparison X tdf=1) —_
are courteous PRI vs. COM .6 > .45
PRI vs, ATP 1.0 >.30
COM vs. ATP . >80
appear wechnically PRI vs. COM 6.1 02
competent PRI vs, ATP 1.0 >.30
COM vs, ATP 1.6 >.20
provide accurate PRI vs, COM 2.7 ,10
weather briefings PRI vs. ATP 3.0 A0
COM vs. ATP .0 >.85
pravide complete PRI vs, COM .0 >
weather briefings PRI vs, ATP 1.4 >.2
COM vs, ATP 1.4 >.,20
provide sufficient PRI vs. COM 2 >.65
weather briefings PRI vs. ATP KN | 08
10 plan fNight COM vs, ATP 19 .05
1ailor weather PRI vs. COM 4.0 .05
briefings 10 meat PRI vs, ATP 43 O4
specific needs COM vs. ATP .0 >.85

I
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APPENIIN J
RESULTS OF CHI SQUARE ANALYSES COMPARING
REPORTED SATISFACTION WITH MONTGOMERY
COUNTY SERVICES FOR 3 PILOT GROUPS

To what extent ace you:

confident of atcurate PRI vs, COM 2 >.60
flight plan handling? PRI vs, ATP 2.1 )5
COM vs. ATP 32 .08
generally satisfied PRI vs, COM 1.1 >.30
with specialist PRI vs. ATP 2.9 09
performance? COM vs, ATP *) > 45
familiar with PRI vs. COM 7.2 008
Montgomery County PRI vs. ATP 16,2 001 =
services? COM vs, ATP 23 >.10
generally satisfied PRI vs, COM R >.85
with Monigomery Co. PRI vs, ATP 2.4 >.10
services? COM vs, ATP 235 >.10
generally satisfied PRI vs, COM 1.8 >.15
with all FAA's AFSS PRI vs, ATP 12,9 001~
services? COM vs, ATP 4.7 04
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APPENDIX K
CATEGORIZATION OF COMMENTS BY TYPE OF PILOT

MOST ADVANCED CERTIFICATE HCLD

PRIVATE  COMMERCIAL  AIRLINE
PLoT PILOT 'I‘RQ?;%{}ORT

N % N % N %

NEUTRAL COMMENTS
GENERAL INFORMATION 3 169% 40 244% 40 H.1%
SUGGESTIONS 6 3% 6 17% 3 1.8%
REQUEST MORE INFORMATION 7 3.8% 6 1% 1 6%
POSITIVE COMENTS
ABQUT THE SURVEY 3 21% 1 6% 3 1.8%
ADOUT SERVICES 22 120% 17 104% 10 Ao
COURTEQUS PERSONNEL 28 153% 10 6I% 9 54%
COMPETENT PERSONNEL 10 5.5% 8 49% 7 42%
ACCURATE INFORMATION 12 66% 13 7.9% 8 4.8%
MONTGOM CO IS SUPERIOR 5 27% 2 1.2% 3 L8%
NEGATIVE COMMENTS
DISCOURTEOUS PERSONNEL. 3 1,6% 4 24% 2 1.2%
INCOMPETENT PERSONNEL 1 5% 3 18% 2 1.2%
INACCURATE INFORMATION 2 1.1% 3 18% 31 1.8%
BRIEFERS EDIT WEATHER 1 5% 10 61% 4 24%
AFSS NEEDS MORE PEOPLE 2 L% 2 12% 1 6%
COMPLAINTS ABOUT EFAS 1 5% 1 6%
COMPLAINTS FLT PLANS 2 L1% 4 24% 11 6.6%
OTHER COMPLAINTS I 1.6% 1 6% 4 24%
POOR EQUIPMENT 4 22% 9 55% 10 6.0%
TIME TO REACH BRIEFER 11 6.0% 7 43% 19 114%
DISLIKE RECORDINGS 8 44% 4 24% 11 6.6%
MISC COMPLAINTS 3 7.1% 11 67% 12 7.2%
COMPLAINTS ADOUT SURVEY 4 22% 2 1.2% 2 12%
UNRELATED CRITICISMS 2 LI% 1 .6%
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APPENDIN L,
REPRESENTATIVE COMMENTS FROM SURVEY RESPONDENTS
PART | - NEUTRAL COMMENTS
GENERAL INFORMATION

"} am a pilot with a commercial carrler, 30 therefore never have the opportunity to use  Montgomery
County AFSS.”

"Reing a student pilot and Just now starting x country flights, T am sure | have not taken  advantage
of all the services Montgomery County AFSS has to offer.”

My Nying time has been fimited 10 Jess than 25 hours in the last 3 years. | have used Montgomery
Co. AFSS for briclings in the past.  The questions answered on the sheet will be based on these
briefings.”

SUGGESTIONS

"Could we (pilots) have a file for name, addrass, home base, etc, at MCAFSS? 1t sure would save
thne for us and open telephone lines If we could say 'On file, MCAFSS, #1009,"

*Install a FAX machine for filing fight plans!!! 1t works well at NASA Moffeu Field (NUQ), and
could probably work well for you 100."

*A 1-800 number for weather briefings and fiight plan filing could only benefit the flying community
as well as the FAA,"
REQUESTS FOR MORE INFORMATION

“Like evcrg other pilot, flying 10 me s a continual learning process and 1 would enjoy learning more
about F.§.8. services--"

“Would like to have list of 800 no's.”

;;‘\c(a s.uch time 1 will be interested learning more abowt the pilot aids available in the East Texas
PART 2 - POSITIVE COMMENTS

COMMENTS ABOUT THE SURVEY

*Thank you for considering pilots in your survey, We ofien get the feeling that we have litde or no

'ijr};r):éﬁi:r(:" the very system which exists for our use, Surveys such as this are steps in the right

“As a pilot I appreciate you asking for the pilots opinion of the services and hopefully I may be able
to te more helpful on a future survey.”

“Thank you for the chance to participate.*
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APPENDIX L (continucd)
REPRESENTATIVEE COMMENTS FROM SURVEY RESPONDENTS
PART 2 - POSITIVE COMMENTS (continued)
COMMENTS ABQUT SERVICES

°I have been pleased with the services provided by the Monigomery County AFSS and would like
1o thank you for your suppor.”

*1 do use 'Flight Waich® ¢n route and ciste the fast, helpful responses. | have heard many
faverable comments from friends who ummmw Co. FSS 50 kecp up the good work,®

"Have found Montgomery County services 10 be much improved,*

COMMENTS ABOUT PERSONNEL
Courteout/helpful
2. "Most of the briefers are very ielpful and knowledgeadle and do a good job,"

b, “..the ond time | did use them on a trip 10 Central America during Hurricane Gilbert last year
they were very helpful and provided everything we needed,”

¢. “Each time | have had the opportunity to contact the Monigomery County AFSS, 1 have never
falled 10 reccive courteous and prompt service,”
Competent/professions!

2. "l find most of the specialists 10 be courteous and competent as well as willing to help with
normal problems.”

b.  “Thank you for a good job, You people provide courteous, personal, and accurawe briefings,
Your briefers also are very helpful n suggesting routes 1o avoid trouble.”

¢.  “Thank you for your excellent and professional assistance.”

Provide accurate/complete information

4. “"Several times 1 have complimented the briefer on services and info received and manner given,
So far I've always made the right decision on “go” or "no-go® based on the briefing received.”

b,  "...they have provided excellent instruction to both our pilots and flight operations specialists,”

¢.  "Qverall, the pilot briefing 1 receive from Montgnmery County AFSS is very satisfactory for
planning and conducting a flight.”

1.2
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APPENDIX L. (continued)
REPRESENTATIVE COMMENTS FROM SURVEY RESPONDENTS
PART 2 - POSITIVE COMMENTS (continued)
MONTGOMERY AFSS SUPERIOR TO OTHER AFSSs

*1 raied Monigomery County AFSS as good or better than othee Automated Flight Service Stations
but 1 raie all AFSS's as marginal compared 1o the old FSS tha is being phased out.”

"Montgomery County FSS bricfers compare favorably with other briefers nationwide.*
"Just moved from Texas to Minncsota, Momgomery County AFSS is far superior in services and
courteous conduct,”

PART 3 - NEGATIVE COMMENTS

-COMMENTS ABOUT PERSONNEL

Discourteous/not kelpful

2, "Most of my flight plans involve multi-legged (2 or 3 legs) *stopover’ flight plans occasioned
b need for en route refucling stops. Some specialists will nGt accept a stopover Night plan
when you read it off in the “"DOD FLIP General Planning format®, but require you (o read them
2 or 3 separale flight plans, U i most helpful when you can just read straight through the
required format,”

b, ‘Nowvcg. as in each large organization, there are a few that become somewhat “testy® under
pressure,

¢, "Occasionally a briefer will be unfriendly and rude. In one situation after advising 'VFR flight
not recommendad’ he would not give any further information, would only keep saying loudly
'VFR flight not recommended.””

Incompetent/nonprofessional

a,  "FSS specialists Jike other option ATCS seem (o0 have litdle technical knowledge on aireraft
characteristics and no desire to learn, 1 am based at CXO and excapt for one or two specialists
I have never seen any visit the facilities on the airport (I am on the airport 6 days a week,) In
briefings there seems 10 be 100 much 'CYA' feeling.”

b.  "Would like to request that they go through the ranks and pick out the best diction and ask

them ltﬁ speak stower and more distinctly in prerecorded segments. Some talk fast and sort of
‘mumble’.”

¢.  "Other briefers simply regurgitate NWS paper with lack of true understanding, This sometimes

leads to defensiveness & insecurity,*
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APPENDIX 1. (continwed)
REPRESENTATIVE COMMENTS FROM SURVEY RESPONDENTS
PART 3 - NEGATIVE COMMENTS (continued)
COMMENTS ABOUT PERSONNEL (continued)
Briefers do not provide accurse/complete Information

a.  “Have called (o get weather & Montgomery Co, Alrport and you couldn't give it o me.  Get
some windows in your bidg!”

b, "1 feel the briefers sometimes do not atiempt to provide information tallored to the profile of the

:Igghl the J“a describes but 1end w follow the standard briefing form (ehther compleie or
reviated) that provides a lot of useless information and may leave out information pertinent

10 the flight planned.”

¢, "Please give all info on the Jast hour's sequence report even if the weather Is CAVU, POXS
want the temps, | wani the dev pt. surface winds, and alt setting at the departure airport and
destination without having to ask,”

Opinionated/conservative

2. "In general, the briefings and recommendations are obviously 100 conservative amd as a result
pilots have lost confidence in thelr recommendations.”

b.  “The personn¢l providing the weather briefing should provide complete and accurate weather
information concerning possibly hazardous corditions, not shadirg or editing the information
to influence my decision.”

¢.  "On occasion, 1 have had bricfers editorialize the briefing based on their personal opinions of
what the weather is doing.”

NEED MORE PEOPLE/TRAINING OF PERSONNEL

*I think most of your briefers need experience in actual marginal VFR flying, that is so prevalent
here on the Gulf Coast.”

“Need more briefers,”

“Bricfers are very professional, could make quicker by employing more personnel.”

COMPLAINTS ABOUT SPECIFIC SERVICES
EFAS

2. "At times, information given in PIREPS to EFAS doesn't get in the system, especially if it is
contradictory lo the "approved official® forecast.*




CI

!J

APPENDIX L (comtinued)
REPRESENTATIVE COMMENTS FROM SURVEY RESPONDENTS
PART 3 - NEGATIVE COMMENTS (continucd)
COMPLAINTS ABOUT SPECIFIC SERVICES (continued)
Flight plan processing
a.  "Too many lost FLT/Pans,®

b. “Sometimes the second or third flight plan of a series of Night plans *gets lost®, but 1 understand
that this may be a computer preblem rather than a people problem.®

€. "About filing fNight plans; Some specialists are new (slow), and sometimes fNight plan does
not get Into system,”

Oxher - TIBS, IVRS, TWEB, HIWAS

a. "l would like 10 be able to get the TIBS on a 24 hr basis rather than only until 10;00 pm.”

b. "I would like 1o see 2 weather bridfling for high althude jet aircraft, thas didn't include low
altitude en route weather,”

¢ ";l)\dcccss 10 the TIBS should be available Immediately without having 1o listen to all the TIBS
codes.”
Poor/unusable equipment/procedures

a.  "Ofien while getting a clearanze, the remote will go "dead’ and require additional pilotbriefer
time 10 repeat.  This happens mase ofien than not!”

b. "I have one major complaint with FSS and this may be a problem with all FSS not just Mont,
Co AFSS., On many diff, occasions FSS has given me NOTAMS or NAV-AIDS that are out
of service.”

¢, "With better radar equipment 1 feel a better pin point of T-shwrs W/l (2) a 100 nm radius would
be most helpful,”

LENGTH OF TIME TO REACH A BRIEFER

"My biggest irritant with Montgomery Co. A,F.8.S, is the 3 to 5 minute wait in order to get a
‘warm body' briefer.”

"I once held 45 minutes because the phone system didn't *roll over', 1 found this out by using a
sccond telephone to call in without hanging up the first line."

"Many pilots depart without proper information due 1o excessive delays, especially where most
neaded (NE)}(NW)."
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APPENDIX L, (continued)
REPRESENTATIVE COMMENTS FROM SURVEY RESPONDENTS
PART 3 - NEGATIVE COMMENTS (comtinued)
DISLIKE OF RECORDED INSTRUCTIONS

*1 would like 10 be able w0 enier 1 number on the phone and bypass the normal verblage and go
directly 1o a briefer,”

"1 would like 10 have a direct line 10 bricfers without going through the "ouch-tona’ menu.”

*[ understand that the auto services use touch tones, What about thoie of us who use rotary dial
phones on party lines?®

MISCELLANEQUS COMPLAINTS ABOUT OTHER FSSs

“Williamsport, Pa., AFSS stands out as panicularly poor when compared 10 FSS stations at
Morgantown, W.Va,; Mantinsburg, W,Va,; Lufkin, Tx.; and Crestview, FL*

"Momgomery County AFSS is of 2 much higher quality than other AFSS, San Angelo is the worst,”

°1 find that wx & ir- T beiefs are =, -as compkte as when they were received from FSS’s prior to

the creation of AFSS’s,”

UNRELATED CRITICISMS

Complainis about the survey

3. "l question the validity of this statement (the following underlined In red on the cover letter)
'THE CODE NUMBER AND ALL IDENTIFYING INFORMATION WILL BE REMOVED
FROM THE DATA FILE.*"

b.  "May I suggest (for future use) that the questions be stapled in the upper LH correr rather than
at the Jeft mid page, It makes it easier to flip page by page."

¢. "My comment is about the questionnaire. 1 believe that you are going 10 have many answers
that are inaccurate on questions 37-42 inasmuch as "Do 1\'0( Use™ Is an "E" response 10 that
point and most responding pilots will assume that 1o be true for them 100, | caught my
mistake--others may not. Next time devise the responsas so this will not occur,*

Critical statements, but unrelated to issues addressed by survey

a, "l lhiir;k the addition of windows in the AFSS (like the FSS) would be most helpful to your
pecialists.”

b.  The survey you should be taking is how we all (including most ATP's and FAA personnel)
feel about the most unamerican bureaucratic government action that I know of in this country;
the power grab to take away our freedom and right (not just privilege) to fly..."

¢. "I feel flight instructors do not go into enough detail about the services that are provided, and
as a student you do not always know what to ask for,”
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