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Readers are advised that the Australian Transport Safety Bureau investigates for the sole purpose of
enhancing transport safety. Consequently, Bureau reports are confined to matters of safety significance and
may be misleading if used for any other purposes.

Investigations commenced on or before 30 June 2003, including the publication of reports as a result of those
investigations, are authorised by the Executive Director of the Bureau in accordance with Part 2A of the Air
Navigation Act 1920.

Investigations commenced after 1 July 2003, including the publication of reports as aresult of those
investigations, are authorised by the Executive Director of the Bureau in accordance with the Transport
Safety Investigation Act 2003 (TSI Act). Reports released under the TSI Act are not admissible as evidence
inany civil or criminal proceedings.

NOTE: All air safety occurrencesreported tothe ATSB are categorised and recorded. For adetailed
explanation on Category definitions please refer to the AT SB website at www.atsb.gov.au.
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The Bureau did not conduct an on scene investigation of this occurrence. The information presented below was
obtained from information supplied to the Bureau.

Occurrence Number: 199602622 Occurrence Type: Incident
L ocation: 6km SE Dubbo, Aerodrome

State: NSW Inv Category: 4

Date: Wednesday 21 August 1996

Time: 1856 hours TimeZone EST

Highest Injury Level: None

Aircraft Manufacturer: Fairchild IndustriesInc

Aircraft Mode: SA227-DC

Aircraft Registration: VH-DMO Serial Number: DC-870B
Type of Operation: Air Transport Domestic Low Capacity Passenger Scheduled

Damageto Aircraft: Nil

Departure Point: Dubbo, NSW

Departure Time: 1856 EST

Destination: Sydney, NSW

Approved for Release: Thursday, January 16, 1997

FACTUAL INFORMATION

The crew of aMetroliner taxiing for an Instrument Flight Rules (1FR) flight from Dubbo to Sydney, with a planned
cruising level of FL190, contacted Melbourne flight service (FS) for traffic information. The Melbourne flight
service officer (FSO) had flight progress strip details of an IFR Mooney M20J enroute from Gunnadah to
Condobolin via Dubbo. The Mooney was cruising at 8,000 ft and its estimate for overhead Dubbo was
approximately 6 minutes later.

The airspace around Dubbo is outside controlled airspace and separation between aircraft is a pilot responsibility.
Pilots are assisted by the provision of traffic information from FS. Outside controlled airspace IFR aircraft are
provided with atraffic information service on other IFR aircraft. The Melbourne FSO believed that the Metroliner
and the Mooney would not conflict due to the planned tracks of both aircraft and the altitude of the Mooney.
Consequently, he did not provide traffic information to the crews of either aircraft.

This assessment of no traffic confliction was incorrect and contrary to the requirements for the provision of atraffic
information service detailed in the Manual of Air Traffic Services (MATS). MATS states that where aircraft are
climbing through the level of another aircraft or where aircraft will have less than 1,000 ft vertical separation with
lessthan 15 NM lateral separation at the estimated time of crossing or passing, traffic information shall be provided
to aircrew.
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The Melbourne FSO notified Sydney FS that the Metroliner was taxiing at Dubbo and was provided with traffic
information on another aircraft. The Metroliner departed Dubbo and the crew reported their departure to Melbourne
FS and broadcast a departure report on the Dubbo mandatory broadcast zone (MBZ) frequency. The Melbourne
FSO notified the crew of the Metroliner the traffic information provided by Sydney FS and notified Sydney FS of
the departure time of the Metroliner.

Asthe Metroliner climbed enroute, the crew observed another aircraft approaching overhead Dubbo from the
northeast. The crew attempted to contact the pilot of the other aircraft viathe MBZ and FS area frequencies. Asthe
Metroliner passed 8,000 ft at approximately 5 NM from Dubbo the crew estimated they went through the level of
the other aircraft.

The callsign of the other aircraft was established shortly after when the crew of the Metroliner overheard the pilot of
the Mooney report overhead Dubbo at 8,000 ft. The crew of the Metroliner changed to the Sydney FS frequency
and confirmed the other aircraft's callsign and track details with the Sydney FSO.

ANALYSIS

The Melbourne FSO estimated the flight of the two aircraft would not be in conflict based on his experience and
understanding of Metroliner aircraft performance. He considered the aircraft to be well separated despite the fact
that the flight information on the flight progress strips indicated that the aircraft met the criteriafor traffic in conflict
detailed in the MATS.

The FSO had recently undergone a performance check and had received favourable comment in relation to his
ability in assessing conflicts between aircraft. This may have led the officer to be somewhat over-confident in his
abilities and possibly caused him to trust his own instincts in preference to standard procedures.

SIGNIFICANT FACTOR

The Melbourne FSO did not comply with the proceduresin the Manual of Air Traffic Services for the provision of
traffic information to |FR category aircraft.
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