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in the States

2012

This document provides a summary of the action reports provided by various States as part of the implementation of
the European Aviation Safety Plan (EASp).

Final

Overview
EASp implementation has been extended to the 31 EASA States and 14 States that are members of ECAC, but not members of the EU. The EASp summits
(two were held in 2012) have proved helpful in increasing the number of focal points (up to 35). The amount of feedback received has also increased from
2011 (up to 22 responses).
Action reports have been received from Belgium, Croatia,
Czech Republic, Estonia, Finland, France, Iceland, Ireland,
Italy, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Monaco,
Montenegro, the Netherlands, Poland, Romania, Spain,
Sweden, Switzerland and United Kingdom.
One State (Austria) did not provide an action report, but
a letter stating the reasons why they felt they were not in
a position to report just yet as activities in the State were
not carried out in a sufficiently structured, documented
and comprehensive way.

Information provided in the following pages is based on the 21 reports received from States.
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Systemic Issues
No.

Issue

Actions

Owner

Dates

Type

Deliverable
(Measure)

2014

SP

SSP established

1. Working with States to implement and develop SSPs
SYS1.7
NEW

SSPs are not consistently
available in Europe.

Member States to give priority to the
work on SSPs.

MS

Guidance:
Please indicate which of the below STEPS have been completed in your State. If your State has published an SSP or Safety Plan and you have not provided us with a copy,
please send us one. If your State does not have an SSP/Safety Plan, what are the obstacles/barriers that prevent you from developing one?
Steps to State Safety Programme implementation:
STEP1 The State promulgates a legal framework for the definition of the SSP.
STEP2 The State publishes an SSP which delivers the State’s safety responsibility and accountability and explains in broad lines what the State’s safety objectives are
and the strategies to achieve them.
STEP3 The State regularly publishes a State Safety Plan which includes a detailed implementation plan for the next 2- 5 years. The State Safety Plan includes identified
risks, associated priorities and performance indicators to monitor risks.
STEP4 The State has agreed Acceptable Levels of Safety Performance (ALoS) with each service provider or organisation under its oversight.
- STEP5 There is a link between the SSP risk priorities and the safety indicators and / or targets published at National level. This step only applies to those States bound
by EU legislation.
Summary
The majority (around two thirds) of the States that provided a report have completed Steps 1
and 2, which means that they have promulgated a legal framework to define an SSP and
published a document explaining how their SSP is organised. Two States (Belgium and Monaco)
indicated that instead of promulgating a legal act they issued a managerial decision at the level
of DG or corresponding ministry. Other States (Switzerland and the Netherlands) did not change
their law to establish an SSP, because they felt that sufficient legal coverage is provided by
ICAO. A total of 14 SSPs have been published and communicated to the Agency.
Almost half of the respondents have also published a Safety Plan (10 Safety Plans have been
communicated to the Agency), thus completing Step 3. At least 4 more are being finalised and
will be published next year.
No single State has agreed ALoS (Step 4) with service providers. Finland has defined them in
their SSP, but has not yet agreed them with the service providers.
In 19% of the responses there was a link between the SSP risk priorities and safety indicators
and/or targets (Step 5). Two States (Spain and Finland) reported partial completion of this step,
while others (e.g. The Netherlands) recognised the need to establish this link.
There is no mechanism in place that allows to assess the various SSPs and Safety Plans that are
available.
SSPs and Safety Plans provided to the Agency during the implementation of the EASp are
available here.
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Systemic Issues
No.

Issue

Actions

2. Working with States to foster the implementation of SMS in the industry
Encourage implementation of promotion
SYS2.7
Promotion of SMS.
material developed by ECAST and
EHEST.

Owner

MS

Dates

Type

Deliverable
(Measure)

2011
2012

SP

Best Practice published
by MS.

Guidance:
Please provide examples on how SMS material developed by ECAST and EHEST is being promoted within your State.
Recommendations: Member States are encouraged to establish a link to the ESSI material on the CAA's website.
Best Practice: A few States have taken the promotion effort one step further by distributing the information to the industry via safety bulletins, dedicated seminars,
presentations at the appropriate fora or through oversight activities.
Summary
The action is on-going. in ten States (10) have already established a link to the ESSI material through their websites and are distributing or promoting the ESSI material
(10) to their industry organisations (operators, ANS service providers, certified aerodromes, flight crew, engineers, etc) through dedicated working groups, training for
specific groups (inspectors, operators), seminars, safety symposiums, electronic distributions like national safety bulletins, etc. Other States like Czech Republic or
Montenegro will start to distribute the material to the industry. Lithuania, Latvia, Ireland, Italy and Monaco have included specific subjects, the use of available tools (e.g.
EHEST Safety Management Toolkit) or the participation on ESSI teams on their Safety Plan.
States are also developing their own guidance material in various languages. This will support industry organisations in transitioning to the OR requirements adopted in
2012 (air crew and air operators).
Examples of safety events: Helicopter Safety Days organised by the NLR in The Netherlands, Swiss Aviation Safety Conference (November), Helicopter safety seminar for
pilots and industry organised in Brussels, Annual safety symposium in France (dedicated to helicopter safety in 2012), SMS Conference held on May 10th – 11th in Spain.
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Systemic Issues
No.

Issue

Actions

Owner

Dates

Type

Deliverable
(Measure)

2011
2012

SP

SPIs published

3. Safety Management Enablers
Development of SPIs with associated data stream
SYS3.4

Monitor performance at
national level.

Publish SPIs in use at national level.

MS

Guidance:
Please indicate whether or not SPIs at State level exist within your State, whether they are public and if so, where they are usually published (e.g. in Safety Plans, annual
reports or dedicated websites).
Provide examples of SPIs used in your State. Are they organised in different Tiers? Have you agreed on targets with the Industry/Service Providers? Do they monitor the
major risks in the State? Briefly describe the process in use to establish your SPIs..
Summary
The process to establish SPIs has started in the majority of reporting States. 13 States reported to have established SPIs of some short. The remaining 8 are in the process
of defining them. Various States have declared that after establishing the first batch of SPIs they will continue to adjust them as they gain experience. Targets have not
been agreed with industry/service providers in any of the States. In Finland and Sweden targets have been set, but not yet agreed with the industry. In the Netherlands
there are only few targets agreed with the service providers. For example, on bird strikes the target used by Amsterdam Airport is 4 per 10.000 movements.
Annual Safety Review/Reports is the preferred means to publish SPIs at national level. Several States have used SSPs (e.g. Finland, Croatia), Safety Plans (e.g. Monaco,
Belgium) or magazines/websites (e.g. Sweden) to publish SPIs. SPIs are reviewed regularly (as a minimum on annual basis).
In the majority of cases SPIs are established in various tiers according to a 3-tier model. Various States highlighted the need to consider both lagging and leading
indicators. Several States (e.g. UK, Finland) group SPIs by risk area to monitor the major risks at State level. Others group them by type of operation and seek to identify
relevant trends.
Most of the States are in the process of implementing ATM specific SPIs according to EU regulations (Commission Regulation 691/2010), which establishes Europe-wide
SPIs for ATM/ANS.
The following steps have been identified by one State to establish SPIs:
Review and integration of EASp risk areas
Analysis of national data/needs together with industry data/needs through data analysis and structured brainstorming.
Once SPIs are developed, they should be continuously developed and adjusted.
The lack of a methodology to develop SPIs has been highlighted by various States as one of the difficulties. To overcome this problem, the Network of Analyst (NoA) has set
up a sub-group focused on SPIs development. In addition the Safety Management International Collaboration Group (SMICG) is working on a conceptual method that will
be available in 2013.
Examples of public SPIs: Irish Aviation Authority (IAA) Safety Performance, UK Safety Performance Volume I (CAP 800), Finish SSP.
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Systemic Issues
No.

Issue

Actions

Owner

Dates

Deliverable
(Measure)

Type

3. Safety Management Enablers
Development of SPIs with associated data stream

SYS3.11
NEW

FDM programmes
priorities do not consider
operational issues
identified at the European
and national levels.

States should set up a regular
dialogue with their national aircraft
operators on flight data monitoring
(FDM) programmes, with the above
objectives.

MS

2012

SP

Report on activities
performed to promote
FDM

Guidance:
Note: The action is a safety promotion initiative and should not be confused with inspections conducted in the framework of operators oversight.
1. Please indicate:
• If your State has organised meetings with aircraft operators to promote FDM in 2012 or 2011, or
• If your State has organised or contributed to any other type of activity to promote FDM in 2012 or 2011, or
• If your State plans to organise regular meetings with aircraft operators or any other initiative to promote FDM, and if applicable, when.
When appropriate indicate the type of initiative/activity.
2. In the case where your State has already engaged into a dialogue with aircraft operators on FDM promotion, please indicate:
• How many operators are taking part on average, and
• If discussion on FDM events relevant for preventing Runway Excursions (RE), Mid-Air Collisions (MAC), Controlled Flight Into Terrain (CFIT) or Loss of Control Inflight
(LOC-I) has been initiated as part of this dialogue. Please sum up the conclusions of the discussions, if applicable.
3. Please indicate:
• If aircraft operators reports to your State, on a regular basis, FDM event summaries or FDM-derived data. If applicable, please sum up what type of information is
collected and by what means.
Summary
Among the States that provided a response, safety promotion meetings addressing FDM were organised in 7 of them (Latvia, Ireland, France, Finland, UK, Belgium and
Switzerland). Four States (Lithuania, Iceland, Italy and Poland) expressed their intention to organise these types of meetings in the future. In two States (Czech Republic
and Estonia) the number of aircraft operators required to have an FDM programme is particularly low. In Monaco there are only helicopter operators that are not required to
have an FDM programme. In other States, the dialogue only takes place during the oversight activity (e.g. Sweden).
Discussions on FDM events relevant for preventing the major risks identified in the EASp are held in 4 States (UK, Ireland, Latvia, Finland). Among the issues discussed are
non-stabilised approaches and events relevant to prevent runway excursion.
Even though there is no legal requirement, summaries of FDM data or FDM-based SPIs are submitted from operators to the authorities’ of 5 States (Spain, Latvia, Finland,
UK and Estonia). In Spain SPIs derived from FDM data are supplied to the CAA on a monthly basis. In Estonia, trend analysis on issues like non-stabilised approaches by
aircraft type or airworthiness issues are supplied. In the UK, FDM forum members submit summaries of their FDM data to CAA, on go-arounds, GPWS warnings, stall
warnings and late deployment of flaps.
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The below graph provides a summary of the number of States that are considering the EASp issues in their risk portfolios through various initiatives. More
details about what is being done can be found in the following pages.

Main EASp Safety Issues
RE = Runway Excursions; MAC= Mid-air Collisions; CFIT=Controlled Flight Into Terrain;
LOC-I=Loss of Control in Flight; RI=Runway Incursions; Grnd Ops= Safety of Ground Operations
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Operational Issues
No.

Issue

Actions

Owner

Dates

Type

Deliverable
(Measure)

2012

SP

SSP publication

1. Runway Excursions

AER1.5

Include RE in national
SSPs.

Runway excursions should be addressed
by the MS on their SSPs in close
cooperation with the aircraft operators,
air traffic control, airport operators and
pilot representatives. This will include as
a minimum agreeing a set of actions and
measuring their effectiveness.

MS

Guidance:
Please indicate whether or not RE is part of your State's risk portfolio (one of the main safety concerns in your State's management system) and why (how did you arrive to
that conclusion?). Even though there may have not been many REs in your State, your management system may have identified hazards with the potential to lead to REs.
What mechanisms are in place to address corresponding mitigation actions? (e.g. Local Runway Safety Teams, State Safety Programmes, Safety Plans, other relevant
groups, etc).
Summary
Runway Excursions (RE) have been included in the risk portfolios of 11 States (Lithuania, Latvia, Ireland, Sweden, France, Finland, UK, Iceland, Italy, Croatia and
Switzerland). Many of them have made RE a priority in their SSPs (Croatia, Finland) or Safety Plans (France, Lithuania, Ireland, Italy, UK) identifying specific actions.
Others address the issue through specific oversight actions (Latvia) or risk portfolios (Switzerland).
Four (4) States (Spain, the Netherlands, Belgium and Luxembourg) reported that RE was not a major concern according to their reporting system. Sweden and Finland
reported to have very few RE, but nevertheless had planned actions to mitigate the risk. Local Runway Safety Teams exist in the certified aerodromes of many States (at
least 10 States declared their existence), even when RE is not considered a State priority.
Among the specific actions to address RE States reported the following:

Actions/Initiatives
unstabilised/non-stabilised approaches as precursor for RE (Sweden, France).
checking AOC holders for implementation of RE precursor measures (UK)
audit effectiveness of LRST (UK),

meteorological conditions during approach (France),
transmission of information on runway surface condition and
Runway contamination information provided to flight crew (France),
ground data to check deceleration profile of each airplane and identify near runway excursions (France),

Develop FDM precursor measures for RE (UK),

RE bow-tie to identify/validate SPIs and focus effort on the right mitigation actions (UK),

promoting information from initiatives and studies (Iceland),
dedicated SPIs
promulgation of guidance on winter operations (UK),

analysis of findings and reported occurrences during oversight activities (Iceland),
service providers are encouraged to evaluate risk factors relating to RE in their SMS systems (Iceland),
RE study conducted by aerodromes (Switzerland),
RE part of airport operators’ Risk Portfolio (Switzerland),
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Operational Issues
No.

Issue

Actions

Owner

Dates

Type

Deliverable
(Measure)

Per Plan

SP

SSP Publication

2. Mid-air collisions
AER2.1

Airspace infringement
risk.

MS should implement actions of the
European Action Plan for Airspace
Infringement Risk Reduction.

MS

Guidance:
Are Airspace Infringements a safety concern in Commercial Air Transport in your State? Why/Why not?
The progress of your State against the European Action Plan for Airspace Infringement Risk Reduction is reported within the European/Local Single Sky Implementation
(ESSIP/LSSIP) process at the following website http://www.eurocontrol.int/articles/essip-report.
The latest available report includes the activities carried out in 2011. Please indicate whether any progress has been made towards the objective in 2012 and what is the
expected situation at the end of the year. Consider the situation at both State and Service Provider Level
Summary
Airspace Infringements are a safety concern for 75% of the States that submitted a report (15/21) and primarily initiated by GA traffic. The majority of States (13) are in
the process of implementing the European Action Plan for Airspace Infringement Risk Reduction and report to Eurocontrol within the European/Local Single Sky
Implementation (ESSIP/LSSIP) process. Iceland is not a member of Eurocontrol and monitors the issue within the ICAO NAT umbrella. At least 5 States have established an
SPI to monitor this issue and many have incorporated the issue in their SSP and Safety Plans. Belgium is in the process of developing a dedicated national plan to mitigate
airspace infringements.
ESSIP Report 2011: . Based on States reports, approximately 65% of the States (28 of 42) declared delays in the implementation of this objective. In 2011, seven States
have completed objective fully with additional two States with partial completion. Two States (Malta and Luxembourg) declared that airspace infringements are not an issue
in their State and therefore there is no need for the implementation of the related action plan. Implementation of this objective is slowly progressing.
Among the various actions/initiatives and issues reported by the States we find :

Issues

Actions/Initiatives

Air/ground communication errors (Lithuania)
Flight charts, provision of AIS and FIS (Sweden)
GA traffic infringing approach at major airports (Finland)

Establishing a dedicated SPI (Ireland, Sweden, Iceland, Croatia, the Netherlands)
Dedicated Airspace Infringement Group (AIWG) to manage actions (UK, Switzerland)
Guidance for flying instructors for the teaching of navigation (UK)
Improve briefing of airspace infringement issues at GA safety council (UK)
Improve the understanding of human factors aspects (UK)
Safety seminars for GA and hand gliding (Switzerland)
Dedicated articles in magazines (Switzerland)
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Operational Issues
No.

Issue

Actions

Owner

Dates

Type

Deliverable
(Measure)

2012

SP

SSP Publication

2. Mid-air collisions (MAC)
AER2.8

Include MAC in national
SSPs.

Mid-air collisions shall be addressed by
the MS on their SSPs. This will include as
a minimum agreeing a set of actions and
measuring their effectiveness.

MS

Guidance:
Please indicate whether or not MAC is part of your State's risk portfolio (one of the main safety concerns in your State's management system) and why (how did you arrive
to that conclusion?). Even though there may have not been many MACs in your State, your management system may have identified hazards with the potential to lead to
MACs. What mechanisms are in place to address corresponding mitigation actions? (e.g. State Safety Programmes, Risk Portfolio, Safety/Business Plans, dedicated
oversight activities, etc). Please provide a few examples.
Summary
Fourteen (14) States include MAC in the risk portfolios, SSPs and Safety Plans. This is done after analysis of State’s occurrences and global data. Six (6) States (Lithuania,
Montenegro, Romania, Poland, Monaco and the Netherlands) plan to incorporate the issue as they draft their Plans and SSPs. The number of actual MAC across States is
low, because many safety barriers are in place (both on-ground and in the air). The separation minima infringements are being monitored in many States and in many
cases originate from airspace infringements due to military aircraft or general aviation interfering with CAT. In some cases the occurrences take place in uncontrolled (class
G) airspace.
Among the various actions/initiatives reported by the States we find :

Actions/Initiatives
Airprox Boards (UK, Switzerland) analyses occurrences
Update an promulgate ACAS training for pilots, guidance for flying instructors on the teaching
of navigation and study of aircraft utilization in class G airspace (UK)
Airborne conflict bow-tie to help identify/validate SPIs and focus effort on the right mitigating
action (UK)
Transponder Mandatory Zones (TMZ) in uncontrolled airspace (Luxembourg)
ANSPs and operators encouraged to evaluate risk factors related to MAC in their SMS
(Iceland)
Flight Ops oversight raises the issue with air operators related to the training of pilots (Iceland)
Analysis of Separation Minima Infringements (SMI) (Switzerland)
Redesign airspace, lifting military operations to 1200 feet or above, obligation for GA to use
transponders (The Netherlands)

EASp implementation in the States

Joint working group between State Safety Oversight and ANSP (Spain)
Increase number of ATCOs at working stations at all times(Latvia)
Improve stakeholder consultation for airspace changes (Ireland)
Initiatives for leisure flying sector (Ireland)
Monitor separation minima infringements at ANS level and airspace infringements at CAA level (Sweden)
Use of ground based safety nets and TCAS (France)
Dedicated SPI and continuous oversight activities (Finland)
Joint CAA-industry Airborne Conflict Action Group oversees improvements and maintains a risk register (UK)
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Operational Issues
No.

Issue

Actions

Owner

Dates

Type

Deliverable
(Measure)

2012

SP

SSP Publication

3. Controlled Flight Into Terrain (CFIT)
AER3.4

Include CFIT in national
SSPs.

Controlled flight into terrain shall be
addressed by the MS on their SSPs. This
will include as a minimum agreeing a set
of actions and measuring their
effectiveness.

MS

Guidance:
Please indicate whether or not CFIT is part of your State's risk portfolio (one of the main safety concerns in your State's management system) and why (how did you arrive
to that conclusion?). Even though there may have not been many CFITs in your State, your management system may have identified hazards with the potential to lead to
CFITs. What mechanisms are in place to address corresponding mitigation actions? (e.g. State Safety Programmes, Risk Portfolio, Safety/Business Plans, dedicated
oversight activities, etc). Please provide a few examples.
Summary
Twelve (12) States include CFIT in the risk portfolios, SSPs (2) and Safety Plans (5). Five (5) States (Lithuania, Montenegro, Romania, Monaco and Estonia) plan to
incorporate the issue as they draft their Plans and SSPs. The number of actual CFIT events across States is low, but the consequences are serious and this is why some
States decided to incorporate the issue in the risk portfolios. Various States relied on global data to justify the risk (e.g. UK) while others are just monitoring the events
(e.g. Croatia, Sweden). In other cases, the low number of occurrences did not justify the consideration of the risk at State level (Spain, Luxembourg, the Netherlands).
Among the precursors to CFIT, non-stabilised approaches is the focus of various programmes at State level (e.g. France). Within the mitigation mechanisms reported by
States, specific actions and initiatives are being incorporated in Safety Plans and SSPs. In addition States are encouraging the consideration of risk factors during oversight
programmes, setting SPIs to measure the risk and encouraging industry to measure performance against the risk.
A list with the issues, actions and SPIs reported by the States is provided below:

Issues
Fatigue (Latvia)
Disorientation (Latvia)

Actions/Initiatives
Implement vertical guidance for all instrument approaches and replace nonprecision approaches (Ireland, UK)
Support to the Approach and Landing Accidents Reduction (ALAR) at operator
level. ALAR addresses several risks (CFIT, LOC, RE, Unstabilised approaches)
–Iceland-

SPIs
Number of GPWS warnings –airlines- (Sweden, France)
Number of MSAW alerts – ANSP-(France)

Misunderstanding in communication with Controllers (Latvia)
Weather related issues (rain, icing, turbulence) (Latvia)
Unclear approach procedures (Latvia)
Electronic terrain and obstacle data (Ireland)
Non-stabilised approaches (France, Belgium))
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Operational Issues
No.

Issue

Actions

Owner

Dates

Type

Deliverable
(Measure)

2012

SP

SSP Publication

4. Loss of Control In Flight (LOC-I)
AER4.6

Include LOC-I in national
SSPs.

Loss of control in flight shall be
addressed by the MS on their SSPs. This
will include as a minimum agreeing a set
of actions and measuring their
effectiveness.

MS

Guidance:
Please indicate whether or not LOC-I is part of your State's risk portfolio (one of the main safety concerns in your State's management system) and why (how did you
arrive to that conclusion?). Even though there may have not been many LOC-Is in your State, your management system may have identified hazards with the potential to
lead to LOC-Is. What mechanisms are in place to address corresponding mitigation actions? (e.g. State Safety Programmes, Risk Portfolio, Safety/Business Plans, dedicated
oversight or promotion activities, etc). Please provide a few examples.
Summary
Twelve (12) States include LOC-I in the risk portfolios, SSPs and Safety Plans (4). Five (5) States (Lithuania, Montenegro, Romania, Monaco and Estonia) plan to
incorporate the issue as they draft their Plans and SSPs. The number of actual LOC-I events across States is low, but the consequences are serious and this is why some
States decided to incorporate the issue in the risk portfolios. Various States relied on the fact that it is considered a European priority or risk analysis at State level (e.g.
Belgium), while others are just monitoring the number of events (e.g. Croatia). In other cases, the low number of occurrences did not justify the consideration of the risk at
State level (Spain, Luxembourg, the Netherlands).
Within the mitigation mechanisms reported by States, specific actions and initiatives are being incorporated in Safety Plans and SSPs. In addition States are encouraging
the consideration of risk factors during oversight programmes, setting SPIs to measure the risk and encouraging industry to measure performance against the risk.
Increasing awareness during training was mentioned by two States (e.g. Latvia and Sweden)
A list with the issues, actions and SPIs reported by the States is provided below:

Issues
Abnormal position of the aircraft (attitude, bank angle, configuration
speed)
Pilot monitoring skills (UK)
Collision with animals (e.g. bird strikes) (Belgium)

Actions/Initiatives
Standardise FDM events based on causes of LOC-I (Latvia)

Joint CAA-industry action group to oversee improvement activity (UK)

Develop concepts for better training of crews (Latvia) in order to better identify and recover
from upsets.
Assessment of training programmes during oversight activities (Latvia)
Participate in endorsed initiatives (e.g. ICATEE) (Ireland)

Research into best practice in monitoring skills (UK)

Oversight analysis of mitigation measures adopted by airlines (Ireland)
Disseminate information at seminars for supervisors and aviation schools (Sweden)
Increase awareness within training organisations in conjunction with examinations and own
inspectors (Sweden)
NoA LOC sub-group

EASp implementation in the States

Develop guidance and associated training material for pilot monitoring (UK)
Jet upset recovery training aid tool with DVD. This will be sent to all commercial
pilots (UK)
Supporting ALAR(Approach and Landing Accidents Reduction) at operator level
(Iceland). It addresses several issues affecting approach and landing. –ICImprove reliability of flight controls for commercial aircraft (e.g. de-icing procedures)
(Belgium)
Encourage industry to monitor safety performance with reference to LOC-I (UK)
Implement Part FCL requirements to recover from unusual attitudes (Belgium)
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Operational Issues
No.

Issue

Actions

Owner

Dates

Type

Deliverable
(Measure)

5. Ground Collision
Runway Incursions

AER5.1

Runway safety.

MS should audit their aerodromes to
ensure that a local runway safety team
is in place and is effective. Member
States will report on the progress and
effectiveness.

MS

2012

O

Audit plan included in
SSPs.
Progress Report.

Guidance:
Are local runway safety teams (LRST) set up at the certified airports in your State? Is their effectiveness being monitored as part of the safety oversight scheme of the
CAA? If so, briefly describe how.
Good practices:
- Oversight audits to require that LRSTs implement the actions of EAPRRI 2,
- Require (some) non-certified aerodromes to also set up a LRST.
States report on progress to Eurocontrol, within the European/Local Single Sky Implementation (ESSIP/LSSIP) process at the following website
http://www.eurocontrol.int/articles/essip-report.
Summary
Almost all States that provided a report have established a Local Runway Safety Team (19) and most of them monitor both their existence and effectiveness, in most cases
through regular oversight audits but also through direct involvement on the safety teams. Various States require LRST to implement EAPPRI 2 recommendations.
ESSIP Report 2011: Significant progress is reported by all stakeholders (ANSPs, Airports and Military) on the Establishment of a local RunwaySafety Team. Fifty two airports
have reported it as -Completed-.
Some of the good practices gathered from the States are as follows:

Good practices
LRST are required to implement EAPPRI 2 (Spain, Belgium)

NAA are active members of the LRST (Luxembourg, Estonia, Belgium,
Switzerland)

Effectiveness of LRST is monitored through oversight of airport’s SMS
(Croatia, Belgium)

Require LRST to all airports used by the public (also non-certified)
(Spain)

EASp implementation in the States
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Operational Issues
No.

Issue

Actions

Owner

Dates

Type

Deliverable
(Measure)

Per Plan

SP

SSP Publication

5. Ground Collision
Runway Incursions
AER5.2

Runway incursions.

MS should implement actions suggested
by the European Action Plan for the
Prevention of Runway Incursions.

MS

Guidance:
The progress of your State against the European Action Plan for the Prevention of Runway Incursions (EAPPRI) is reported within the European/Local Single Sky
Implementation (ESSIP/LSSIP) process at the following website http://www.eurocontrol.int/articles/essip-report.
The latest available report includes the activities carried out in 2011. Please indicate whether any progress has been made towards the objective in 2012 and what is the
expected situation at the end of the year. Please report the completion status (Completed/Partially Completed/Planned/No Plan) in the Authority, ANSP, Airport Operator
and the Military when applicable.
Summary
All States that provided a report but two (2) continuously implement EAPPRI recommendations and report on progress within the European/Local Single Sky
Implementation (ESSIP/LSSIP). States are currently at various stages of implementation. SMS of involved organisations as well as safety teams are key in the
implementation of the EAPPRI recommendations. The follow-up of the EAPPRI is part of the regulatory surveillance activity.
ESSIP Report 2011 (objective AOP03): Based on the local implementation planning provided by the States on their reports, the implementation of EAPPRI v2
recommendations may be considered satisfactory and well on track to achieve the European target date of December 2013. The LSSIP reports provide the following
progress: 12 States completed, 24 States partially completed and 5 States planned.
Some of the good practices and issues gathered from the States are mentioned below:

Issues from the EAPPRI
Not all communications associated with runway operations are
conducted using aviation English (Latvia, Luxembourg)

A-SMGCS and language for ground and air traffic on the runway (Luxembourg)

Two States reported to have implemented all the EAPPRI requirements
by the regulator and ANSP (Finland and Sweden).

Some States have made the EAPPRI actions for Regulatory Authorities part of
their Safety Plans (e.g. Ireland, France, Belgium) or transposed them into
national regulations (e.g. Croatia)

Best practices
UK is developing special toolkits and oversight check list to assist with the
implementation in various domains (Aerodromes, AOC holders and
ANSPs)

Establish and SPI to measure the proportion of EAPPRI
recommendations implemented (Belgium)

EASp implementation in the States
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No.

Issue

Actions

Owner

Dates

Type

Deliverable
(Measure)

2012

SP

SSP Publication

5. Ground Collisions
Runway Incursions
AER5.4

Include RI in national
SSPs.

Runway incursions should be addressed
by the MS on their SSPs. This will
include as a minimum agreeing a set of
actions and measuring their
effectiveness.

MS

Guidance:
Please indicate whether or not RI is part of your State's risk portfolio (one of the main safety concerns in your State's management system) and why (how did you arrive to
that conclusion?). Even though there may have not been many RIs in your State, your management system may have identified hazards with the potential to lead to RIs.
What mechanisms are in place to address corresponding mitigation actions? (e.g. Local Runway Safety Teams, State Safety Programmes, Risk Portfolio, Safety/Business
Plans, dedicated oversight or promotion activities, etc). Please provide a few examples.
Summary
The majority of States (17) have included RI in their risk portfolios, mainly in Safety Plans (6) and SSPs (2). Three States (3) plan to include the risk in their SSPs in the
future. The recommendations of the EAPPRI and LRSTs involving airport operators, ANSPs, aircraft operators, ground personnel and regulators are key mechanisms in the
implementation of mitigation actions. Some States have detected increasing trends during monitoring of the occurrences.
A list with the issues, actions, SPIs and targets reported by the States is provided below:

Issues
Airport reconstruction activities (Latvia)
Radio frequency and language for ground and air traffic on the runway
(Luxembourg)

SPIs
Passenger circulation on the heliport (Monaco)
Number of runway incursions (Tier 2 SPIs) (France, Finland)

Targets

Actions/Initiatives
Develop safety cases during airport reconstruction activities involving all
stakeholders (Latvia)
Introduction of new runway incursion detection technology (Ireland)

Dedicated runway safety campaigns by the ANSP (Finland)

Changes to standard operating procedures (Ireland)

Promotion of EAPPRI v2.0 and subsequent checking of implementation of
actions (UK, Estonia)
Implementation of strategy, standards and guidance for airside driver
training (UK)
Discuss incidents and mitigation actions in the Local Runway Safety
Teams (Switzerland)

Regulator Runway Incursion Action Group to perform a systematic review of
events (Ireland, UK)
Increase educational awareness of the risk (Ireland)

Encourage industry to monitor their performance against the risk (UK)

Symposium on the matter (France 2007)

Reduce RI by 50% (the Netherlands)
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2012

SP

SSP Publication

5. Ground Collisions
Safety of Ground Operations
AER5.9

Include Ground
Operations in national
SSPs.

Risks to ground operations should be
addressed by the MS on their SSPs. This
will include as a minimum agreeing a set
of actions and measuring their
effectiveness.

MS

Guidance:
Please indicate whether or not safety risks stemming from Ground Operations are part of your State's risk portfolio (one of the main safety concerns in your State's
management system) and why (how did you arrive to that conclusion?). Even though there may have not been many such accidents in your State, your management
system may have identified hazards during ground operations with the potential to lead to these type of accidents. What mechanisms are in place to address corresponding
mitigation actions? (e.g. State Safety Programmes, Risk Portfolio, Safety/Business Plans, dedicated oversight or promotion activities, etc). Please provide a few examples.
Summary
The majority of States (17) have included Ground Operations in their risk portfolios: at least five Safety Plans (5) and three SSPs (3) contain specific mitigation
actions/initiatives. Three States (3) plan to include the risk as they develop or update their SSPs in the future. Local Runway Safety Teams (LRST) play a key role in
analysing ground safety data and addressing mitigation actions in various States, dedicated industry-authority working groups exists in at least two States.
A list with the issues, actions and SPIs reported by the States is provided below:

Issues
Handling procedures (Spain)
Undetected/Unreported aircraft damage to parked aircraft (Spain,
Latvia, Ireland)
Jet efflux of large aircraft may hazard small ones (Latvia)
Aircraft damaged by debris left on manoeuvring areas (Latvia, Monaco)
Loading error (Ireland, Iceland, Belgium)
Inadequate de-icing procedures (Ireland, France)
Near collisions between aircraft and ground vehicles (Belgium)

Actions/Initiatives
Oversight actions over airport training and supervision of ground operations
(Latvia)
Provisions of adequate signage, markings and lighting (Latvia)
Guidance for the training of drivers on the moving area (France)
Disseminate loading error educational material (UK)
Best practice methods for completing “last minute changes” to load sheets (UK)
Introduction of a driving licence with “penalty points” for vehicles at the airport.
(Luxemb0urg)
Analyse data and discuss mitigation measures at LRST (Estonia, Switzerland
and Luxembourg)

Promote occurrence reporting around ground handling companies
(Finland)
Encourage industry to monitor their safety performance against this risk
area (UK)
Joint industry-authority working group/teams (Ireland, UK)
Guidance for the correct loading of electric mobility aids (UK)
Checklist for ground handling self-inspections/audits in line with IATA
GOM (UK)
Accreditaion of providers of ground handling services sent to CAA
(Belgium)
All ground operation providers agreed to become ISAGO certified (The
Netherlands)

SPIs
Measuring GCOL, pushback interference, ground damage and fuelling
anomalies (Finland)
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2012

SP

Number and frequency
of events organised

Other types of operation
1. Helicopters

HE1.3

Further implement EHEST
recommendations.

NAAs in partnership with industry
representatives, to organise Helicopter
Safety events annually or every two
years. The EHEST materials could be
freely used and promoted.

MS and
Industry

Guidance:
EHEST has published the following recommendation in 2011: EHEST recommends the NAAs in partnership with industry representatives, to organise Helicopter Safety
events annually or every two years. The EHEST materials could be freely used and promoted.
What type of helicopter safety events have you organised in 2011/2012 or plan to organise? Do you plan to do it frequently?
Summary
A little less than half of the States that provided a response (10) organise helicopter safety events on a regular basis. Four (4) more States have plans to organise these
type of events in the future. The EHEST material is widely promoted in these events, but also through individual meetings with operators. Dedicated helicopters working
groups/teams exist in at least 3 States (Spain, Finland and UK) in some cases also addressing general aviation issues. These teams develop their own safety material to
address specific risks. In some States (Luxembourg, Lithuania or Ireland), the number of helicopter operators is low.
Some of the helicopter safety events held in the past two years in various States are listed below:

Helicopter Safety Events
Workshop with helicopters and aerial work companies (Spain, 2011)
Symposium on helicopter safety (DSAC France, Nov 14th 2012)
Symposium for NVIS users (Finland, Sept 2011)
Dedicated event for helicopter instructors, training organisations (Finland 2012)
Helicopter Safety Day (UK,8 May 2012)
Helicopter Safety Seminar (Belgium, 27th June 2012)
Helicopter Safety Days (The Netherlands, 30 Sept 2011)
European Rotorcraft Forum (The Netherlands, 4-7 Sept 2012)
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SP

List of local
implementation
priorities and actions
for GA

Other types of operation
2. General Aviation
GA1.5
NEW

Airspace infringement risk
in general aviation.

National authorities should play the
leading role in establishing and
promoting local implementation
priorities and actions.

MS

2013

Guidance:
Are Airspace Infringements a safety concern in General Aviation in your State? Why/Why not? In what part of general aviation are the main issues?
The progress of your State against the European Action Plan for Airspace Infringement Risk Reduction is reported within the ESSIP process at the following website
http://www.eurocontrol.int/articles/essip-report . The latest available report includes the activities carried out in 2011. Please indicate whether any progress has been made
towards the objective in 2012 and what is the expected situation at the end of the year. Consider the situation at both State and Service Provider Level
Summary
Airspace infringements committed by General Aviation are a safety concern for 71% of the States (15) that submitted a response. The infringements are committed in most
cases by VFR traffic infringing the controlled airspace (in some cases at international airports). Most of States have implemented or are implementing the recommendations
provided in the European Action Plan for Airspace Infringement Risk Reduction.
Some of the various means to address the issue within the States are listed below:

Actions/Initiatives
Safety Campaign (Czech Republic)
ANSP will provide AFIS coverage (Latvia)
Measuring through SPIs (Sweden, Croatia)
Make aeronautical information available on internet (The Netherlands)
Dedicated project started (The Netherlands)

EASp implementation in the States

LSSIP cycle (SP, Romania, France, UK, Estonia, Sweden, The Netherlands)
Several dedicated activities will be included in Safety Plan (Latvia)
production of guidance material for flying instructors (UK)
Action group (Finland, UK, Switzerland)
Staffing FIS with specially trained controllers equipped with weather info

Briefings at GA safety council (UK)
Understanding of HF (UK)
SSP & Safety Plan (Croatia, Belgium)
Dedicated website for private pilots (UK)
Improvement of GA pilot training (Belgium)
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