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ICT professionals: lift 
your game! 
This was a headline for a Dec 05, 2016 article in the 
Australian Computer Society’s Information Age. The 
article is a report on a panel of ICT industry leaders at 
the recent Information Federation for Information 
Processing (IFIP) Forum in Sydney. 

Ulandi Exner, President of the Institute of IT 
Professionals in South Africa said: 

“The ICT profession has a very bad image. Why is that 
the case? We’ve seen a lot of projects that have failed. 
Why have those projects failed? Because of the lack of 
professionalism [in ICT] 

“In the course of business today, many software 
projects were being released without due diligence and 
minimal stress testing, leading to unsatisfactory 
outcomes for end users. 

“We’re always talking about ICT professionals. But are 
they professionals or practitioners? What does the 
term ‘professional’ mean? I think to convert an ICT 
practitioner into a professional, it’s very important that 
they have a body of knowledge, there’s continued 
professional education, and – I cannot stress enough – 
[abide by] a code of ethics and have integrity which 
follows that.” 

Professor Liz Bacon, past President of the British 
Computer Society, added: 

“The Washington Post last year did a survey of 
programmers and [found] 69% were either self-taught 
completely or partially. I think this is extremely worrying 
in the sense that those types of programmers without 
really a good understanding of algorithms and how to 
code are going to be introducing poor quality software 
across many of our systems – and we see that 
regularly through many IT failures. 

“In terms of making the industry more professional, we 
need to examine what our duty of care is to the public; 
governments around the world are simply not equipped 
to oversee the ICT industry and that it was up to 
professional bodies to step into that role.” 

In a follow-up Information Age Dec 07, 2016 article the 
question When IT projects go bad is anyone held 
accountable?, was a topic of debate at the IFIP 
Presidents’ Ministerial Forum. 

Ray Long, President at the British Computer Society 
(BCS), said that despite numerous reports looking into 
the reasons projects didn’t succeed, the same 
mistakes were being made over and over again. 
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ASSC2017 
SMC Conference & Function Centre 

Sydney Australia 31 May – 01 June 2017 
In 2017, the aSCSa will host its 22nd annual 
conference event. The 2017 ASSC will have a focus on 
the evolving understanding and tools of the safety 
sciences - identifying and addressing the modern 
challenges of system safety in design, for today’s and 
tomorrow’s complex safety critical systems. Challenges 
also include how to build, rate and sustain the 
standards of competence and knowledge of safety 
engineers and managers. 

Over the last 25 years of system safety practice: What 
challenges have been solved and what haven’t. 

Confirmed keynote speakers are: 

• Dr Carl Sandom, iSys Integrity, UK 
• Les Chambers, Chambers & Associates, AUS 
• Prof Tim Kelly, University of York, UK 
• Prof Jin-Song Dong, Griffith University, AUS 

Please visit the conference website (assc2017.org) for 
more details about the conference, the associated 
tutorials, the technical program, event sponsorship, 
and to submit a paper. [Total CPD 21 hours for both 
conference and tutorials.] 

Please visit the SMC website for details about the 
venue. 

Registrations are now open via the ACS Events. 

 

https://ia.acs.org.au/news/ict-professionals-lift-your-game-443611?eid=70&edate=20161206&utm_source=20161206&utm_medium=newsletter&utm_campaign=newsletter&utm_source=Information+Age&utm_campaign=9aa3919e88-EMAIL_CAMPAIGN_2016_12_05&utm_medium=email&utm_term=0_5ad7570dfb-9aa3919e88-134347657
https://ia.acs.org.au/news/when-it-projects-go-bad-443837?eid=70&edate=20161213&utm_source=20161213&utm_medium=newsletter&utm_campaign=newsletter&utm_source=IA+Subscribers+Dec+2016&utm_campaign=9f5ddbb708-EMAIL_CAMPAIGN_2016_12_12&utm_medium=email&utm_term=0_753396a5a3-9f5ddbb708-135205437
http://assc2017.org/
http://www.smcfc.com.au/
https://ibs.acs.org.au/xenng/eventcalendar.html?eventTrn=50380012517203
https://ibs.acs.org.au/xenng/eventcalendar.html?singleTab=search
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From the Chair 
This belated newsletter provides introduction to our 
25th year of operation as a committee. The Silver 
Jubilee is a time to reflect a bit on our history and 
origins, so I’ve been doing a bit of back reading and 
comparison to our (slightly) older cousin organisation – 
the UK SCSC.  As marked in this newsletter, our 
parallel histories are barely separated in time and ideals 
but significantly separated in resources, without 
government sponsorship for operation. The new 
manager of the UK SCSC, Prof Tim Kelly will be joining 
us for the 2017 ASSC. As noted in our first official 
newsletter in 2003 as a ‘club’ and now ‘association’, this 
necessarily sets our ambitions and rates of progress 
somewhat lower, nonetheless the achievements and 
publications of the now named aSCSa are most 
significant upon reflection (albeit sometimes late like 
this Newsletter). We shall reprise them in the following 
upcoming Newsletter, and take time at ASSC2017 to 
talk about more kinship and sharing with Prof Kelly 
during his visit. 

I shan’t labour the point – important work continues 
slowly (resource constrained!) to address the 
frameworks of competency rating of safety critical 
systems professionals in the ICT industries.  More on 
this at the conference in May. 

As can be seen by the article content herein, while we 
may have reason to reflect that we work in an 
established and recognised discipline now - the work 
and challenges of professional associations and 
professions such as ours is very much a dynamic and 
contemporary topic. Bringing ever more complex safety 
critical technologies in much closer contact with the 
general public, regulatory frameworks still lag in new 
domains such as cyber security and autonomous 
vehicles and consumer drones.  However, in catch-up 
mode these domains frequently come back to the 
attractive idea of a safety case foundation first, then try 
to work out how to achieve that for the domain and 
technologies concerned and educate emerging 
industries on what that really means, what skills are 
required to ensure it is implemented effectively and for 

regulators to assure that the duty of care to the public 
has been acquitted.  Please take the time to read the 
referenced articles to appreciate where our profession 
may help more. Busy times ahead for governance of 
these emerging technologies. 

I recently heard Senator Xenophon use the term ‘Safety 
Case’ in a senate enquiry into Air Services Australia 
personnel cutbacks and separately in CASA responses 
to queries about ADS-B roll-out mandates, using the 
safety case to explain their intent. While the usage may 
have been loose – we can now assume some of our 
language is in the vernacular.  Progress of sorts.  I urge 
you all to get out there and improve the general 
education and use your aSCSa as a reference point for 
information and discussion. 

That finally brings me to the refresh and renaming of 
our website.  www.ascsa.org.au is now live, although 
still accessible via your old links also. Many Thanks to 
our most recent former Chair, Clive Boughton investing 
his quiet hours through the festive season to shake this 
down and give us a platform we can much more easily 
amend, update and revise.  You should have much 
more past conference proceedings and Newsletter 
access immediately more available. 

BJ Martin 
Chairman aSCSa 

 

Association Matters 
Annual General Meeting 
The 2015/16 Annual General Meeting was held on 
Tuesday, 11.30am (Brisbane time) November 29, 2016 
at the ACS (QLD) offices Level 7, 333 Adelaide Street, 
Brisbane QLD. Members were able to participate via 
teleconference. 

The meeting was chaired by BJ Martin, the aSCSa 
Chairman elected by the outgoing 2015/16 aSCSa 
committee. 

The purpose of the meeting is to elect the committee for 
2016/17 and office bearers. 

National Committee for 2016/17 
BJ Martin Chairman (ACT) 
Luke Wildman Secretary (QLD) 
George Nikandros Treasurer (QLD) 
Clive Boughton (ACT) 
Drew Rae (QLD) 
Holger Becht (QLD) 
Tariq Mahmood (VIC) 
Derek Reinhardt (QLD) 
Kevin Anderson (VIC) 
Vamsi Madasu (VIC) 
Web Site www.ascsa.org.au 

Kevin Anderson re-joined the committee. Vamsi 
Madasu joined by a nomination at the AGM. 

 

http://www.ascsa.org.au/
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Website 
The aSCSa now has a new website at 
http://www.ascsa.org.au/. 

 

Research Award 
The purpose of this annual award is to 
encourage Australian research in the 
science of software/system 
engineering or the application of that 
science for safety and/or mission 
critical software-intensive systems. At 
$5000, it is a substantial award. The 
rules governing the award are 
available from the aSCSa website 

The nominated closing date requirement has now been 
removed; nominations can now be made any time. 

Financial Performance 
Income (2015/16) - $128 027 
Expenses (2015/16) - $98 034 

The expenses amount included Sep-2015 System 
Safety Course, Apr-2016 System Safety Course and 
the May 2016 conference. 

Between June 30, 2015 and June 30, 2016, there was a 
profit of $29 993. 

ACS Safety Certification 
As reported in the June 2016 newsletter, the ACS 
in October 2016 commenced the development of 
the competency and associated assessment 
criteria for a safety-critical specialisation. The 
aSCSa together with industry representatives 
have been co-opted by the ACS for this 
development. 
Whilst it is still early days, there is consensus that 
the competency and assessment criteria be based 
on the IET’s Competence Criteria for Safety – 
related system practitioners. 
The lead author, Dr Carl Sandom, will be a 
keynote speaker at the ASCS2017. 
 

Bulletin Boards 
ACM Risk Forum on Risks to the Public in Computers 
and Related Systems – http://catless.ncl.ac.uk/Risks. 

System Safety List - http://www.systemsafetylist.org/ 

Safety-Critical Mailing List Forum formerly hosted by the 
University of York is now hosted by the University of 
Bielefeld. Need to join using the form located at System 
Safety Info Page for access. 

For more information about the Society for Risk 
Analysis please visit www.sra.org. 
 

 
aSCSa Course 

Introduction to System Safety 
The Introduction to System Safety course is a five-day primer in 
system safety engineering. The course contains a mix of 
lectures, discussions and small group exercises, supported by 
Australian and international examples.   
Whilst the course touches on broader issues in theorizing risk 
and managing safety within organisations, its main focus is to 
equip safety practitioners with the practical understanding 
necessary to engage with safety activities. 

Content: 
The course is structured according to the engineering lifecycle 
of a service or physical system, and covers: 
• Concepts and terminology for safety 
• Overview of the engineering lifecycle from a safety 

perspective, including the role and intent of key safety 
activities 

• Hazard identification and setting of safety requirements 
• Techniques for safety analysis to support design, 

including: 
 Failure Modes and Effects Analysis (FMEA) 
 Functional Failure Analysis (FFA 
 Hazard and Operability Studies (HAZOP) 
 Fault Tree Analysis (FTA) 

• Safety cases, including notations for recording arguments 
and evidence 

• Specific issues in safety analysis, including, Human 
Factors, Software and Data Safety. 

Presenter: 
The course will be presented by Dr Drew Rae, Program 
Director of the Graduate Certificate in Safety Leadership at 
Griffith University. Drew is an experienced safety engineering 
researcher and practitioner. From 2009 until 2014 Drew led the 
Safety Management Systems and Through Life Safety 
elements of the MSc in Safety Critical Systems Engineering at 
University of York, and has extensive experience in designing 
and presenting safety engineering courses. 

 

Level 3, 288 Edward Street 

BRISBANE 

03 to 07 Apr 2017 

GST Inclusive Fees 
$2750 (Member), $3080 (Non-Member) 

Register Now 

Drew Rae George Nikandros 

 

Member promotion 
code for course ascsa 

 

 

http://www.ascsa.org.au/
http://www.safety-club.org.au/content/view/14/17/
http://www.theiet.org/resources/books/policy/comp-crit.cfm
http://catless.ncl.ac.uk/Risks
http://www.systemsafetylist.org/
https://lists.techfak.uni-bielefeld.de/mailman/listinfo/systemsafety
https://lists.techfak.uni-bielefeld.de/mailman/listinfo/systemsafety
http://www.sra.org/
https://ibs.acs.org.au/xenng/eventcalendar.html?eventTrn=50381394925515&timestamp=20170201162504832
mailto:d.rae@griffith.edu.au?subject=Introduction%20to%20System%20Safety%20Course%20-%20Sep-2015
mailto:george_nikandros@accslink.net.au?subject=Introduction%20to%20System%20Safety%20Course%20-%20Sep-2015
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ICT Professionalism 
(cont.) 
From Page 1 
“We know so much about why projects seem to go 
wrong, so why is it that we don’t seem to learn the 
lesson?” 

Ulandi Exner said the missing link was accountability. 

“Why don’t we make people more accountable for 
project failures? I’m not saying we send them to jail. It’s 
not OK, we all make mistakes, but these mistakes cost 
millions of dollars, what do we do about that? 

It is clear that the ICT industry lacks professionalism. 
This is despite the lack of professionalism being 
highlighted in a 2004 report “The Challenges of 
Complex IT Projects” by The Royal Academy of 
Engineering and The British Computer Society. 

The key finding of the report was: 
“A striking proportion of project difficulties stem from 
people in both customer and supplier organisations 
failing to implement known best practice. This can be 
ascribed to the general absence of collective 
professionalism in the IT industry, as well as 
inadequacies in the education and training of customer 
and supplier staff at all levels. 
“It appears that there is an exceptionally large 
discrepancy between best practice and common 
practice in IT and software engineering when compared 
with other engineering disciplines. There are, without 
doubt, a number of individuals and companies who are 
following best practice but unfortunately these appear to 
be the exception rather than the rule. Projects are often 
poorly defined, codes of practice are frequently ignored 
and there is a woeful inability to learn from past 
experience. In light of the increasing complexity and all-
pervasiveness of software, the roles and responsibilities 
of software engineers are becoming more and more 
critical, and the need for professionalism and 
adherence to best practice of ever greater importance. 

"Everybody is taught some software writing skills – 
they are not taught the responsibility that goes with it" 
(K. Longmore) 

“It is time for the IT industry to recognise 
collectively the engineering content of their work 
and to embrace the discipline and professionalism 
associated with traditional branches of 
engineering.” 

Whilst the ACS is encouraging professionalism via the 
Certified Professional accreditation process, much more 
needs to be done. 

Tesla Fatality – It was not 
the Autopilot! 
Tesla blames crash on braking system, not Autopilot for 
the fatal accident that occurred on May 07, 2016 in 
Florida, USA according to a staff member at the Senate 
Commerce Committee, which is currently investigating 
the crash. 
 

 
The dashboard in a Tesla 

The Autopilot system warns drivers to keep their hands 
on the steering wheel and remain alert. 
It was not clear how or why Tesla considers the 
automatic braking system to be separate from Autopilot, 
which combines automated steering, adaptive cruise 
control and other features meant to avoid accidents. 
Tesla is considering whether the radar and camera 
input for the vehicle’s automatic emergency braking 
system failed to detect the truck trailer or the automatic 
braking system’s radar may have detected the trailer 
but discounted this input as part of a design to “tune 
out” structures such as bridges to avoid triggering false 
braking. 
Despite the setback from the fatal crash for the self-
driving car industry, the leading U.S. car safety 
regulator said it is standing behind autonomous 
vehicles. 
“No one incident will derail the Department of 
Transportation and NHTSA from its mission to improve 
safety on the roads by pursuing new lifesaving 
technologies” – Mark Rosekind, Chief of the National 
Highway Traffic Safety Administration. 

In an article in The Guardian (21-Jan-2017, announcing 
NHTSA’s release of the report on the crash, is critical of 
the report. 

US National Highway Traffic Safety Administration 
found no cause to order a recall of the vehicles, placing 
responsibility for the accident primarily on the driver. 

“NHTSA has wrongly accepted Tesla’s line and blamed 
the human, rather than the ‘Autopilot’ technology and 
Tesla’s aggressive marketing… The very name 
‘Autopilot’ creates the impression that a Tesla can drive 
itself. It can’t. Some people who apparently believed 
Tesla’s hype got killed. Tesla CEO Elon Musk should 
have been held accountable.” 

Upgrading Autopilot: Seeing the 
World in Radar 
In September 2016, Tesla announced a significant 
upgrade to Autopilot that will make use of more 
advanced signal processing to create a picture of the 
world using the on-board radar. The radar was added to 
all Tesla vehicles in October 2014 as part of the 
Autopilot hardware suite, but was only meant to be a 
supplementary sensor to the primary camera and image 
processing system. 

http://www.bcs.org/upload/pdf/complexity.pdf
http://www.nytimes.com/2016/07/30/business/tesla-faults-teslas-brakes-but-not-autopilot-in-fatal-crash.html?_r=4
http://www.nytimes.com/2016/07/30/business/tesla-faults-teslas-brakes-but-not-autopilot-in-fatal-crash.html?_r=4
http://www.abc.net.au/news/2016-07-07/second-suspected-telsa-autopilot-crash-under-investigation/7575734?pfmredir=sm
https://www.theguardian.com/science/political-science/2017/jan/21/tesla-crash-report-blames-human-error-this-is-a-missed-opportunity
https://static.nhtsa.gov/odi/inv/2016/INCLA-PE16007-7876.PDF
https://www.tesla.com/blog/upgrading-autopilot-seeing-world-radar
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Tesla believes it can be used as a primary control 
sensor without requiring the camera to confirm visual 
image recognition. 

USA Issues Autonomous 
Vehicle Policy 
In September 2016, the US federal government 
released its first rulebook governing the manufacture 
and sale of self-driving cars — everything from nearly 
autonomous Tesla cars to Google cars without steering 
wheels or foot pedals. Under the new rules, companies 
that are building and testing self-driving cars will be 
required to share extensive amounts of data with 
federal regulators. 
The rulebook is based on the concept of “Levels of 
Automation”. 
There are multiple definitions for various levels of 
automation and for some time there has been need for 
standardization to aid clarity and consistency. 
Therefore, this Policy adopts the SAE International 
(SAE) definitions for levels of automation. The SAE 
definitions divide vehicles into levels based on “who 
does what, when.” Generally: 
• At SAE Level 0, the human driver does everything; 
• At SAE Level 1, an automated system on the 

vehicle can sometimes assist the human driver 
conduct some parts of the driving task; 

• At SAE Level 2, an automated system on the 
vehicle can actually conduct some parts of the 
driving task, while the human continues to monitor 
the driving environment and performs the rest of 
the driving task; 

• At SAE Level 3, an automated system can both 
actually conduct some parts of the driving task 
and monitor the driving environment in some 
instances, but the human driver must be ready to 
take back control when the automated system 
requests; 

• At SAE Level 4, an automated system can 
conduct the driving task and monitor the driving 
environment, and the human need not take back 
control, but the automated system can operate 
only in certain environments and under certain 
conditions; and 

• At SAE Level 5, the automated system can 
perform all driving tasks, under all conditions that 
a human driver could perform them. 

 
Using the SAE levels, DOT draws a distinction between 
Levels 0-2 and 3-5 based on whether the human 
operator or the automated system is primarily 
responsible for monitoring the driving environment. 
Throughout this Policy the term “highly automated 
vehicle” (HAV) represents SAE Levels 3-5 vehicles with 
automated systems that are responsible for monitoring 
the driving environment. 
An automated vehicle system is a combination of 
hardware and software (both remote and on-board) that 
performs a driving function, with or without a human 
actively monitoring the driving environment. 
 

Australia Issues Automated 
Vehicle Regulation 
Ministers at the November 2016 Transport and 
Infrastructure Council meeting agreed to a series of 
reform initiatives over the next 24 months designed to 
facilitate increased testing and trialling of more 
automated vehicles, ensure increased confidence in 
safe performance of more automated vehicles under 
Australian conditions, provide clarity over insurance 
coverage in the event of a crash, and develop a more 
responsive performance-based approach to the 
regulation of more automated vehicles. 
These initiatives are outlined in a policy paper titled 
Regulatory reforms for automated road vehicles which 
was released November 11, 2016 by the National 
Transport Commission (NTC). 
 

 

According to the NTC, removing regulatory barriers will 
maximise the benefits of automated vehicles, including 
improved road safety, freight productivity and reduced 
road congestion. Inconsistent rules, regulations and 
application procedures for automated vehicles are 
potential considered obstacles to deploying this 
disruptive technology in the future. NTC’s goal is to 
identify and remove regulatory barriers, and avoid a 
patchwork of conflicting requirements in different states 
and territories. 
Initiatives to commence over coming months include: 
• Developing national guidelines to support 

automated vehicle trials 
• Clarifying who is in control of a vehicle with 

different levels of driving automation 

https://www.transportation.gov/AV/federal-automated-vehicles-policy-september-2016
http://www.ntc.gov.au/Media/Reports/(32685218-7895-0E7C-ECF6-551177684E27).pdf
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• Developing a comprehensive performance-based 
safety assurance regime for increasingly 
automated vehicles 

• Removing regulatory barriers in Australian Road 
Rules and other transport laws that assume a 
human driver. 

 
Manufacturers are already subject to product liability, 
and this is likely to become more important as vehicles 
increasingly rely on automated driving systems. The 
added complexity of automated vehicles relates 
primarily to the following factors: 
• Complexity of the automated vehicle operating 

environment – more parties could be responsible 
for a crash, including government and private road 
managers, if automated vehicles become 
dependent on road infrastructure to operate safely 

• Continued interaction between human and 
machine – some automated vehicles will require 
humans to take over the driving task at different 
times, and some automated vehicles will require a 
human driver to monitor the automated driving 
system (this will potentially lead to complex shared 
liability scenarios) 

• New kinds of crash causes – automated vehicle 
crashes could be caused by cybersecurity 
breaches, software bugs or failing sensors. 

 
Clarifying whether human monitoring of the automated 
driving system constitutes control of an automated 
vehicle and recognising the automated driving system 
entity in the road rules will help clarify liability. It is 
therefore important to consider regulatory options to 
address liability in the context of the overall package of 
recommendations being considered by the Transport 
and Infrastructure Council. 
Australian transport ministers have for now reaffirmed 
the existing policy position that the human driver 
remains in full legal control of a vehicle that is partially 
or conditionally automated, unless or until a new 
position is developed and agreed. 

ACS launches 
cybersecurity guide 
If after the recent high profile cyber-security attacks e.g. 
Bureau of Meteorology, the ABS (2016 Census), and 
the aborted aircraft landings in Melbourne, you remain 
unconvinced by the potential dangers posed by lax 
cybersecurity, the Australian Computer Society has 
launched its layman’s guide to cybersecurity to help you 
get a handle on the issues. 

Cybersecurity: Threats, Challenges and Opportunities 
guide explains the basics of cybersecurity, emphasises 
that cybercrime is on the rise, and notes ways in which 
you can protect yourself and your business. 

The cost of cybercrime is growing exponentially: The 
average cost of a cyber-attack to an Australian 
business is $276,000. Globally, cyber-attacks cost 
businesses up to $US500B annually. 

 
 

One the most damaging targets for a society embroiled 
in cyberwarfare is infrastructure. Our reliance on 
automation focuses single points of failure that can 
have dramatic consequences if directed at power 
stations, communication networks, transport and other 
utilities. 

Here, attacks are often more targeted – even down to 
specific systems in a particular plant – but the 
repercussions are also considerably more dangerous. 
Shutting down an electrical grid, for example, can have 
life-threatening consequences. 

Europe’s Mars Lander 
Crash 
The €230m Schiaparelli had spent seven months 
travelling 496 million kilometres on board the so-called 
Trace Gas Orbiter to within a million kilometres of Mars 
when it set off on its own mission to reach the surface. 

After a scorching, supersonic dash through Mars’s thin 
atmosphere, it was supposed to glide gently towards 
the planet’s surface. For a safe landing, Schiaparelli 
had to slow from 21,000km/h (13,000mph) to zero, and 
survive temperatures of more than 1,500C (2,730F) 
generated by atmospheric drag. 

 
The Mars lander smashed into ground at 540km/h after 
misjudging its altitude. According to the European 
Space Agency, Schiaparelli thought it had landed on 
Mars when in fact it was still 3.7km above the surface,. 

The European Space Agency is still trying to figure out 
why its Schiaparelli lander crashed on the surface of 
Mars, and it’s looking like it has something to do with 
bad data that the vehicle gathered during its descent. In 
an update, the agency said that information collected by 
one of the lander’s instruments made the vehicle think it 

https://www.thesaturdaypaper.com.au/news/defence/2016/10/15/cybersecurity-concerns-after-attack-bom/14764500003858
http://www.abc.net.au/news/2016-11-25/census-report-says-send-ministers-to-cyber-bootcamp/8056896
http://www.cybercureme.com/melbourne-teen-arrested-for-sending-fake-broadcast-messages-to-pilots-and-aborting-landing/
https://www.acs.org.au/content/dam/acs/acs-publications/ACS_Cybersecurity_Guide.pdf
http://www.esa.int/Our_Activities/Space_Science/ExoMars/Schiaparelli_landing_investigation_makes_progress
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was below ground level — while it was still falling. This 
triggered a chain of events that threw part of 
Schiaparelli’s landing sequence out of whack and 
ultimately caused the spacecraft to slam into the 
ground. 

After trawling through vast amounts of data, the ESA 
revealed that a computer that measured the rotation of 
the lander hit a maximum reading, knocking other 
calculations off track. 

That led the navigation system to think the lander was 
much lower than it was, causing its parachute and 
braking thrusters to be deployed prematurely. 
According to the ESA, the erroneous information 
generated an estimated altitude that was negative – 
that is, below ground level. 

Drone accidents not 
operator error 
ABC News - Research published by RMIT University's 
School of Engineering shows that most small drone 
accidents are caused by faulty equipment rather than 
operator error. 

Of 150 civilian drone incidents between 2006 and 2016 
considered, the research found technical problems 
were the cause of 64% of the incidents. The research 
however makes no mention as to whether technology 
advances over the period resulted in a reducing incident 
rate. 

The research showed that if a drone pilot lost radio 
connection with a drone and did not manage to recover 
the link quickly, it was likely to crash. 

This does not bode well from a public safety 
perspective given the likes of Dominos, Amazon, 
Australia Post etc. actively pursuing delivery-by drone. 

 

As concluded by Dr Wild, stricter safety regulations 
would be needed as Australian skies became busier 
with drones: “It’s essential that our safety regulations 
keep up with this rapidly-growing industry.” 

25 Years of System 
Safety in UK 
In May 2016, the UK’s Safety-Critical Systems Club 
marked its 25th birthday with the publication of the 75th 
Newsletter; a bumper 64 page newsletter with lots of 

feature articles, including contributions from “Aussies” 
Drew Rae and Matthew Squair. 

The aSCSa congratulates the Safety-Critical Systems 
Club in reaching this milestone. 

Coinciding with the 25th anniversary was an 
announcement of the changing of the guard; Professor 
Tom Anderson, Joan Atkinson and Felix Redmill have 
decided to pass on the baton. 

The Club will move to the University of York and be 
under the management of Professor Tim Kelly. 

 

25 Years of System 
Safety in Australia 
The first meeting of the then ACS National Technical 
Committee was held in December 1992. Invitations to 
join the committee were issued in September 1992. 

That committee became the Australian Safety-Critical 
Systems Club in October 2002 and then Australian 
Safety-Critical Systems Association in August 2005, 
after concerns were raised that the term “club” 
conveyed a social/sporting image, rather than 
professional learned body. 

However the similarities between the UK and Australian 
“clubs” were largely in name only; the Australian “club” 
did not have the financial and industry support of the 
UK. The National Committee, the club and the 
association operated and continues to operate with 
volunteers. Apart from some event seed funding in the 
early days, the aSCSa relies on the accumulated 
success of its events and associated sponsorships; the 
aSCSa has been self-funded since around 1999. 

In the next newsletter there will be more about the 
history and achievements of the aSCSa over its 25 year 
history. 

 

Hoxie USA Train Collision 
At an OH&S meeting on December 06, 2016 the US 
National Transport Safety Board (NTSB) discussed 
their investigation results relating to the collision of two 
freight trains at Hoxie, Arkansas in 2014. 

On August 17, 2014, at 2:28 a.m. central daylight time, 
a southbound Union Pacific Railroad freight train 
collided with a northbound Union Pacific freight train at 
mileage 228.6, at Hoxie, Arkansas. As a result of the 
collision, the engineer and the conductor from the 
southbound train died, and the engineer and the 
conductor from the northbound train were seriously 
injured. 

http://www.abc.net.au/news/2016-08-24/drone-accidents-mostly-caused-by-faulty-equipment-research-shows/7780066
https://www.rmit.edu.au/news/newsroom/media-releases-and-expert-comments/2016/august/tech-issues-cause-most-drone-accidents--research
https://ohsonline.com/articles/2016/12/06/ntsb-meeting-on-2014-freight-trains-collision.aspx
https://www.ntsb.gov/news/events/Documents/2016_hoxie_ar_BMG_DCA14FR011_Abstract.pdf
https://scsc.org.uk/newsletter_25_3_a.htm
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The crash involved a train with two locomotives and 86 
cars, and another with two locomotives and 92 cars. 
The collision derailed 55 cars, caused a spill of diesel 
fuel and a fire, and forced the evacuation of about 500 
nearby residents. 

 
The NTSB findings summarised as follows: 

• The southbound train crew did not respond to the 
three restrictive signals immediately prior to the 
collision and took no action to slow or stop the 
train. 

• The northbound train crew operated their train in 
accordance with traffic control signals, had no 
indication of the impending collision with the 
southbound train, and did not have time to apply 
the emergency air brakes prior to the collision. 

• The southbound train engineer and conductor 
were likely asleep at the time of the accident. 

• The horn sequencer negated the alerter from 
alarming and providing an opportunity for the 
southbound train crew to prevent this accident. 

 

The southbound train's locomotive was equipped with a 
tasked-based alerter i.e. a system that periodically 
issues an alert which must be acknowledged within a 
specific (short) time and is a test of the alertness of the 
driver. For a task-based alerter, actions by the driver 
such as change in power setting, operation of the 
klaxon (horn) resets the alert cycle. The alert when 
issued begins with 10 seconds of visual alarms followed 
by 10 seconds of visual and audible alarms of 
increasing intensity. After that, if the engineer does not 
perform an input or action to reset the alerter, the 
alerter delay is energized, the alarm is silenced, and the 
brakes are applied. 

So why didn’t the alerter alert the train crew? The NTSB 
found that the reckoning of the alerter "idle time" can be 
reset to zero by inputs that do not necessarily 
demonstrate a crew member's continuing engagement. 
The NTSB found that the alerter was acting from 
automated events as if they had been human inputs. 

 

 

System Safety Engineering Courses 

Engineering Education Australia (EEA), on behalf of Engineers 
Australia in partnership with AMOG Consulting, offer a System 
Safety Engineering. This five day intensive master class 
delivers the critical aspects of system safety engineering and 
management. The key delivery areas of system safety 
engineering, development and maintenance of the safety case, 
hazard identification/analysis and risk reduction, and software 
safety management, are brought to life by detailed case 
studies, practical trouble shooting and real life worked 
examples. 

Management Master Class 
Application Master Class 

For details and future course dates see AMOG 
Consulting or EEA website 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://www.ntsb.gov/safety/safety-recs/recletters/R-15-004-005.pdf
http://www.eeaust.com.au/system-safety-engineering-management
http://www.eeaust.com.au/system-safety-application-master-class
http://www.amogconsulting.com/amog/index.php/training/system-safety-engineering-course
http://www.amogconsulting.com/amog/index.php/training/system-safety-engineering-course
http://www.eeaust.com.au/Engineering-Courses-Category.html
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Our new website – www.ascsa.org.au 

 
 
 

We thank our 2016 System Safety Conference Sponsors 
 

 

  

 

 

http://www.rgbassurance.com.au/
http://www.novasystems.com/
http://http/www.defence.gov.au/casg/
http://www.acs.org.au/
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